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To: Elin Valdis borsteinsdéttir

Subject: Fw: Samantekt fyrir sjavariitvegs- og landbinadarnefnd

Seel Elin.

Me# visan i beidni sjavarutvegs- og landbunadarnefndar um gégn varéandi addraganda ad yfirtoku 1.
kafla i vibauka 1 vid EES-samninginn og fyrirhugadar lagabreytingar til samraemingar vid
matvaelaléggjof ESB fylgir hér med greinargerd, sem utanrikisraduneytid hefur tekid saman i samradi
vid hlutadeigandi starfsmenn sjavaritvegs- og landbunadarraduneytis svo og Matveslastofnunar.
Greinargerdinni fylgja fundargeréir / frasagnir af nefndafundum, sem malid varda.

Auk pess fylgir hér ad nedan yfirlysing fulltria ESB i sameiginlegu EES nefndinni sem hann gaf &
fundi nefndarinnar 4. juli s.l.

Med bestu kvedju,
Sigurgeir Porgeirsson

"4. Delay in the entry into force of the “Food Law Package”.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for letting me raise the issue of the delay in the entry into force of the Food
Law Package. We all know the long and difficult negotiations that we went though to put this food law
package together, and | believe that at the end, we managed to put together a very good and
balanced package, which also took into account specific concerns, in particular of Iceland with regard
to fishmeal, the continued ban on import of live animals, efc.

So when we finally manage to adopt the whole package in October last year, we had hoped for a
speedy implementation and entry into force this year, and the further delays have now become a
matter of concern for us.

We all know that we have cases from time to time that for one reason or another are subject to delays
without this seriously compromising the EEA co-operation. However, in the case of the Food Law
Package, the delay is particularly problematic for several reasons.

Firstly, the fact that it is a very comprehensive package means that so long as it is not in force, it has
far reaching consequences, notably for the EEA EFTA participation in EFSA, for the introduction of the
new concept of horizontal food law also in the EEA, and the revision of Iceland’s application of
veterinary acquis.

Secondly, the body of legislation at stake is very important for the good functioning and the
homogeneity of the Internal Market. With the delay in the implementation, a significant “hole” exists in
the EEA, where our operators are faced with fundamental differences in the legal framework, in which
they operate.

Thirdly, precisely because of the importance of the concept of horizontal food law which was introduce
on the EU side in 2002, much new legislation related to the various parts of the Food Law Package is
now blocked in relation to the EEA and is creating an important back-log of relevant legislative acts to
be incorporated,

! fully understand the sensitivity that is frequently encountered when it comes to the subject of food
safety. | also very much respect the need for national parliaments to scrutinise such new important
decisions. But for the reasons that I've mentioned, | sincerely hope that Iceland will be able to finalise
its parliamentary procedures in September as indicated so that there will be no further delay, thus
allowing for closing the gap in the internal market and also for EEA EFTA participation in EFSA.

Thank you.”
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Samningavioradur um upptoku matvalaloggjafar ESB i EES-
samninginn

i samantekt pessari er rakinn addragandi pess ad matvalaloggjof ESB var tekin upp i EES
samninginn og par med endurskodud undanpéga Islands ad pvi er vardar krofur sem innfluttar
landbunadarafurdir fra ESB skulu uppfylla. Eru raktir helstu vidburdir pess langa tima sem
malid var til medferdar.

bess skal sérstaklega getid ad malid var tekid upp 4 6llum fundum i vinnuh6pi EFTA um
dyraheilbrigdi, i videigandi undimefnd EES samstarfsins og i sameiginlegu EES-nefndinni
sem haldnir voru 4 4runum 2003-2007. Einnig er rétt ad visa til samantekta sem fylgja par
sem er ad finna tilvisanir i fundargerdir nefndanna.

Vinna ad mali sem pessu kallar & langvinn samskipti i ymsu formi vid lykiladila innan
framkvemdastjornar ESB. Slik samskipti fara undantekningalitid fram med o6formlegum
heetti.

Fra upphafi medferdar malsins var ljést ad ny matvalaloggjof ESB yrdi hluti af EES
samningnum. Islensk stjornvold gengu tt fra pvi ad pad yrdi med sama hetti fyrr, p.e. ad
afram yrdi undanpdga til stadar ad pvi er vardar landbunadarafurdir { tilviki fslands. i
samskiptum vid framkvamdastjorn ESB 4 drunum 2002, 2003 og 2004 var pessu atridi haldid
skyrt til haga. Undir lok arsins 2004 vard endanlega ljost ad framkvaemdastjorn ESB hafdi
ekki i hyggju ad taka pessa nyju 16ggjof upp i EES samninginn 68ruvisi en ad hun myndi ad
fullu n4 til Islands.

29. april 2002 — EES EFTA rikin senda formlega til framkvemdasjornar ESB drog ad
akvordun sameiginlegu EES-nefndarinnar um upptoku reglugerdar 178/2002 um
matvelaloggjof, fedudryggi og Matveladryggisstofnun Evrépu (EFSA) i EES-samninginn.

10. desember 2002 — Drogin reedd 4 fundi i sameiginlegum vinnuhépi EFTA um
dyraheilbrigdi og spurningum framkvemdastjornarinnar svarad.

9. jantiar 2003 — Oformlegur fundur EES EFTA rikjanna og framkvamdastjérnarinnar i
framhaldi af fundi vinnuhéps EFTA um dyraheilbrigdi par sem framkvamdastjornin latur i
1j6si efasemdir um hlutverk Eftirlitsstofnunar EFTA (ESA) i tengslum vid Matvalastofnunina
og Oskar eftir minnisbladi um hlutverk ESA og frekari rokstudningi fyrir pvi.

4. mars 2003 — Oformlegur fundur EES EFTA rikjanna og DG SANCO' — Minnisblad um
hlutverk ESA afthent. I kj61farid utbuin ny drog ad akvordun.

19. mai 2003 — EES EFTA rikin senda formlega endurskodud drég ad dkvordun sameiginlegu
EES-nefndarinnar til framkvamdastjérnarinnar.

3. september 2003 — Framkvaemdastjormn sendir athugasemdir vid drogln til EFTA nkjanna
Framkvemdastjérnin gerir m.a. athugasemdir vid pad ad EFSA muni eingéngu hvad Island

! Stjornarskrifstofa ESB 4 svidi heilbrigdis- og matvalamala.



var®ar, gegna hlutverki vardandi heilbrigdisreglur i sjavartvegi, i samremi vid gildandi
takmarkanir i vidauka I vid EES-samninginn. Pessu hafnar framkvemdastjornin og telur
reglugerdina sem slika byggja 4 heildarndlgun ad pvi er vardar matvaelaloggjof og ekki sé
unnt ad takmarka gildi hennar med pessum hetti. Framkvamdastjornin gerir jafnframt tillogu
um ad i tilteknum kringumsteedum geti EES EFTA rikin ekki 6skad eftir visindalegu aliti fra
EFSA. Gerir jafnframt frekari athugasemdir sem lita ad hlutverki ESA.

16. september 2003 — Oformlegur fundur EFTA rikjanna og framkvemdastjérnarinnar til ad
reda athugasemdirnar.

15. oktéber 2003 — EES EFTA rikin svara athugasemdum framkvamdastjérnarinnar. Par er
m.a. itrekad ad fsland hafi undanpagu fra kafla 1, vidauka I vi® EES-samninginn og hvorki
ESA né framkvemdastjornin hafi hlutverki ad gegna hvad vardar gerdir sem falla undir
undanpaguna en reglugerdin eigi ad fullu vi® um island 4 68rum svidum.

25. névember 2003 - Fundur sameiginlegrar undimefndar 1 og sérfreedinga.
Framkveemdastjornin itrekar afstodu sina vardandi upptoku reglugerdarinnar hvad Island
vardar og ad horfa purfi heildstett 4 malid.

Byrjun desember 2003 — Tvihlida fundur milli DG SANCO og fslands um upptoku
reglugerdarinnar a Islandi.

8 desember 2003 - Oformlegar vidredur milli EFTA  skrifstofunnar og
framkvaemdastjornarinnar um adlogunartextann i framhaldi af sérfreedingafundi i né6vember.

3. mars 2004 — Fundur EES EFTA rikjanna og DG SANCO bar sem m.a. er farid yfir
utflutning til pridju rikja skv. 12. gr. reglugerdarinnar.

24. mars 2004 — Tvihlida fundur fslands og DG SANCO. Framkvamdastjornin itrekar
sjénarmid sin um upptoku gerdarinnar med undanpagu fslands. Framkvemdastjérnin vill
eindregid ad gerdin verdi tekin yfir 4n adlogunartexta hvad petta vardar. Af fslands halfu er
bvi alfarid hafnad par sem med pvi taeki gerdin til vara sem hvad fsland vardar falla ekki undir
samninginn. Er afstada fslands su ad pessa gerd verdi ad taka i vidauka I med hefdbundnum
hatti i samrami vid undanpaguna.

30. mars 2004 A fundi i sameiginlegri undirefnd I kemur fram af hélfu
framkvamdastjornarinnar ad pegar bdid sé ad utklja hvernig farid skuli med 12. gr. vardandi
utflutning til bridju rikja veeri framkvemdastjornin tilbuin ad reda upptoku reglugerdarinnar
vardandi Island.

26. april 2004 - Framkvemdastjornin sendir formlega athugasemdir sinar vid drogin
vardandi almenn akveedi (b.e. annad en upptéku gerdarinnar hvad vardar Island).

11. oktéber 2004 - EES EFTA rikin senda ny endurskodud drog til
framkvamdastjérnarinnar. Fallist 4 tillogur framkvamdastjérnarinnar m.a. vardandi
moguleika ESA ad Oska eftir visindalegri- og teknilegri adstod og upplysinga fra
Matvzlastofnuninni. EES EFTA rikin halda vid kréfur sinar um ad EFTA rikin og ESA hafi
sama rétt og framkvemdastjornin og adildarrikin til a0 o6ska eftir visindalegu aliti fra
Matvzlastofnuninni.



16. névember 2004 — Fundur i sameiginlegri undimefnd I par sem framkvaemdastjornin
itrekar afst6du sina ad pvi er vardar moguleika EFTA rikjanna til ad 6ska eftir visindalegu
aliti EFSA. A fundinum fer framkvemdastjérnin jafnframt yfir par breytingar sem hafa ordid
a 16ggjof ESB 4 matvalasvidinu med sampykkt heildstedrar 16ggjafar sem nzr yfir alla
feedukedjuna og geti framkvaemdastjornin ekki fallist 4 ad pessar reglur yrdi teknar yfir i
batum af fslandi par sem i framkveemd veri ekki unnt ad greina 4 milli einstakra pétta i
feedukedjunni og pvi veeri 6mogulegt ad greina einn patt fra 68rum i starfi EFSA. Naudsynlegt
veeri ni ad skoda af alvéru stodu Islands i pessu sambandi 1t fra breyttum forsendum 4 svidi
matveladryggis. Slik skodun geti ekki leitt til annars en ad Island tzki yfir ad fullu pa
vidtaeku 16ggjof sem nu veri 4 bordinu 4 svidi matvaladryggis. Pad veri ekki lengur 1 takt vid
timann ad taka einungis fyrir takmarkada peetti 4 pessu svidi. Af hdlfu
framkvamdastjornarinnar kemur jafnframt fram ad petta sé vandamal vardandi fleiri gerdir
svo sem nyja reglugerd um aukaafurdir.

14. desember 2004 — A EES-radsfundi lysir utanrikisradherra undrun yfir pvi ad
framkveemdastjornin  tengi upptéku matvelaldggjafarinnar i EES-samninginn  vid
endurskodun 4 undanpégu Islands vid kafla 1, vidauka I. Framkvaemdastjornin leggur aherslu
a ad grundvollur pess ad 16ggj6fin verdi tekin upp 4 EES-svadinu sé ad sampykkt verdi ad
taka upp heildstzda nalgun ESB til fadudryggis og faeduloggjafar sem nai til allra batta
faedukedjunnar.

18. jandar 2005 — A fundi i undirefnd I upplysir fsland ad islensk stjérnvéld séu ad fara yfir
malid vardandi undanpéagu Islands fra vidauka I. Island itrekar vid framkvamdastjérnina ad
bakgrunnur fyrir undanpagunni hafi ekki breyst en verid sé ad fara yfir athugasemdir
framkvamdastjornarinnar.

25. febriar 2005 - Rikisstjorn tekur 4kvérdun um ad lata fara fram athugun 4 dhrifum bess
ad taka upp stzerri hluta af samreemdum reglum um heilbrigdi dyra 4 EES-svadinu. { kjolfarid
er komid 4 fot starfshopi skipudum fulltrium fj6gurra raduneyta undir forystu
utanrikisraduneytis til ad fjalla um ahrif pess ad vikja fra undanpagu fré vidauka I vid EES-
samninginn ad 60ru leyti en pvi sem vardar lifandi dyr.

23. mai 2005 - EFTA rikin senda endurskodada 4kvordun Oformlega til
framkvaemdastjornarinnar par sem tekid er tillit til athugasemda peirra fra 16. névember 2004
vardandi dkvedi um innflutning og Gtflutning, neydarradstafanir og visindalegt alit.

Juni 2005 — Framkvamdastjérnin sampykkir breyttan adlogunartexta i dkvardanardrogunum
en latur 1 1j6si dhyggjur 1 tengslum vid innleidingu og beitingu neydarradstafana (safeguard
measures) i Liechtenstein og 4 {slandi par sem rikin hafi ekki tekid yfir allar gerdir 4 svidi
matvala og fédurs 4 pessu svidi.

13.-14. juni 2005 — Seminar i Reykjavik par sem Nordmenn deila reynslu sinni af pvi ad taka
yfir gerdir i vidauka I.

15. juni 2005 — Mélping um matvaeladryggi 4 vegum Yfirdyralaeknis atlad hagsmunaadilum
par sem ny heildsted stefna ESB i matvaladryggismalum er kynnt.

11. oktéber 2005 — Oformlegur fundur Islands og framkvamdastjérarinnar bar sem
framkvaemdastjérnin er upplyst um vinnu starfshépsins.



18. oktéber 2005 — Minnisblad lagt fyrir rikisstjorn par sem gerd er grein fyrir skyrslu
starfshopsins og dyraleknisfredilegri uttekt yfirdyralaknis og nidurstddu hans um ad
forsenda undanpagunnar eigi ekki lengur vid ad 6llu leyti. Ad pvi marki sem enn vari asteda
til ad Ottast neikvaed ahrif veeri hegt ad verjast med videigandi motvaegisadgerdum annars
vegar og akvednu trygginga-eda abyrgdakerfi hins vegar. Rikisstjornin sampykkir tilldgur um
a0 hafnar verdi samningavidredur vid framkvemdastjorn Evrépusambandsins um
endurskodun undanpéagu fslands fra gerdum i kafla 1 i vidauka I vid EES-samninginn i pvi
skyni ad taka upp samrseemdar reglur um annad en lifandi dyr. Jafnframt verdi heimilad ad
semja um upptoku gerda er varda dyravernd, svo lengi sem ljost sé ad ekki yrdi vikio fra
banni vid innflutningi lifanda dyra.

15. névember 2005 — Island upplysir framkvamdastjérnina ad fsland sé tilbuid ad byrja
samningavidradur um endurskodun 4 vidauka I ad undanskyldum lifandi dyrum.

22. névember 2005 — Fundur fslands og DG RELEX? um hvernig malum skulu framhaldid.

Byrjun desember 2005 — Sambykkt ad aftengja umreduna um matveelaloggjof ESB fra
endurskodun 4 undanpagu Islands.

14. desember 2005 — A fundi { vinnuhépi EFTA um dyraheilbrigdi er 4réttad ad vidreedur um
endurskodun undanpagu fslands fr4 vidauka I verdi 4 tveimur stigum, annars vegar
samninganefnd sem leidd yrdi af DG RELEX og utanrikisrdduneytinu og hins vegar
teeknilegur hopur par sem vidkomandi adilar fra Islandi attu seti 4samt fulltrium DG
SANCO. Island upplysir ad pegar sé hafin yfirferd & peim gerdum sem byrfii ad taka til
skodunar.

29. desember 2005 — Fiskutflytjendur bodadir til fundar i utanrikisraduneytinu og peim greint
fra st60u mala par sem mikilveegt var fyrir hagsmuni sjavarutvegsins ad ekki yrdu truflanir a
vidskiptum med sjavarafurdir p6 tafir yrdu & ad nyjar reglur vaeru teknar upp i EES
samninginn. Gerd var grein fyrir krofum ESB 4 hendur Islandi i sambandi vid nyja
matveelaloggjof. Logd var dhersla 4 ad utanrikisraduneytid tti von 4 pvi ad engar raskanir
myndu verda i pessu sambandi medan malid veeri til medferdar innan EES.

20. febriiar 2006 — Fyrsti samningafundur Islands med framkvamdastjérninni. Reedd badi
politisk og taknileg mal. Framkvemdastjornin sampykkir ad fsland geti fengid
vidbotartryggingar vegna salmonellusmits, h4d sampykkt videigandi adgerdaratlana p.a.l.,
en hafnar beidni Islands um samberilegar vidbotartryggingar vegna kamfylobaktersmits i
kjuklingum, par sem fyrir pvi séu ekki lagalegar forsendur i matvalaloggjofinni.
Framkvamdastjornin sampykkir ad endurskodunin nai ekki til lifandi dyra eda dyrasjukdéma
og dyrverndar og gerir enga fyrirvara um hvenzr bau atridi verdi tekin til endurskodunar.

20. mars 2006 - Sérfredingafundur med framkvemdastjorn ESB. Afmarkadar teknilegar
spurningar reddar.

4. april 2006 — Annar samningafundur Islands og framkvemdastjérnarinnar. Gildissvid
endurskodunarinnar raett.

? Stjornarskrifstofa utanrikismala i framkvemdastjorn ESB.



2. jani 2006 — Rikisstjornin upplyst um stdduna i samningavidredunum. Upplyst ad fyrir
liggi drog ad 4kvordun sem senda purfi framkvaemdastjérninni sem fyrst. [ drogunum sé gert
rad fyrir almennum adlogunartima, allt ad 18 méanudum til ad innleida gerdir er varda
landbunad, a8 Islandi verdi heimilt a8 fodra jérturdyr med fiskimjoli, ad ekki purfi ad
fjarlegja ahattuvefi vid slatrun par sem fsland sé laust vid kuarridu, ad island geti bannad
innflutning 4 beina-, bl6d- og kjotmjoli. Gert verdi rad fyrir ad samid verdi um
vidbétartryggingar vegna salmonellusmits i kjoti pegar fsland hafi synt fram 4 ad bad hafi
adgerdarazetlun par ad lutandi. Ekki sé gert r4d fyrir ad reglur um dyravernd verdi teknar yfir,
nema hvad vadrar adbinad og adferdir vid slatrun dyra.

Byrjun juli 2006 — Endurskodud drog send formlega til framkvamdastjérnarinanr.

7. september 2006 — A fundi i vinnuh6pi um dyraheilbrigdismal kemur fram ad tvo atridi séu
utistandandi hvad vardar akvordun um endurskodun 4 undanpagu Islands, annars vegar
adlogunartimi hvad vardar reglugerd 178/2002 og hins vegar 6sk fslands um undanbégu fra
fiskimjolsbanninu.

18. desember 2006 — Drog ad dkvordun sameiginlegu EES nefndarinnar vardandi undanpégu
fslands og drog ad 4kvOrSunum um upptoku reglugerdar ESB um matvelaldggjof,
feedudryggi og Matveladryggisstofnun Evropu og 16ggjof um opinbert eftirlit og um
hollustuhztti vid framleidslu og dreifingu matvela i EES-samninginn send formlega til
framkvamdastjornarinnar.

Febriar 2007 — Framkvaemdastjérnin gerir athugasemdir vid drogin ad akvordununum en
segist purfa meiri tima til ad skoda drég ad akvérdun um undanpagu Islands fra vidauka L.

30. mars 2007 — EFTA rikin senda endurskodadar akvardanir ad upptoku matvaelapakkans
(fyrir utan akvérdun um undanpagu fra vidauka I) til framkvamdastjérnarinnar.

4. jini 2007 — Fundur framkvemdastj6rnarinnar og Islands par sem fram kemur ad tvé mal
eru utistandandi vardandi drog ad akvordun um endurskodun 4 vidauka I, annars vegar
undanpiga fra fiskimjolsbanninu og hins vegar dkvadi vardandi Gtrymingardztlun fyrir
riduveiki. Ny drog ad akvordun vardandi endurskodun 4 undanpégu fslands fré vidauka I send
til framkvemastjornarinnar i kj6lfar fundarins par sem gerdar eru minnihattar taeknilegar
breytingar 4 texta vardandi utrymingu 4 riduveiki. Af halfu framkvemdastjérnarinnar kemur
fram ad 6sk Islands um undanpagu fr4 banni vardandi fiskimjol verdi tekid upp 4 hasta stigi
innan framkvamdastjornarinnar.

27. juli 2007 — Ny drog send til framkvaemdastjérnarinnar.
22. oktéber 2007 — Matvalapakkinn sampykktur af radherraradi ESB.

26. oktdéber 2007 — Matvelapakkinn tekinn upp i EES-samninginn.



2004

EEA Council - 27. april 2004
Intervention of Mr. MEYER on behalf of the European Commission:
[...]As far as the European Food Safety Agency (EFSA) is concerned, much progress
has also been achieved at a technical level since our last meeting. We hope that this
progress may soon be translated into an agreed text, with only two questions remaining,

where we need to find a solution.

Intervention of Mr. Walxh, on behalf of the EEA — EFTA States:
[...]JAn issue, that we have discussed at several meetings before, is the EEA - EFTA

participation in new Agencies of the European Union. We have not yet reached a
Decision on the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). I hope that the EEA Joint
Committee can sort out the remaining differences as soon as possible in order to finalise
this issue. This concerns a vital element of the Internal Market: Food, feed and

veterinary issues. [...]

EEA Council — 14. desember 2004

Intervention of Mr. HAARDE, on behalf of the EEA-EFTA States:

[...]The parties have been preparing the draft Decision for EEA - EFTA participation in
the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) for a long time. This is a complex but
important issue. As an Icelandic representative I must express our surprise over the link
that has been made directly between this issue and the derogation of Iceland in the
veterinary field. Let me recall that this derogation was originally negotiated and agreed

upon due to the specific circumstances in Iceland, which still prevail. [...]

Interventionion of Mr. V. MARZO, on behalf of the European Commission:

[...]JFirstly, we have been very satisfied with the progress achieved in our ongoing
consultations on the incorporation of Regulation 178/2002 on general principles and
requirements of food law and procedures in matters of food safety, the Regulation

which also establishes the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). I do, however,



wish to emphasise that the basis for an agreement on extending this Regulation to the
European Economic Area must be a full acceptance of the Community’s new
comprehensive approach to food safety and food law, covering all elements of the food

chain.[...]

2005
EEA Council - 14. juni 2005

Intervention of Mr. Olli REHN on behalf of the European Commission:

[...]JWe have also made much progress with respect to the “European Food Safety
Authority”, (EFSA), and we appreciate the constructive efforts demonstrated by all
sides. The particular challenge with EFSA is that this Agency is established by a
Regulation, which introduces the concept of horizontal food law into the Community
acquis. This is new both to the European Union and to the European Economic Area,
and more legislation of this nature is certain to come. This means that it is in our
common interest to examine carefully how we can best incorporate such horizontal
acquis into the European Economic Area Agreement in a manner, which will also be

valid in the future.[...]

EEA Council - 21. névember 2005

Intervention of Ms. KIEBER - BECK, on behalf of the EEA — EFTA STATES:

[...]JAs you know, in the context of this particular Agency, Iceland has agreed to enter
into a review of its specific situation under Annex I of the European Economic Area
Agreement, which the EEA - EFTA States hope will facilitate the incorporation of new
Acts in this important area into the Agreement. For the good functioning of the Internal
Market in this area, it is important that relevant parties show flexibility in order to

facilitate trade. [...]

Intervention of Mr. AVERY, on behalf of the European Commission:

[...]We have also made progress towards securing EEA - EFTA participation in the
“European Food Safety Authority”, EFSA. I welcome the particular efforts being made
by Iceland with respect to veterinary matters. EFSA is an Agency established by a



Regulation which introduces the concept of horizontal food law into Community
acquis. This is new both to the European Union and to the European Economic Area,
but more legislation of this nature is certain to come. This means that it is in our
common interest to examine carefully how we can best incorporate such horizontal
acquis into the European Economic Area Agreement, in a manner that will also be valid

for the future. [...]

2006
EEA Council - 12. juni 2006

Intervention of Mr. KOVANDA on behalf of the European Commission:

[...]Only EEA-EFTA participation in the “European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)
remains outstanding. This is due to the particular framework that establishes this
Agency (the concept of horizontal food law), which is new to both the European Union
and the Europan Economic Area. In this context, we appreciate that Iceland has
engaged in a major review of its position relating to its application of the veterinary
acquis and I hope this means that we can soon agree on a model, which will be the basis
for the incorporation of all the new general food law acts, including the Regulation that

establishes the European Food Safety Authority.

Intervention of Mr. GUNNARSSON, on behalf of the EEA- EFTA States:

[...]Moreover, our participation in the European Food Safety Authority — EFSA — is
about to be resolved. The process regarding European Food Safety Authority has taken
some time, as the matter is complex, since the participation is linked to the adoption of a
general food law establishing an integrated approach to food safety issues. It has caused
some problems for Iceland, which has entered a review of its specific situation under
Annex I of the European Economic Area Agreement with the European Commission.

We expect results soon.



EEA Council 12. desember 2006

Intervention of Mr. GAHR STORE, on behalf of the EEA- EFTA States:
[...JT am pleased to say that we are close to finalising an agreement on the integration
of the legislation establishing the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) and of

general principles of food law.

This means that we, after four years of negotiations, can finally formalise our
participation in the Agency. The establishment of EFSA ensures a coherent and
integrated "farm to fork" approach to food safety ensuring a high level of protection of
human life and health, taking into account the protection of animal health and welfare,
of plant health and of the environment. The legislation introduces principles of risk

analysis, transparency and procedures for managing crisis situations.



***2004***

06 February 2004 (JC 109)
EEA EFTA participation in the new EU agencies

Concerning EFSA, the EFTA Chairman stated that there had been positive contacts, and
he hoped that the Commission would submit a revised decision text as soon as possible
with a view to adoption of the Decision at the Joint Committee meeting in April. [...]

He agreed that EFSA seemed to be on track and that regarding the “Bilbao Agency”,
talks between the budgetary experts of the EFTA Secretariat and DG Employment would
hopefully result in progress being made.

19 March 2004 (JC 110)
EEA EFTA participation in new EU Agencies

[...]
On EFSA [European Food Safety Authority], he said that the colleagues from DG.Sanco

had not yet been able to obtain the clearance of their new Director General on the new

draft, but that close contacts would be maintained on this issue.
[...]

The EFTA Chairman replied that, concerning the Food Safety Authority, the EFTA side
was awaiting reactions to the proposed adaptation text presented on 8 December last year.
He appreciated that an informal meeting had taken place on 3 March 2004, but that it
only concerned one aspect of the proposal (export to third countries), and that there was a
need to cover the outstanding issues without delay.

04 June 2004 (JC 112)
EEA EFTA participation in new EU agencies

[...]Specifically with respect to the European Food Safety Authority, the EU Chairman
said he was glad to learn that the EU comments to the draft Joint Committee Decision on
EFSA hade been well received, and he hoped that the Decision was now close to being
finalised. With respect to EEA participation in European Aviation Safety Agency, the EU
Chairman asked whether the EFTA side had any reactions to the compromise proposal,
which had been presented in March?

The EFTA Chairman thanked the EU Chairman for the useful if informal information
about forthcoming agencies. Concerning EFSA, he thanked the EU side for the proposals
concerning the adaptation text for EFTA participation in EFSA, which were now under
consideration by the EFTA states. Concerning EASA, he said that a response from the



EEA EFTA states on the Commission compromise proposal could be expected in the
very near future.

***2005***

11 March 2005 (JC 118)

EEA EFTA participation in the new EU Agencies

On the question the European Food Safety Authority, the EU Chairman stated that he
had been pleased to learn that a potentially significant step had been taken by the
Icelandic Government, which had authorised an impact study on the consequences of
adapting Iceland’s legislation to Annex I Chapter 1 of the EEA Agreement concerning
veterinary matters. He hoped that the initiative of the Icelandic government would prove
to be instrumental in finding a solution, which could in the future also be used as a
general model for the future incorporation of new horizontal food law acquis, and
stressed that Commission services remained ready to enter into a dialogue with Iceland.
Furthermore, he expressed his hope that a timetable could be established for finalising the
remaining steps for concluding the process, while awaiting the outcome of the Icelandic
impact assessment study.

Iceland stated that it had on previous occasions laid out its position on the Commission’s
view, that the derogation for Iceland contained in Chapter 1 of Annex I to the EEA
Agreement needed to be reconsidered in the context of EFSA. Iceland had reiterated that
the derogation was designed to protect some fundamental interests in the veterinary field
and still felt that those fundamental interests needed to be protected. Iceland had,
however, indicated its readiness to enter into a review as provided for in Annex I. In this
context, Iceland had internally entered into a thorough examination of whether the
specific circumstances under which the derogation was negotiated still prevail. Initial
results had indicated that these circumstances, with regard to other than live animals,
might to some extent have changed. Iceland was therefore assessing whether the interests
upon which the derogation was based, could be sufficiently protected within the
framework of Annex I to the EEA Agreement. In order to do so, it would be necessary to
assess the impact of adapting Icelandic legislation to the acts pertaining to Annex I. Thus,
the Icelandic government had agreed to carry out such an impact assessment. It was too
early to give any indication of how long this would take, but Iceland was aware of the
need to proceed as quickly as possible.

[..]



29 April 2005 (JC 119)

EEA EFTA participation in the new EU Agencies

Concerning the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), the EU Chairman said that
useful consultations had taken place with DG.SANCO in the Joint Veterinary Group, and
it appeared that a revised draft Joint Committee Decision, leaving aside the question of
the derogation for Iceland, would soon be ready for informal discussions with
DG.SANCO.

Concerning the derogation for Iceland, he said that the EU side was looking forward to
the conclusion of the on-going impact assessment study.

The EFTA Chairman replied that progress was being made. The Head of the Icelandic
Delegation stated that the Icelandic experts were working hard on the impact assessment
which was currently being undertaken with regard to Iceland’s situation under Chapter 1
of Annex I. He said that Iceland was of the opinion that ways should be explored to
continue with the current practice with regard to that particular part of the Agreement in
order to maintain the homogeneity of the Agreement. This notwithstanding, studying the
impact of changing Iceland’s situation under Annex I of the Agreement was a time
consuming task which required not only technical input but also political consideration at
the highest level (for example translation of the acts involved would take 5 man years).
He thought that the final outcome might to some extent depend on a cooperative spirit of
the relevant Commission Services. He promised to keep the Commission informed of any
developments.

The EU Chairman concluded that he hoped a rapid solution could be found for the food
law and the Authority, as the two issues were linked.
10 June 2005 (JC 120)

EEA EFTA participation in the new EU Agencies

On the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), the EU Chairman said that the informal
revised draft decision on EFSA had been much appreciated, leaving aside the question of
the derogation for Iceland.

Indications from DG SANCO were broadly positive and the efforts which had been
invested in the revised draft were recognised. He added that there were perhaps one or
two points where the EU experts would have comments to make, and they were being
encouraged to do so as soon as possible.

The EFTA Chairman replied that it was an important issue for all concerned, and that the
EFTA side would look into the different outstanding points.

With respect to the derogation for Iceland, the EU Chairman said that the EU side was
looking forward to the conclusion of the on-going impact assessment study, and that he
was satisfied that Iceland has indicated that a time-table would be presented in the near
future.



The Icelandic delegate replied that work was actively advancing with regard to the
Impact Assessment and good progress was being made, but that it would be a long and
costly process. He added that it was practical task as well as a political one. A workshop
had been organised with Norway on 13/14 June to learn from their experience, and it was
foreseen that a timetable could be established shortly thereafter.

30 September 2005 (JC 122)
EEA EFTA participation in the European Food Safety Authority

The Icelandic Delegate informed the Joint Committee that the veterinary service in
Iceland had dedicated considerable resources to the impact assessment in the country of
taking over more of the veterinary acquis and was now close to concluding its work. The
increasing risk inherent in change of status under Annex I could be dealt with through
appropriate measures. A cost analysis would, however, be required before the task force
charged with the assessment could present its final report to the government, hopefully in
October. The Icelandic government would then be able to make a final decision on the
matter. The Delegate concluded by saying that an absolute precondition for making any
further steps regarding Annex I was that the good animal health status, which Iceland has
been able to maintain by controlling all imports of animal products, would not be
jeopardised.

The EU Chairman thanked the Icelandic Delegate for the update, and said that he was
pleased that the technical part of the process had been completed so that the cost analysis
could begin. He hoped the conclusions of the impact assessment would provide a good
basis for proceeding with the incorporation of Regulation (EC) No 178/2002. He looked
forward to hearing an update.

21 October 2005 (JC 123)

EEA EFTA Participation in the European Food Safety Authority

The Icelandic Delegate informed the Joint Committee that the Working Group had
concluded its work on the impact assessment and that the conclusions had been sent to
the Icelandic Government. The Working Group had recommended that negotiations be
commenced with the Commission on the matter with the objective of adapting Icelandic
legislation towards the one of the EU, excluding live animals. He said that the
government would take a decision on the matter shortly.

The EU Chairman thanked the Icelandic Delegate for the briefing and the good progress.

2 December 2005 (JC 124)



EEA EFTA Participation in the European Food Safety Authority

The Icelandic Delegate informed the Joint Committee that Icelandic representatives had
met with DG Relex and presented ideas regarding the procedures for review on the
participation in EFSA. The next step would be a meeting with DG SANCO in the second
week of December.

The Commission expressed its hope that the establishment of a roadmap on the basis of
the Icelandic mandate would soon be possible, thus paving the way for the adoption of
the draft decision on Regulation 178/2002.

***2006***

28 April 2006 (JC 127)
EEA EFTA participation in the European Food Safety Authority

The EU Chairman said that following further negotiations with Iceland, a list of acts had
been received relating to live animals, from which he believed Iceland still needed a
derogation in Annex I Chapter I if Iceland wished to maintain its total ban on imports of
live animals. Commission experts were currently examining this list, and would revert to
Iceland with a reply in due course.

He said that it would be important to ensure that the derogations for Iceland, where
maintained, be added as an adaptation to the individual acts, rather than a general
derogation from Annex I Chapter I, which was currently under discussion in relation to
the incorporation of general food law acts.

He hoped the bilateral talks with Iceland could be finalised rapidly, which would then
allow the parties to proceed with the incorporation of Regulation 178/2002, which i.a.
establishes the European Food Safety Authority, EFSA.



The Head of the Icelandic Delegation was equally encouraged and also hoped for
reaching a mutually acceptable conclusion in the near future.

2 June 2006 (JC 128)
EEA EFTA participation in the European Food Safety Authority

The EU Chairman stated that following negotiations with Iceland, the Commission had
now received an informal draft Joint Committee Decision on revising Annex 1 Chapter 1
to the effect that Iceland would as a general rule apply incorporated veterinary acquis
while maintaining a derogation for certain individual acts concerning live animals. He
added that EU experts were currently examining this draft, and a reply would be given to
Iceland as soon as possible.

On that basis, he hoped that it would be possible to rapidly proceed with the
incorporation of Regulation 178/2002, which i.a. establishes EFSA (the European Food
Safety Authority).

The EEA EFTA Chairman stated his agreement and hoped it would be possible to finalise
things in the very near future.

7 July 2006 (JC 129)
EEA EFTA Participation in the European Food Safety Authority

The Icelandic Delegate stated that Iceland was close to concluding outstanding issues
with the Commission and had put forward an informal draft Joint Committee Decision.
He hoped that this would be the final version and that the issue could soon be finalized.

The EU Chair hoped that the draft Decision on regulation 178/2002 could be formally
transmitted after the holidays in parallel with several other draft Decisions incorporating
other horizontal food law acts following the same model as the one found for regulation
178/2002 and that these Decisions could be adopted by the end of the year. He thanked
Iceland for their constructive efforts.

22 September 2006 (JC 130)
EEA EFTA Participation in the European Food Safety Authority

The EEA EFTA Chair reported that at the last meeting of the Joint Veterinary Working
Group on 7 September 2006, the Commission gave Iceland the possibility to reconsider
its request to have a transitional period to transpose Regulation (EC) No 178/2002.



Iceland was considering this option and would report to the Secretariat, which would then
update the draft EEA Joint Committee Decision. Following that, the draft Decision would
be formally submitted to the Commission. The intention was that the EFSA Decision and
the Review Decision for Iceland would be adopted at the same meeting. The Review
Decision was submitted to the Commission on 4 July 2006. Iceland was still awaiting a
formal reply.

The Icelandic Delegate said that there were still some issues that needed to be solved,
namely the BSE tests and the application of the transitional period to the regulation on
EFSA. He hoped to conclude the negotiations as soon as possible.

The EU Chair had also been encouraged by the meeting of the Veterinary Group and said
that he also would like the two remaining issues to be solved as soon as possible.



Subcommittee I — sept. 2004
4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

12. The Committee discussed EEA EFTA reactions to the Commissions comments to the
draft Joint Committee Decision concerning the Regulation on food law and EFSA (178/2002).
Those issues especially addressed were linked to the possibility of requesting scientific
opinions from the EEA EFTA States and ESA, as well as a Norwegian proposal for an
adaptation text for Article 12 concerning export to third countries. The Committee also
considered a possible draft Declaration linked to this article. The Committee agreed to
finalize a revised draft EEA Joint Committee Decision through written procedure for
distribution to the Commission, preferably by 17 September.

13. At the joint meeting, the EFTA side informed the Commission that a revised draft
Joint Committee Decision would be submitted as soon as possible after the meeting. The
Commission undertook to provide reactions as soon as possible and noted the possibility for a
meeting to clarify the issues. Concerning the finalization of the draft, the Commission recalled
that the draft Decision had to be presented to the Council’s EFTA group and necessary time
should also be calculated for the translation of the Decision.

Okt.. 2004
4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

14.  The Committee noted that a revised draft EEA Joint Committee Decision was
provided to the Commission on 11 October 2004. The Committee considered the timetable for
finalizing the EEA Joint Committee Decision, and observed that the draft would take three
months for translation and would also need to be presented to the Council.

15. At the joint meeting, the Commission confirmed receipt of a redrafted EEA Joint
Committee Decision on 11 October 2004. The Commission was not in a position to

provide any elaborated comments to the draft, but as an immediate reaction, expressed
disappointment concerning EFTA’s proposal with regard to requests for scientific opinions.
The Commission would make every effort to provide written reactions to the draft before the
next Joint Subcommittee I meeting on 16 November 2004.

Nov. 2004

4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

11.  The Secretariat gave a brief report from the meeting of the Working Group on
Veterinary Matters on 12 November, where the Commission provided its preliminary
comments to the revised draft EEA Joint Committee Decision submitted on 11 October 2004.
It could be expected that the Commission would maintain the compromise texts with regard to
scientific opinion, comment on the adaptation text proposed on the crisis unit from a technical



point of view, propose a solution for Article 11 and 12 following the information received at
the Veterinary meeting and finally, comment on the application of the Regulation to Iceland.

12. At the joint meeting, the Commission (DG RELEX) apologised for the fact that it had
not been possible to provide written comments prior to the meeting. However, the
Commission’s position had been indicated to the EEA EFTA States at the meeting of the Joint
Working Group on Veterinary Matters on 12 November 2004.

13.  The Commission was firm in its position as to the possibility of the EFTA States and
the EFTA Surveillance Authority requesting scientific opinions from EFSA and maintained
that it could only agree to the compromise text outlined in April 2004.

14.  The Commission (DG SANCO) referred to the adoption of the White Paper on Food
Safety five years ago, laying down a new strategy and action plan on food safety. The
adoption of a general food law and the establishment of the European Food Safety Authority
establish an integrated approach to food safety issues, examining the whole food chain from
farm to fork. A piecemeal approach on food safety issues is no longer considered satisfactory.

15.  Therefore, partial application of the food law would not be satisfactory, and partial
participation in the work of EFSA would, in fact, be impossible. The time had come for
Iceland to take over all acquis in this area and also to consider the working group structure
under Joint Subcommittee I to create a framework where food safety issues could be
discussed.

16.  On this basis, the Commission (DG SANCO) found the incorporation of the
Regulation in three places in the Agreement to be contradictory to the aim of the Regulation.

17.  Furthermore, the EEA EFTA States were asked to reassess the need for adaptation text
to Article 11 concerning imports, since the information received by Norway at the Joint

Veterinary Working Group meeting had showed that Norway applied the same rules as the
EU in this regard.

18.  The Commission could agree to the adaptation text proposed to Article 12 on export.
However, it proposed a declaration whereby Norway declares that if equivalence agreements
are negotiated with any of the third counties which have negotiated such an agreement with
the EU, then these agreements should be identical to those of the EU.

19.  Finally, as regards the adaptation text proposed to Article 56 on the crisis unit, the
Commission understood that the purpose of the text was to clarify that no parallel unit should
be set up on the EFTA side by the EFTA Surveillance Authority. However, the Commission
did not find it necessary with an adaptation text and proposed to clarify the situation in a
declaration.

20.  The Commission (DG RELEX) concluded that this indeed represented the
Commission’s firm position with respect to the outstanding issues concerning the
incorporation of Regulation 178/2002, reiterating in particular the issue related to scientific
opinions and the objective of avoiding a piecemeal approach to food safety legislation. In
addition, he stressed that it was also important for the Community to carry out a review of the
situation for Iceland, as foreseen in the Introductory Part of Chapter I of Annex I, where
Iceland would consider taking over all legislation in this area.



21.  After the joint meeting, the Committee held a short debriefing. The Committee
agreed to reconsider the position and to find a solution that would meet the Commission’s
concerns. The Secretariat would present a proposal for a solution with regard to the crisis
unit, Articles 11 and 12, and the proposals for declarations. The Icelandic Delegation
undertook to consider its position on scientific opinions in light of the Commission’s position
and to carefully consider the state of affairs concerning application to Iceland. It was agreed
that comments to the proposed solution would be submitted to the Secretariat by 1 December
2004.

Jan. 2005

4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

12.  Following the last meeting of Joint Subcommittee I, the Secretariat presented a
proposal on how to solve the outstanding issues by taking into account the comments received
from the Commission. Liechtenstein and Norway approved the proposal.

13.  The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee that the proposals concerning Articles
11 and 12 on export and imports, and Article 56 concerning crisis unit, could be accepted.
However, more time was needed to consider the position with regard to scientific opinions
and the issue of application of the Regulation to Iceland. In light of the remarks received from
the Commission at the last meeting of Joint Subcommittee I, Iceland had started an internal
process including re-assessment of the preconditions for Iceland under Chapter I of Annex 1.
This would be a time-consuming task and it would, therefore, be difficult to set a timetable.
Depending on the outcome of this internal process, Iceland would decide how to respond to
the Commission’s remarks.

14. At the joint meeting, the Secretariat informed the Commission that, following the
substantial discussions that had taken place at the last meeting, many of the outstanding points
had been cleared on the EFTA side. A revised draft Joint Committee Decision could only be
submitted when all of the remaining issued had been cleared, including the question of a
derogation for Iceland. The Icelandic Delegate stressed that the background for the derogation
with respect to veterinary issues had not changed, and Iceland was, therefore, not willing to
deviate from this in the context of general food law legislation. Iceland was, however, still
examining the Commission’s position. The Commission referred to the arguments previously
presented and encouraged Iceland to work with DG SANCO to establish a way forward.

Mars 2005

4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

11.  The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee of the ongoing work in Iceland
regarding its position under Chapter I of Annex I. Preliminary examination indicated that
circumstances on which the derogation is based, might have changed. However, as far as live
animals were concerned, the situation had not changed. The Icelandic Government was
currently considering whether to take the examination any further in order assess whether the
interests that the derogation was based upon can be given sufficient protection within the
framework of Annex I to the EEA Agreement. The Icelandic Delegate asked the Secretariat
for further assistance in this process. The Chair invited Iceland to ask for any assistance it



needed and suggested that a follow-up meeting be held after the meeting between Iceland and
Norway on 7 - 9 February in Oslo.

12. At the joint meeting, the Head of the EEA EFTA Delegation recalled that there were
still some issues outstanding and stated that it would be useful to establish a timetable for the
next steps leading to an agreement on a draft Joint Committee Decision. The Icelandic
Delegate recalled that the Commission’s objections to the implementation of EC food safety
legislation throughout the EEA were considered to affect the derogation that Iceland has had
from acts pertaining to Annex I. This derogation had been designed to protect some
fundamental interests in the veterinary field that Iceland was unable to deviate from without a
proper examination of its impact on theses interests. In order to react constructively to the
Commission's objections, Iceland had therefore embarked on an examination to determine
whether the specific circumstances under which the derogation had been negotiated still
prevailed. Initial results of this examination gave reason to continue and further assess
whether the interests that the derogation was based upon with regard to products other than
live animals can be given sufficient protection within the framework of Annex I. To this end,
Iceland informed the Committee that this very day, the Icelandic Government had decided to
launch an impact assessment study on adapting Icelandic legislation to Annex I Chapter 1.
Both the Chair and the Head of the EEA EFTA Delegation welcomed this initiative by the
Icelandic Government. On that basis, it should be possible to establish the suggested
timetable. As for the particular situation of Iceland, a model should be found which could be
used in the future when incorporating new horizontal food law acquis.

April 2005

4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

12.  The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee of the ongoing work in Iceland
regarding its position under Chapter I of Annex I. The Icelandic Government had decided to
launch an impact assessment to examine whether the specific circumstances under which the
derogation had been negotiated still prevail. An inter-governmental Task Force, chaired by
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, had been established to carry out the assessment. The Task
Force is in the process of defining the acquis to be assessed and will, thereafter, measure the
Community acquis against the Icelandic legislation. As soon as the impact assessment has
been carried out, it will be up to the Icelandic Government to decide on the outcome. It was
not possible at this early stage to indicate when the assessment would be completed or to set a
timetable. The Icelandic Delegate also stated that Iceland had not yet met with DG SANCO to
discuss the matter.

13.  The Secretariat informed the Committee that the Commission (DG SANCO) had been
informed of the status of the integration of Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 and of the Icelandic
impact assessment at the Joint Working Group on Veterinary Matters on 6 April. The
Commission had appreciated the information and looked forward to the outcome of the
assessment. The Commission, however, requested a revised draft decision reflecting the
changes regarding the crisis unit, import and export, in order to have some progress on these
issues while Iceland was carrying out its assessment.



14.  The Committee agreed to revise the draft EEA Joint Committee Decision with regard
to the crisis unit, import and export and to distribute the compromised text concerning
scientific opinions once more for comments by the Delegations. The Committee would then
also consider whether it would be possible to agree on this issue. The revised draft would then
be informally submitted to DG SANCO for comments.

15. At the joint meeting, the EFTA side informed the Commission that useful and
constructive consultations had taken place with DG SANCO and the Joint Veterinary
Working Group. A revised draft is being prepared and will be presented informally to DG
SANCO, omitting the question of the derogation for Iceland. On this matter, the impact
assessment was on-going in Iceland, but the conclusion could still take some time.

16.  The EFTA side therefore inquired if it would be possible to take the draft decision
forward before everything was finalised in relation to the specific situation of Iceland. The
Commission stated that once the result of Iceland’s impact assessment study was known, and
depending on the operational conclusions, it might be possible to agree on an expedient way
of finalising the decision

Mai 2005

4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

10.  The Secretariat informed the Committee that a revised draft EEA Joint Committee
Decision, reflecting the Commission’s remarks of 16 November 2005, had been approved and
submitted informally to DG SANCO on 23 May. This concerned the provisions on import,
export, crisis unit and scientific opinions. The intention would be to ensure progress on these
issues while Iceland was carrying out its assessment.

11.  The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee of the ongoing work in Iceland. An
initial assessment was carried out by the Chief Veterinary Officer and his team and an initial
report delivered. The Icelandic Delegate also indicated that Iceland welcomed the proposal
from Norway to organise a meeting on 14 and 15 June in Iceland as follow-up to the meeting
held in Oslo in February. It will consist of a general session, focusing on Norway’s
experience with incorporating the acquis in Chapter I of Annex I, the negotiations at the time
and the need for counter measures. A more specific session will focus on certain legislative
acts of particular concern to Iceland. Norway welcomed the initiative and confirmed that the
experts were preparing for the seminar.

12. At the joint meeting, the EFTA side informed the Commission that the impact
assessment was ongoing in Iceland, and that it should soon be possible to provide a timetable
for its conclusion. Pending its outcome, the EFTA side would revert to the question of
whether a Joint Committee Decision could be adopted before the issues are finalised in
relation to Iceland and Annex I Chapter 1.

13.  The Commission thanked the EFTA side for the revised draft EEA Joint Committee
Decision and was looking forward to the follow-up with DG SANCO. The Commission
reiterated that once the result of Iceland’s impact assessment study was known, and
depending on the operational conclusions that would be drawn from the study, it might be
possible to agree on an expedient way of finalising the decision.



Juani 2005

4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

10.  The Secretariat informed the Committee that it had received a reply from DG SANCO
to the revised draft EEA Joint Committee Decision informally submitted on 23 May. DG
SANCO agreed to the adaptation texts as outlined in the draft decision, but indicated some
concern in relation to the implementation and application of safeguard measure in
Liechtenstein and Iceland, due to the fact that these EEA EFTA States have not taken over all
acquis in the food and feed area. The Secretariat would follow up the matter in order to
clarify whether further discussions or information would be needed.

11.  The Icelandic Delegate expressed his gratitude to Norway for the preparation of the
seminar that took place on 13 and 14 June 2005 in Reykjavik. Norway had shared its
experience in taking over the acquis under Annex I and in establishing preventive measures. It
had also been interesting to hear about the holistic approach taken in relation to food safety
issues in order to implement one food safety policy.

12.  Furthermore, the Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee about a symposium on
food safety organised by the Chief Veterinary Officer in Iceland on 15 June 2005. The event
was targeted towards the stakeholders and other interested parties in order to raise awareness
of the new holistic approach taken by the Community in respect to food safety.

13.  Finally, the Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee about the state of affairs
regarding the impact assessment. The Chief Veterinary Officer had delivered his assessment
of the impact of taking on more veterinary acquis from a scientific point of view, and the task
force will now evaluate the costs of the regulatory reforms and countermeasures needed. No
conclusion to this work is to be expected before September 2005, due to the summer recess.

14. At the joint meeting, the Commission informed that the informal revised draft had
been cleared with DG SANCO, also informally, albeit with a few questions on the veterinary
side that could require clarification, and naturally putting aside the question of Iceland
concerning Annex I, Chapter I, which had to await the result of the on-going impact
assessment study in Iceland.

15.  On the question of Iceland and Annex I, Chapter I, the Icelandic Delegate informed
the Committee that the impact assessment was on-going and that no conclusion to this work is
expected before September 2005, due to the summer recess.

September 2005

4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority



14.  Asoutlined at the last meeting of the Committee, the Secretariat recalled that DG
SANCO had informally agreed to the adaptation texts as outlined in the draft decision, but
indicated some concern in relation to the implementation and application of the safeguard
measure in Liechtenstein and Iceland. This is due to the fact that these EEA EFTA States have
not taken over all acquis in the food and feed area. The Secretariat would follow up the
matter in order to provide the necessary information.

15.  The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee about the status of the impact
assessment. The veterinary service in Iceland had lately dedicated a lot of resources to the
assessment and was now close to concluding its work. It had found that the risk to the animal
and public health situation in Iceland could be remedied with the appropriate compensatory
measures. A cost analysis of the compensatory measures is required before the Task Force
presents its final report to the Government, hopefully in October.

16.  Atthe joint meeting, the Chairman informed the Commission that Iceland will soon
conclude its impact assessment of taking over more of the acquis in Annex I, Chapter I on
veterinary issues. It was envisaged that the Government could take a decision before
November. The EEA EFTA side would also look into the questions raised by the Commission
concerning safeguard measures. The Commission thanked him for the information and
expressed the Commission’s appreciation of the efforts made by Iceland. He further reiterated
that once Iceland had concluded on this issue, the Commission would be willing to look into
the possibility of finding a solution that could ensure the adoption of the Joint Committee
Decision.

Oktober 2005

4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

12.  The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee about the status of the impact
assessment.

The Task Force had completed its report, in which it had concluded that the animal health
situation in Iceland should not be damaged if the appropriate compensatory measures were
introduced. When the Government had taken a decision, the EFSA issue would hopefully also
move forward. Finally, the Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee that there would be
an informal meeting with the Commission following the Joint meeting in the afternoon,
during which the Commission would be informed in detail of the current state of affairs. The
Committee welcomed the positive development and was looking forward to continuing the
work on ensuring the smooth incorporation of the Regulation.

13. At the joint meeting, the Chairman informed the Commission that the Task Force in
Iceland had concluded its impact assessment of taking over more of the acquis in Annex I,
Chapter I on veterinary issues, including a cost analysis. Its report would be presented to the
responsible ministers and subsequently to the government as soon as possible. The
Commission thanked him for this information and expressed its appreciation of the efforts
made by Iceland. The Commission further reiterated that once Iceland had concluded on this
issue, the Commission would be willing to look into the possibility of finding a solution that

could ensure the adoption of the Joint Committee Decision.



Nov. 2005

4.2.2 Establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

9. The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee that the Icelandic Government
adopted the report presented by the Task Force, which concluded that the animal health
situation in Iceland should not be damaged by expanding the scope of Annex I, Chapter I for
Iceland, if the appropriate compensatory measures were introduced. A bilateral meeting
would be held with DG RELEX on 22 November and Iceland hoped to have further
information on how to proceed after this meeting.

10.  The Liechtenstein Delegate informed the Committee that Liechtenstein had not yet
been able to prepare information on the application of safeguard measures, but that it would
be ready to do so if the Commission requested it.

11.  The Committee welcomed the positive development and looked forward to continuing
to ensure the smooth incorporation of the Regulation. The Chairman, speaking as a
Norwegian Delegate, did, however, underline the importance of making progress regarding
the incorporation of the Regulation establishing EFSA during the next few months in order to
ensure incorporation of the Regulation into the Agreement before the cut-off date for the 2006
budget in July 2006. He also underlined the importance of ensuring harmonised rules in this
area and hoped that the Icelandic position would be sufficient as a basis for finalising the draft
EEA Joint Committee Decision on EFSA. The draft will have to take into account

the consultations between Iceland and the Commission on Annex I

12. At the joint meeting, the Chairman informed the Commission that the Icelandic
Government had decided that Iceland would be willing to begin negotiations aimed at
reviewing the derogation that it has in Annex I, Chapter I on veterinary issues, with the
exception of live animals. The Head of the EU Delegation thanked him for this information
and expressed the Commission’s appreciation of the efforts made by Iceland. The follow-up
should now be ensured with the competent Commission services. Furthermore, he reiterated
that once a solution had been found on ways to proceed with Iceland, the Commission would
be willing to look into the possibility of ensuring the adoption of the Joint Committee
Decision.

Jan 2006

4.2.2 New food law and establishment of a European Food Safety Authority

9. The Secretariat informed the Committee of the results of the last meeting of the Joint
Working Group on Veterinary Matters on 14 December 2005. The Commission then
suggested a solution whereby the acts concerning EFSA, hygiene, official food and feed
control and animal by-products, would be incorporated into the Agreement with application



only to Norway and with a transitional period of one year for Iceland, during which the
discussions would be finalised. Iceland would during this transitional period apply the current
legislation.

10.  The Icelandic Delegation informed the Committee that, although the Commission’s
suggestion was constructive, Iceland would like to concentrate its resources on the review of
Chapter I of Annex I (veterinary issues) with a view to completing this process as soon as
possible. The aim was to assess the relevant acquis by 26 January in order to identify acquis
which needed further clarifications by the Commission. It should be possible to complete this
process by early spring. If Iceland could keep to this timetable, this would not delay the
process of finalising the EEA Joint Committee Decisions. A meeting with the Commission on
a technical level was being planned for the beginning of February. After this meeting Iceland
would be in a better position to evaluate whether or not this timetable would be feasible. The
Committee noted the timetable presented by the Icelandic Delegation and agreed to continue
to give high priority to the matter.

11. At the joint meeting, the Commission informed about their positive contacts with
Iceland on the necessary process for Iceland taking over the veterinary acquis, and that this
had also been discussed in the veterinary group. There would be a Commission-Iceland expert
meeting later this month with the aim to begin the negotiations. The idea would be to finalize
these negotiations quickly, i.e. in a few months, and then proceed with the incorporation of
Regulation 178/2002.

12.  The EFTA side took note of this information. However, the Head of the EFTA
Delegation, speaking as a Norwegian Delegate, expressed his concern that this would further
delay the incorporation of Regulation 178/2002 and might jeopardise the EEA EFTA
participation in EFSA. The Chairman understood these concerns, but stressed that it would be
in the interest of everybody, also in view of other up-coming horizontal food-law acquis, to
have Iceland’s position in Annex I Chapter I settled quickly, once and for all. It was agreed to
await the outcome of the first expert meeting between the Commission and Iceland, and revert
to the question at the next meeting.

Februar 2006

4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

15.  The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee that Iceland had its first negotiation
meeting with the Commission on 20 February, with participants from DG RELEX, SANCO,
the Icelandic Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Agriculture. The issues on the
agenda were both of technical and political nature. Good progress was made and the next
meeting was scheduled for 3 or 6 March, during which the intention is to examine the
technical details of some of the issues. The Icelandic Delegate underlined that the negotiations
concerned the acquis currently contained in Chapter I of Annex I, and not the outstanding
issues such as the general food law/EFSA, animal by-products, and hygiene and control.
These issues should fall into place once the negotiations have been finalised and the
conditions agreed. Furthermore, they did not involve any discussion on the restructuring of
the Chapters in Annex I. The aim is conclude the negotiations by March/April.



16.  The Chairman, speaking as a Norwegian Delegate, underlined once more the
importance of having the EEA JCD on EFSA adopted before the summer recess in order to be
able to contribute to the EFSA budget.

17. At the joint meeting, the Commission reported that the bilateral meeting with Iceland
reviewing the scope of Annex I, Chapter I on 20 February had been very good and good
substantial progress had been made. This remained a complex matter, but everybody was
committed to reaching a rapid solution, which would in turn allow for the finalization of the
draft Decision on the food law Regulation. Iceland would now submit a list of questions to
DG SANCO, and an expert group meeting would be organised in about two weeks’ time, and
a new informal meeting was planned on 20 March.

18.  The EFTA side welcomed the progress made. The Chairman, speaking as Head of the
Norwegian Delegation, reiterated his concern about the delay in the adoption of the draft
Decision on Regulation (EC) No 178/2002, but shared the Chair’s hope that the Commission
and Iceland could rapidly solve the issue of Annex I chapter 1.

April 2006

4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

18. The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee that the second negotiation meeting
with the Commission was taking place in parallel with the current Subcommittee I meeting. A
draft EEA Joint Committee Decision had been prepared for input to the meeting. The Chair,
speaking as a Norwegian Delegate, reiterated the need for quick conclusions to the
negotiations. It was agreed to await the outcome of Iceland’s meeting with the Commission
and revert to the issue at the next meeting

19. At the joint meeting, the Commission informed the Committee that a meeting had
taken place with Iceland the same morning on the Annex I Chapter I issue. Certain questions
had been clarified and some progress had been made, but there were still some outstanding
issues that had to be settled, notably with respect to trade in live animals. Experts would
continue to work rapidly on this over the coming weeks. The EFTA side noted the
information.

Mai 2006

4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

17. The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee that the last negotiation meeting
between Iceland and the Commission took place on 4 April and now Iceland was waiting for
an answer from the Commission regarding the scope of the review. It was hoped that another
meeting could take place soon.

18. At the joint meeting, the Commission informed the Committee that the Commission
and Iceland had made substantial progress and should be able to reach an agreement on the
revision of Iceland’s situation in relation to Annex I Chapter I in the very near future, hoping



that this would allow for a rapid finalisation of the incorporation of Regulation 178/2002 and
the EEA EFTA States participation in EFSA.

19.  The EEA EFTA Chairman took note of this information and expressed his hope that
this optimistic assessment would materialise and that the EFTA participation in EFSA could
finally become a reality at least as of 1 January 2007.

Juni 2006

4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

17. The Icelandic Delegate informed the Committee that an informal revised draft EEA
Joint Committee Decision had been sent to the Commission since the last meeting of the
Committee, and the Commission had provided preliminary comments to it. Iceland was now
considering the comments and the next steps, and would aim at concluding the issue as soon
as possible.

18. At the joint meeting, the Commission stated that the Commission and Iceland were
now very close to finalising an agreement on the revision of Annex I Chapter I. It was
expected that the draft Joint Committee Decisions on Regulation 178/2002 and other relevant
food law acts could be processed in parallel. There was every reason to believe that the
necessary procedures for the adoption of these decisions, i.a. allowing for EEA EFTA
participation in EFSA, could be finalised by the end of the year.

19.  The EFTA side welcomed the progress. They did, however, draw the Committee’s
attention to the fact that following the adoption of these Decisions by the Joint Committee, the
EEA EFTA States would have constitutional requirements, which would have to be fulfilled
before the Decisions could enter into force.

September 2006

4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

19.  The Secretariat reported on the meeting of the Joint Veterinary Working Group on 7
September, during which the draft EEA Joint Committee Decision incorporating Regulation
(EC) No 178/2002 was discussed. Firstly, the Commission did not agree with the transition
arrangements suggested by Iceland and asked the Icelandic Delegation to reconsider their
request. Secondly, they requested further information from Liechtenstein regarding their
intentions to apply the Regulation considering their derogation from Chapter I of Annex 1.
Delegations are currently looking into these issues in order to resolve them as soon as
possible.

20.  Regarding the review of Chapter I of Annex I, Iceland was awaiting a formal reply
from the Commission to the draft Decision that was submitted at the beginning of July.

21. At the joint meeting, the Commission stated that the Commission and Iceland were
now very close to finalising an agreement on the revision of Annex I Chapter I. Following



discussion by the Joint Veterinary Working Group on 7 September 2006, two issues remained
to be settled, i.e. the transitional period for Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 and the request for
derogation from the fishmeal ban. There was reason to believe that these issues could be
settled within the next few weeks.

Oktéber 2006

4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

17.  The Icelandic Delegation informed the Committee that they were still considering the
Commission proposal for transitional arrangements for the EFTA Decision, and the economic
consequences concerning the most recent amendments to the TSE Regulation and their
implications. Regarding the review of Chapter I of Annex I, Iceland was awaiting a formal
reply from the Commission to the draft Decision that was submitted at the beginning of July.

18. At the joint meeting, the Commission stated that he hoped the remaining issues
related to the review of Chapter I of Annex I and the EFSA Decision could be solved rapidly,
and that the two draft decisions could then be formally submitted together to the Commission
as soon as possible. In order to finalise this long process, he indicated that the Commission
could potentially be flexible with regard to Iceland’s request for a derogation concerning the
fishmeal ban, if in return Iceland would review its position on the other few outstanding
issues. The Commission underlined the importance of concluding these issues rapidly in order
to avoid new issues emerging that would delay the finalisation of both the review and the
incorporation of the EFSA Decision.

Noévember 2006

3.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

17.  The Icelandic Delegation informed the Committee that the Commission has indicated
that, at this stage, it would be appropriate that the draft EEA Joint Committee Decision
reviewing Chapter I of Annex I be formally submitted to them in order to finalise this matter.
It could therefore be expected that the Commission would ask for the relevant draft decisions
to be formally submitted.

18. At the joint meeting, the Commission stated that, on the basis of the information that
was presented at the last meeting of the EEA Joint Committee, it is appropriate to formally
transmit the draft decisions concerning the review for Iceland, EFSA, the hygiene and control
package and the package on animal by-products together as soon as possible. The
Commission would then launch the inter-service consultations with a view to speeding up the
process. Council procedures, taking three to four months, would then have to be expected for
the Decisions with substantial adaptation texts.

Januaar 2007

4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

30.  The Committee noted that the draft EEA Joint Committee Decision reviewing Chapter
I of Annex I for Iceland, and the Decision incorporating the Regulation establishing general



principles of food law and EFSA, were submitted to the Commission on 18 December 2006.
The draft Decisions are currently undergoing inter-service consultation in the Commission
and will thereafter be presented to the Council before they can be adopted by the EEA Joint
Committee.

31.  Atthe joint meeting, the Commission thanked the EEA EFTA side for submitting the
draft Joint Committee Decisions on the comprehensive “food law package”, which the
Commission had received and sent into inter-service consultation before Christmas, in the
form that had previously been agreed. Any comments by DG SANCO would be transmitted to
the EFTA Secretariat as soon as possible.

Mars 2007

4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

20.  The Committee noted that the inter-service consultations in the Commission have been
completed except for the decision reviewing Chapter I of Annex I, and the EEA EFTA
Member States have received the Commission’s remarks to the draft EEA JCD on EFSA (as
well as the hygiene package and the animal by-products package). The Secretariat informed
the Committee that the comments were sent to Subcommittee I for consideration on 27
February with the deadline on 16 March 2007, and that the aim is to finalise the consultations
on the EFTA side by then. When the EEA EFTA Member States and the Commission have
agreed on a final text, it will be presented to the EU Council before it is adopted by the EEA
Joint Committee

21. At the joint meeting, the Chairman referred to the comments which the Commission
had transmitted to the EFTA side on four of the five draft Decisions in the food law package,
including the one on Regulation 178/2002. He furthermore expressed his regrets that,
unfortunately, the Commission was still not in a position to react to the fifth draft decision,
i.e. the revision of Annex I Chapter 1 for Iceland. He assured the Committee that he would do
his utmost to remedy this situation in recognition of the urgency of having the package
adopted after all the hard work that had been put into this over the past years. The EEA EFTA
Chairman also regretted the lack of progress and appreciated that the Commission would

follow up as soon as possible, i.a. to ensure that the EFSA budget line was maintained for
2006.

April 2007
4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

21.  The Committee noted that revised draft EEA Joint Committee Decisions on EFSA, as
well as the hygiene package and the animal by-products package, were re-submitted to the
Commission on 30 March 2007. Hopefully this will speed up the internal consultations on the
EEA JCD reviewing Chapter 1 of Annex I for Iceland.

22. At the joint meeting, the Chair indicated that, subject to final confirmation, the
revised draft Decisions on the food law regulation, the hygiene package and animal by-
products appeared to have taken the various comments from the Commission on board. As for
the last element of the “food law package”, i.e. the revision decision for Iceland, some



questions remained to be discussed, and a meeting to that end had been organized between the
Commission services and Iceland the following week. The Head of the EEA EFTA
Delegation expressed his hope that these consultations would result in rapid progress.

S. Juni 2007

3.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

14.  The Icelandic Delegation informed the Committee that there were two outstanding
issues on the consultations with the Commission on the EEA JCD reviewing Chapter 1 of
Annex I for Iceland: scrapie and fishmeal. Consultations on scrapie were close to an end
while the discussion on fishmeal seemed to be more problematic.

15. At the joint meeting, the Chairman informed the Committee that the last outstanding
question in the entire food law package, i.e. the issue of feeding fishmeal to ruminants in
Iceland, was now being raised at the highest political level with the objective to come to a
rapid conclusion of this issue. The question concerning control of scrapie was being examined
at expert level. Once agreement had been reached on all elements of the food law package, the
Commission would be willing to look into the different procedures for formalising this
agreement, where some elements of the package could possibly be processed more quickly
than others.

16.  Both sides agreed that all elements of the package, including the Joint Committee
Decision on Regulation 178/2002, should be adopted in time to enter into force by 1 January
2008.

26. juni 2007

3.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

22.  The Icelandic Delegation informed the Committee that a revised draft EEA Joint
Committee Decision reviewing Chapter I of Annex I for Iceland was submitted to the
Commission (DG SANCO) following the meeting between the Commission and Iceland on 4
June 2007. Minor technical amendments were made to the adaptaion text concerning
eradication of scrapie in small ruminants.

23. At the joint meeting, the Chairman reiterated that the last outstanding question in the
entire food law package, i.e. the issue of feeding fishmeal to ruminants in Iceland, had been
raised at the highest political level with the objective to come to a rapid conclusion of this
issue. As for the endorsement of the technical adjustment concerning control of scrapie, a
reaction from the Commission experts was still outstanding.

24.  Both sides agreed that all elements of the package, including the Joint Committee
Decision on Regulation 178/2002 should be adopted in time to enter into force by 1 January
2008.



September 2007
4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

26.  The Secretariat informed the Committee that Iceland and the Commission had reached
agreement regarding the review of Chapter I of Annex I for Iceland, and that a revised draft
EEA Joint Committee Decision was submitted to the Commission (DG RELEX) on 27 July
2007. This had enabled the Commission to conclude on the “food law package” and send it to
the Council.

27.  Atthe joint meeting, the Commission informed the Committee that the draft EEA
Joint Committee Decisions regarding general food law and EFSA, the hygiene and control
regulations, the animal by-products regulations and the review of Chapter I of Annex I for
Iceland had been submitted to the Council, who has scheduled to conclude on the matter in
October. The Committee noted that the draft EEA Joint Committee Decisions would likely be
adopted in the meeting of the EEA Joint Committee on 26 October.

Oktober 2007

4.2.2 General food law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)

19.  The Committee noted that the “food law package” is on the Long List for the EEA
Joint Committee meeting on 26 October. The Secretariat indicated that the Council is
expected to adopt the package on 22 October.

20. At the joint meeting, the Commission informed the Committee that they most likely
will be ready to adopt the draft EEA Joint Committee Decisions included in the “food law
package” at the meeting of the EEA Joint Committee on 26 October.



Joint Veterinary working group — fundur 12. névember 2004

III INTEGRATION OF REGULATION (EC) NO 1774/2002 ON ANIMAL BY-
PRODUCTS

3. A revised draft EEA Joint Committee Decision together with two fact sheets
explaining the adaptations needed had been submitted to the Commission prior to the
meeting. Norway needed a transitional period for the use of former foodstuffs in swill and a
transitional period for the heat treatment of manure, which has been granted Belgium, France,
Netherlands and Finland'.

4. As for the request for transitional measures for the heat treatment of manure, the
Commission could accept this request, since the same derogations had already been granted to
several Member States. The Commission would, however, consult internally before giving its
final consent.

5. Norway explained that the request concerning the use of former foodstuffs in swill is
similar nature to the transitional period already granted to Germany and Austria regarding the
feeding of pigs with category 3 catering waste’. This transitional period concerns the use of
category 3 catering waste in feed for pigs and the intra-species recycling ban on the feeding of
swill to pigs, while the Norwegian request concerns former foodstuffs, which in Article 6 (1),
(f) are described as being different from catering waste.

6. Most former foodstuff-fractions are, by definition, not covered by the Regulation, as
they do not contain animal by-products. Since there is a risk of former foodstuffs containing
animal by-products, there is no guarantee that animals are not feed with animals protein
derived from body parts of animals of the same species. Norway would, therefore, ask for a
temporary derogation from the intra species recycling ban. The other requirements of the
Regulation would still apply.

7. Generally, the Commission found the Norwegian adaptation text to be too general and
unconditional. The Commission would consult the relevant expert within its services and
revert with further comments as soon as possible.

8. Regarding the application of the Regulation to Iceland, the Commission found it to be
difficult, if not impossible, to distinguish products to be covered by the Regulation from
products not to be covered, due to the horizontal approach taken in the Regulation with the
introduction of three categories of animal by-products. Iceland would, therefore, eventually
have to decide whether to take over the Regulation as a whole or whether not to take it over.

9. Iceland took note of the Commission’s remarks and referred to the minutes of a
meeting of the Joint Working Group on 14 November 2000 which indicated that any review

! Commission Decision 2003/329/EC of 12 May 2003 on transitional measures under Regulation (EC) No 1774/2002 of
the European Parliament and of the Council as regards the heat treatment process for manure (OJ L 117, 13.5.2003, p.
51).

? Commission Decision 2003/328/EC of 12 May 2003 on transitional measures under Regulation (EC) No 1774/2002 of
the European Parliament and of the Council as regards the use of category 3 catering waste in feed for pigs and the intra-
species recycling ban on the feeding of swill to pigs (OJ L 1117, 13.5.2004, p. 46).



with regards to the situation of Iceland in relation to Chapter I of Annex I would have to be
initiated formally by the Commission as agreed. Iceland would, in the meantime, seek to
clarify which products that would be covered, together with the Secretariat.

10.  Furthermore, the Commission enquired as to which legislation was applicable to the
production of fishmeal. Iceland indicated that fishmeal was produced in accordance with the
requirements of Directive 90/667/EC on animal waste. Legally, Directive 90/667/EC would
remain in force for the EEA EFTA States until Regulation (EC) No 1774/2002 is incorporated
into the EEA Agreement. Until then, the EEA EFTA States would not be legally obliged to
implement the Regulation. The Commission expressed concern in this regard, since the
Directive had been replaced by the new Regulation and was therefore no longer applied by the
Member States. If was not acceptable that two sets of legislation should apply at the same
time. The Commission would, therefore, consider raising the issue at a meeting of the
Standing Committee on the Food Chain and Animals Health (SCOFCAH) to ensure that the
Member States are informed of the situation. To this end Iceland would provide the
Commission with written information about the production of fishmeal.

[..)

A\ INTEGRATION OF REGULATION (EC) NO 178/2002 ON FOOD LAW AND
EFSA

18.  The Secretariat recalled that a revised draft EEA Joint Committee Decision was
submitted to the Commission on 11 October 2004. The different aspects of the draft decision
would be discussed with the Commission in the context of Joint Subcommittee I on 16
November 2004,

19.  The Commission had the following remarks to the adaptation proposed in the revised
draft decision:

20.  Under the item ‘Integrated approach’ the Commission could not see why it would be
necessary to insert the Regulation in three different places in the EEA Agreement. The
Secretariat explained that this was one of the techniques used when legislative acts affected
several areas under the Agreement. Since the Regulation concerned the whole food chain, i.e.
the veterinary field (Chapter I of Annex I), feedingstuffs (Chapter II of Annex I) and
foodstuffs (Chapter XII of Annex II), it was suggested, for transparency purposes, to be
integrated in all the areas concerned.

21.  The adoption of a general food law and the establishment of the European Food Safety
Authority establish an integrated approach to food safety issues looking at the whole food
chain from farm to fork. The Commission could, therefore, not understand how Iceland could
implement and apply only parts of the Regulation. This would especially be the case for
composite products containing products of both animal and non-animal origin, such as pizzas
and bakeries. How could Iceland ensure implementation and application of the provision in
Article 18 on traceability if it would not apply the same requirements to all components of a
food?



22.  Furthermore, the Commission could not see how Iceland could participate in only
parts of the work of EFSA.

23.  Iceland recalled the Icelandic position that any discussions on deviating from the
current derogations under Chapter I of Annex I, to ensure full application of the Regulation to
Iceland, would have to be continued bilaterally at a higher level. Iceland referred to the
minutes of a meeting of the Joint Working Group on 14 November 2000 where Iceland
welcomed further discussions on this matter, but requested a formal response from the
Commission services reflecting their views and the need for a review’.

24.  As for the proposal on scientific opinion, the Commission was disappointed by the
position taken by the EEA EFTA States. It still considered the compromised text to be a good
one and would maintain its position on this point. The EEA EFTA States took note of the
Commission’s views.

25.  Prior to the meeting, the Commission had received information on trade relations with
third countries as agreed in an informal meeting between the Commission and Norway in July
2004 in relation to the application of Article 12 on export to third countries.

26.  The Commission was interested to know how consignments from third countries under
an equivalence agreement with the EU are handled at the border of the EEA EFTA States. Are
e.g. import certificates agreed under the New Zealand Agreement recognised by the EEA
EFTA States?

27.  Norway presented a copy of a New Zealand certificate obtained from one of the
Norwegian border inspection posts. The certificate seemed to be identical to the one used in
relation to the EU-New Zealand equivalence agreement, except for not containing a reference
to EU legislation.

28.  The Commission enquired about the intentions of the EEA EFTA States in terms of
Article 12(2). As far as the Commission could see, two options were possible: that Article
12(2) would apply to the EEA EFTA States or, if that was not the case, a declaration stating
that any equivalence agreements negotiated with third countries which have an equivalence
agreement with the EU, should be parallel and with the same content as those negotiated by
the EU.

29.  Furthermore, the Commission did not find it necessary to adapt Article 11 on
imports, since the EEA EFTA States had proved that they if fact accepted certificates etc.
from third counties having agreements with the EU.

30.  Finally, the Commission provided some preliminary comments on the adaptation text
on crisis unit. The Commission did not consider there to be a need for an adaptation text to
Article 56 on the crisis unit. The Commission did, however, agree that it was necessary to
ensure good cooperation in a crisis situation.

31.  The EEA EFTA States took note of preliminary comments and agreed to examine
them in preparation for the meeting that would take place on 16 November 2004.

* Following the meeting of the Working Group the Commission asked Iceland to provide it with a document explaining
how Iceland could implement and apply the Regulation only to products within the fisheries sector.



Veterinary working group fundur 6. april 2005

II__  STATUS REGARDING THE INTEGRATION OF REGULATION (EC) NO
178/2002 ESTABLISHING GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF FOOD LAW AND

THE EUROPEAN FOOD SAFETY AUTHORITY (EFSA)

3. The Secretariat gave a brief update on recent developments concerning the integration
into the Agreement of Regulation (EC) No 178/2000 on general food law.

4. The EEA EFTA States received the Commission’s position on the draft EEA Joint
Committee Decision at the meetings of the Joint Veterinary Working Group on Veterinary
Matters on 12 November and the Joint Subcommittee I on 16 November 2004. The EEA
EFTA States were reconsidering their proposal for adaptation texts with regard to scientific
opinions, the crisis unit and with regard to import and export. They could agree to the
Commissions position concerning the crisis unit and with regard to export and import, but
needed more time to consider the text concerning the request for scientific opinions.

5. Regarding the application of the Regulation to Iceland and the Icelandic derogation
under Chapter I of Annex I to the Agreement, the Icelandic Delegation informed the Working
Group that the Icelandic Government had decided to launch an impact assessment to examine
whether the specific circumstances under which the derogation had been negotiated, still
prevail. The derogation had been designed to protect some fundamental interests in the
veterinary field from which Iceland was unable to deviate without a thorough examination of
its impact on these interests. The mandate from the Government would not cover live animals.

6. An intergovernmental task force has been established to carry out the assessment. The
task force is in the process of defining the acquis to be assessed and will thereafter measure
the Community acquis against Icelandic legislation. As soon as the impact assessment has
been carried out, it will be up to the cabinet of ministers to decide on the outcome. It was not
possible at this early stage to indicate when the assessment would be completed or to set a
timetable. The Icelandic Delegate also said that the task force had the mandate to contacts the
Commission for information gathering purposes, but that it not yet had found it necessary to
contact DG SANCO on the matter.

7. The Norwegian Delegation raised several concerns in this regards, in particular,
concerning the consequences it would have on the integration of other important pieces of
legislation such as the hygiene package, the official food and feed control, etc. Norway has
had experience with these processes in the past with the revision of Annex I and knows how
time-consuming the processes leading up to negotiations could be.

8. Subcommittee I have decided to await the outcome of the assessment before
presenting a revised proposal to the Commission. The Secretariat informed the Working
Group that until more is known about the outcome in Iceland, it would be difficult to discuss
how to handle legislation that is in the process of being integrated into the Agreement. When
the assessment has been completed and the Icelandic Government has made a decision, it
would be easier to discuss possible ways forward with the Commission. The Commission had
earlier indicated that acquis could be integrated in the Agreement without awaiting the
conclusion of negotiations with Iceland.



9. As a follow-up to the meeting held in Oslo, February 2005, the Norwegian Delegation
once again offered its assistance.. The Icelandic Delegation appreciated the offer and would
call for Norway’s assistance when necessary.

10.  The Working Group agreed to inform the Commission of the current status regarding
the outstanding issues under Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 and of the state of affairs with
regard to the impact assessment launched in Iceland.

Joint veterinary working group 6. april 2005

II' STATUS REGARDING THE INTEGRATION OF REGULATION (EC) NO
178/2002 ESTABLISHING GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF FOOD LAW AND
THE EUROPEAN FOOD SAFETY AUTHORITY (EFSA)

3. The Secretariat informed the Commission about the state of affairs regarding the
outstanding issues that concerns requests for scientific opinions, the crisis unit, imports and
exports, after receiving the Commissions remarks to the revised draft EEA Joint Committee
Decisions of 11 October 2004.

4. As far as the Commission’s remarks concerning the crisis unit (Article 56), imports
(Article 11) and exports (Article 12) were concerned the EEA EFTA States were confident
that a solution could be found. The EEA EFTA States could agree with the Commission to
delete the adaptation text to Article 56 on crisis unit from the draft decisions, but would
consider adding the adaptation text to Commission Decision 2004/478/EC concerning the
general plan for crisis management.

5. The situation regarding imports and exports should also be clarified. The EEA EFTA
States agreed to delete the adaptation text to Article 11 on imports. A solution had already
been found for Article 12 on exports where an adaptation text replacing the text of Article 12,
together with a declaration, had been agreed upon. The Commission had also been consulted
on a Norwegian declaration concerning equivalence agreements, which could be considered
agreed.

6. As far as the possibility to request scientific opinions where concerned the EEA EFTA
States were still considering the Commissions remarks.

7. Finally, regarding the application of the Regulation to Iceland, Iceland informed the
Working Group that the Icelandic Government had decided to launch an impact assessment to
examine whether the specific circumstances, under which the derogation had been negotiated,
still prevail. The derogation had been designed to protect some fundamental interests in the
veterinary field that Iceland was unable to deviate from without a proper examination of its
impact on theses interests. The mandate from the Government would not cover live animals.

8. An intergovernmental task force had been established to carry out the assessment. The
task force is currently in the process of defining the acquis to be assessed and will thereafter
measure the Community acquis against the Icelandic legislation. Iceland confirmed that the
assessment would cover relevant veterinary acquis integrated in Chapter I of Annex I or in the



process of being integrated into the Agreement, such as the hygiene package etc. The
assessment was expected to take a few weeks.

9. The Commission thanked Iceland for the information, which clarified previously
incorrect information. The Commission would appreciate receiving a revised draft decision on
the outstanding issues. The Commission hope that the Icelandic assessment would facilitate
future work on upcoming legislation such as the hygiene package. The Commission
underlined that it would be difficulty to accept an outcome that would be against the
principles of the food law.

Working group on veterinary matters 21. névember 2005

HI STATUS REGARDING THE INTEGRATION OF REGULATION (EC) NO
178/2002 ESTABLISHING GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF FOOD LAW AND

THE EUROPEAN FOOD SAFETY AUTHORITY (EFSA)

3. The Secretariat gave a brief update on recent developments concerning the integration
into the Agreement of Regulation (EC) No 178/2000 on general food law.

4. After having agreed with the Commission to try to settle outstanding issues pending
the outcome of the Icelandic impact assessment, a draft EEA Joint Committee Decision had
been informally submitted to DG SANCO in May 2005. The Commission had responded
positively to the draft Decision and also had a few questions related to Liechtenstein’s
application of safeguard measures.

5. The Icelandic Delegation informed the Working Group that the inter-governmental
task force that had been established to carry out an assessment of the impact on Iceland of
taking over more of the veterinary acquis, had concluded its work. On 21 October 2005 the
Icelandic Government decided to start negotiations with the Commission in order to expand
the scope of Annex I, Chapter I to the Agreement, not including live animals. To this end,
senior officials of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs would meet informally with DG RELEX on
22 November 2005 to discuss ways to proceed with the matter.

6. The Icelandic Delegation informed the Working Group of the issues being addressed
by the task force in its report:

e Due to its BSE status, Iceland would ask for derogation from Regulation (EC) No
999/2001 on TSEs.

e Iceland would consider taking over Regulation (EV) No 1774/2002 on animal by-
products provided that it would be possible to derogate from parts of the TSE
Regulation.

¢ Iceland would ask for additional guarantees for salmonella, similar to those obtained
by Finland, Sweden and Norway.

Iceland would consider taking over the animal welfare legislation.

e Iceland would consider taking over most of the legislation concerning live animals,
except for the legislation concerning trade within the EEA and imports from third
countries.

7. The Norwegian Delegation welcomed the positive development and looked forward to
the outcome of the meeting with the Commission. The Norwegian Delegation fully



understood that Iceland considered this a bilateral matter, but reminded Iceland of the
importance of being fully informed about the developments since this issue also had
implications for Norway. Finally, Norway offered its assistance to Iceland to prepare for the
negotiations with the Commission.

8. The Working Group continued discussing the possible consequences of the continued
incorporation of veterinary acquis. The Norwegian Delegation asked whether Iceland had
considered how to ensure continued incorporation of acquis independent of and in parallel
with the foreseen negotiations. They also asked whether Iceland had considered the possibility
of incorporating the legislation, i.e. the hygiene and control package:

e with application only for Norway until the negotiations for Iceland are finalised; or

e with application to Iceland for all products before the finalisation of the negotiations.

9. The Icelandic Delegation responded that several options were being considered, but
that these would have to be discussed with the Commission.

10.  The Working Group agreed to await the outcome of the initial bilateral contacts with
the Commission. The Icelandic Delegation agreed to keep the Working Group updated on any
developments on this issue.

Working group meeting — 13-14 desember 2005
III ICELAND AND ANNEX I, CHAPTER 1 VETERINARY ISSUES

3. The Icelandic Delegate informed the Working Group about the recent developments in
the review of Annex I, Chapter I.

4. After having received the mandate from the Government to re-negotiate Chapter I of
Annex I with the view to extending the scope of the Agreement to include products of animal
origin, informal meetings have taken place with DG RELEX and DG SANCO, to inform
about the decision taken and to discuss how to carry out the negotiations. There will be a
negotiating group, composed of a representative from the External Trade Department in
Iceland and Mr Brinkman from DG RELEX, as well as a technical group composed of experts
from the relevant authorities from Iceland and from DG SANCO. The aim is to start the initial
technical discussions at the end of January or the beginning of February in either Brussels or
Reykjavik.

5. The Norwegian Delegation appreciated the update provided by Iceland and offered,
once more, their assistance in the process.

IV INTEGRATION OF REGULATION (EC) NO 178/2002 ESTABLISHING
GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF FOOD LAW AND THE EUROPEAN FOOD

SAFETY AUTHORITY (EFSA)
6. The Secretariat gave a brief update of the recent developments concerning the
integration into the Agreement of Regulation (EC) No 178/2000 on general food law. The
Commission had asked for the item to be put on the agenda with a view to discussing ways to




ensure the incorporation of the Regulation as soon as possible now that Iceland had decided to
re-negotiate Chapter I of Annex L.

7. The Commission indicated that a solution whereby act(s) are incorporated into the
Agreement with application only for Norway, with a one year transitional period by which it
is foreseen that Iceland will complete the negotiations. The Commission also wanted to
review Annex I, during the same period of one year, in order to bring the chapters of Annex I
in line with the chapters of the Community acquis currently applied.

8. The Icelandic Delegate stated that they did not have a mandate to decide on a solution
with the Commission at the meeting on 14 December, but that the purpose of the meeting was
to gather information and to obtain clarification from the Commission. Iceland would also
have to receive certain guarantees that trade in fish would not suffer from such a solution.

9. The Norwegian Delegation was positive to the proposal and to the fact that the
Commission aimed at ensuring incorporation as soon as possible.

10.  The Working Group agreed to listen to the Commission’s presentation of their
proposal and to seek the necessary clarification from the Commission on aspects of the
proposal related to the acts which would be affected by the proposal, the consequences on
trade in fish, as well as the possible consequences of not finalising the negotiations within the
transitional period indicated.

Joint working group on veterinary matters — 15. des. 2005

HI ICELAND AND ANNEX I, CHAPTER I VETERINARY ISSUES

3. The Icelandic Delegate informed the Commission that, at the beginning of November,
the Icelandic Authorities had received the mandate to re-negotiate Chapter I of Annex I to
include products on animal origin, but still keep live animals outside the Agreement.

4, After having received the mandate from the Government, Iceland had met informally
with DG RELEX and DG SANCO to report on the decision and to discuss ways to proceed on
the matter. It was agreed to set up a negotiating team, lead by DG RELEX, and a technical
team, lead by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Iceland, composed of experts from the
relevant Authorities from Iceland and DG SANCO.

5. The Icelandic Delegate informed the Commission that the experts had started
examining the relevant acquis in order to identify issues that would require further discussion.
Iceland aimed at holding the first meeting of the technical team late January or early February
2006.

6. The Commission representative confirmed the contacts that had taken place and was
looking forward to starting the work. He underlined that the preparation of a list of questions
to be discussed is crucial for the future work.



v INTEGRATION OF REGULATION (EC) NO 178/2002 ESTABLISHING
GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF FOOD LAW AND THE EUROPEAN FOOD
SAFETY AUTHORITY (EFSA)

7. Considering that Iceland had decided to review Chapter I of Annex I, the Commission
representative suggested that the two issues be separated, i.e. the ongoing incorporation of
new acquis and the review of Chapter I of Annex I for Iceland, in order to ensure
incorporation of the food law Regulation and the hygiene package as soon as possible.

8. The Commission representative suggested incorporating the Regulations to apply only
to Norway and to freeze the situation for Iceland for the period needed to review Chapter I of
Annex ], i.e., for one year. During this period, Iceland would apply the current legislation.
This situation could cause some practical and political problems in trade, therefore, the
Commission underlined the importance of freezing the situation for as short a time as possible
and to complete the review within this time. One year was considered sufficient to carry out
the review.

9. The discussion on the incorporation of the food law Regulation and the hygiene
package have revealed a need to restructure the chapters in Annex I in order to bring them in
line with the chapters of the Community acquis in this area, which takes into account the
horizontals approach of the new legislation. The Commission wanted a revision of Annex I to
also take place within one year. A revision of Annex I would prevent acts from being
incorporated in several places.

10.  The Norwegian Delegate was positive to the Commission’s proposal to incorporate the
legislation concerned into the Agreement as soon as possible.

11.  The Icelandic Delegate thanked the Commission for their constructive approach, but
needed some clarification. Did the Commission mean that the Regulations would not apply at
all, or would they apply to food of non animal origin and to feedinstuffs, i.e. for the areas
where Iceland has taken over the acquis without any derogations, and what if the review was
not completed during the period specified?

12. The Commission representative confirmed that the solution suggested would mean
that the Regulations would not apply to Iceland at all, since it would be impossible to apply
horizontal legislation to parts of the food chain only. This approach had also been
communicated in discussions on the integration of the food law Regulation in 2004, but would
now also apply to the hygiene package. However, as far as the food law Regulation was
concerned, the Commission reiterated that, in previous discussions, Iceland had been given
the option to take over the whole food law Regulation without any derogations. This option
was still open.

13.  Regarding the transitional period, the Commission suggested one year because they
were confident that the review could be finalised during this period. A longer transitional
period during which Iceland would apply the current legislation, would pose a greater risk to
trade in fish and fishmeal with Member States, as well as to exports to third countries. This
could surely not be in Iceland’s interest. If Iceland should experience any problems with their
trade with Member States or with their exports of fish or fishmeal to third countries during
this period, the Commission would do its utmost to defend Iceland.



14.  The Norwegian Delegation explained that they would be in a similar situation after 1
January 2006 until the hygiene package had been incorporated into the Agreement, and
presumed that the Commission would take the same approach if Norway, due to the delayed
incorporation, experienced similar problems.

15.  The Commission also underlined that Liechtenstein could not expect to be able to
apply only parts of the food law Regulation and the hygiene package. Another solution,
maybe a similar one, would also have to be found for Liechtenstein.

16.  The Working Group agreed that Iceland and Norway would consider the
Commission’s suggestion and asked the Secretariat to start examining ways to implement the
solution.

EFTA working group on veterinar group — 7. sept. 2006

III___REVIEW OF CHAPTER 1 OF ANNEX I - VETERINARY ISSUES - FOR
ICELAND

3. The Icelandic Delegate informed the Working Group that Iceland submitted its most

recent position to the Commission on 4 July. Iceland considered the formal negotiation as

finalized, although it was still awaiting a formal repose from the Commission. The aim of the

meeting of the Joint Group would be to obtain the Commission’s comments to the proposed

text to follow these up bilaterally.

IV INTEGRATION OF REGULATION (EC) NO 178/2002 ESTABLISHING
GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF FOOD LAW AND THE EUROPEAN FOOD

SAFETY AUTHORITY (EFSA)
4, The Secretariat gave a brief update of the recent developments concerning the
integration into the Agreement of Regulation (EC) No 178/2000 on general food law and
EFSA. Following the last meeting of the Working Group, the only issue which remained to be
solved was the application of the Regulation to Iceland. Since then, Iceland and the
Commission had been negotiating a revised Chapter I of Annex I for Iceland, whereby the
latter will take over Community legislation concerning products of animal origin, although
with a transitional period.

5. With the review of Chapter I of Annex I, it is now possible to clarify this outstanding

issue. Iceland has however, proposed a solution by which the Regulation will be applied with
a transitional period for the “new areas”, while the Regulation will apply to the areas already
harmonised once the Decision enters into force, without a transitional period.

6. The Working Group agreed to request the Commission’s comments to the proposed
transitional arrangements for Iceland.

Joint Working group on veterinary matters — 7. sept. 2006

III. REVIEW OF CHAPTER I OF ANNEX I - VETERINARY ISSUES - FOR
ICELAND



3. The Icelandic Delegation informed the meeting that Iceland submitted its proposal for
a draft EEA Joint Committee Decision reviewing Chapter I of Annex I to the Commission on
4 July 2006 and that it had not yet received a formal response.

4. The Commission confirmed its agreement on the methodology followed by the text
submitted by Iceland. However certain issues need further discussions:

e The impact of the transition period on the draft EEA JCD incorporating the food law
and EFSA Regulation (see Part IV)
The identification and registration of animals (see Part VII)
The functioning of the ADNS in Iceland (see Part VIII)
Testing of sheep and goats under the TSE Regulation (see Part IX)

5. The Group agreed to discuss the issues under the respective points on the agenda.

IV INTEGRATION OF REGULATION (EC) NO 178/2002 ESTABLISHING
GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF FOOD LAW AND THE EUROPEAN FOOD
SAFETY AUTHORITY (EFSA)

6. The Secretariat presented the amendments to the draft EEA JCD to the Group. The
methodology agreed between Iceland and the Commission for the review of Chapter I of
Annex I was the same as that applied to the draft EEA Joint Committee Decision
incorporating Regulation (EC) No 178/2002. The consequences would be that the Regulation
would apply with a transitional period for the “new areas”, while the Regulation will apply to
the areas already harmonised, once the Decision enters into force.

7. The Commission wanted to know what practical consequences this transitional
arrangement would have on the participation to EFSA and its financial contribution to EFSA,
the status as observer in the regulatory Committee, in relation to crisis coordination, etc. The
Commission found the proposed solution to be too complex, unpredictable and difficult to
apply in practice, and reiterated their previous indications as to the difficulty of applying a
piecemeal approach as far as food safety principles and participation in the work of EFSA
were concerned. Therefore, the Commission suggested a simpler and clearer solution by
which there would either be a transitional period or there would be none. When the Decision
enters into force, the Regulation would then apply to all food and feed covered by the
Regulation, with or without a transitional period. The Commission requested the Icelandic
position on Iceland on this subject.

8. The Group took note of the Commission’s comments and agreed to consider the
proposal.

9. The Commission asked whether Liechtenstein intended to apply the Regulation,
considering their derogation from Chapter I of Annex I to the Agreement. The Secretariat
informed the Commission of the ongoing talks between the Commission, Switzerland and
Liechtenstein on extending the EU-Swiss bilateral Agreement on Agriculture to Liechtenstein,
and introducing derogations from the relevant areas in the EEA Agreement. Liechtenstein
would then be exempted, not only with regards to the veterinary field, but also from



feedingstuffs, seeds, foodstuffs and other fields. The Commission noted the information, but
asked for further details from Liechtenstein to clarify the matter.

10.  The Commission recalled the previous discussions related to Article 12 on the export
of food and feed from the Community. In light of the ongoing discussions between the
Russian and Norwegian Authorities, and the Commission, related to the problems with
veterinary transit certificates, the Commission indicated that Norway might want to
reconsider the need for a declaration on export.

11.  The Commission underlined the possible problems in discussion with third countries.
The Commission has had to explained that Norway applies the same rules that the Members
States. However for exports to third countries a special situation has to be noted. In light of
this situation, the Commission asked about the legal status of the declaration and whether its
sole intention was to clarify the scope of the EEA Agreement between the contracting Parties,
or whether in fact it could be shared with third countries in a similar situation.

12.  The Group noted the Commission’s views and agreed to consider them.



