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Canada-European Union Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement Regulatory Cooperation Forum
Submission

Dear Brennen Young, 


On behalf of the Saskatchewan Ministry of Agriculture, we are pleased to provide a submission as part of the Canada-European Union Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement Regulatory Cooperation Forum.  The Ministry has provided a number of different areas where we think work should be undertaken to ensure regulatory harmonization between Canada and the European Union.  Efforts such as those undertaken by the Regulatory Cooperation Forum are important avenues to resolve differences and to come up with novel approaches to deal with regulatory challenges. 

If you need additional information or would like to discuss the below identified areas, please contact James Kettel, Executive Director of Trade, at james.kettel@gov.sk.ca or 306-787-5139.


Thank you.



Rick Burton
Deputy Minister, Saskatchewan Ministry of Agriculture
rick.burton@gov.sk.ca 


Food Safety Inspections
The Ministry of Agriculture would like to see an equivalency arrangement or agreement in food safety inspections, with things like carcass washes for beef cattle.  This issue has been raised in many industry publications over the last year.  There are also other processing aids used in Canada that are not recognized/accepted in the European Union (EU).  The EU may use some computerized/imaging inspection systems for meat (like cavity inspection in poultry) that Canada may not recognize as equivalent to our system.

Use of Hormone Implants in Livestock
The Ministry of Agriculture would like to see an equivalency arrangement or agreement around the use of hormone implants in livestock.  However, Canadian businesses are setting up separate hormone-free certification schemes to address this issue as they are anticipating it will not be resolved.  Canada gained additional access as part of a quota system for hormone-free beef with the Canada-European Union Comprehensive Economic Trade Agreement (CETA). 


Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs) Crops and Pesticides
There is a strict regulatory process that can inhibit or prolong commodity entry into the EU.  The European Commission provides regulatory information that presents several foreseeable challenges.  The risk assessment that the EU performs on the basis of harmonized criteria is recognized as being amongst the most stringent in the world.  However, the European Parliament acknowledges that “cultivation of GMOs is an issue which is more thoroughly addressed at Member State level”.  As a result member states are allowed to implement independent regulations banning the cultivation of GMOs.  Further, the EU imposes              post-market monitoring for each “GMO” authorized for cultivation or for food and feed, requiring annual reporting.  Meeting this requirement adds significant cost for industry.

EU legislation does not forbid the use of "GM-free" labels provided that they respect the general rules on food labelling, in particular that the information provided to consumers is not misleading.  Some Member States have adopted GM-free labelling schemes for their food and feed products.  Furthermore, traceability and “GMO” labelling requirements are mandatory (any GM food and feed containing, consisting of, or produced from a GMO, except if the presence is below 0.9 per cent of the food/feed, or the ingredient is adventitious or technically unavoidable).  It is our view that mandatory labelling is unnecessary and the schemes for 
“GM-Free” labels should be sufficient.  

Another area where harmonization efforts could be undertaken is in Canadian honey and defining honey (pollen as a component or constituent of honey).  Most Canadian or Saskatchewan honey would be produced with bees that come in contact with GM crops.  This affects the ability of Canadian honey to meet the GM free status in the EU.  If pollen is a component of honey, it meets the “GM free” status needed to enter Europe.  If pollen is a constituent of honey, pollen is viewed as an ingredient and the honey does not meet the GM thresholds to be considered “GM free.”

Gene-Editing
Currently there is no common definition or legal understanding as to whether CRISPR technology is considered “GMO.”  Given that regulations or definitions regarding CRISPR    gene-editing techniques are not fully agreed upon, there may be an opportunity to get out ahead of the area to ensure acceptance.  It appears that some groups in the EU might be more open to accepting the gene-editing technology than GMO techniques.

Plant Protection Products
Glyphosate approval was recently reexamined and, although approved for continued use, the approval has an expiry date in five years.  Some EU member states, such as France and Germany, are implementing phase out plans established under their own timelines, which can conflict with that of the EU.  Furthermore, it is our understanding that the EU is now pursuing a hazard based verses risk based approach for future approvals and re-approvals.  This has the potential to create additional trade barriers.  


Fruits and Vegetables
The two major areas of regulatory interest within the fruit sector would be with respect to pesticide registrations, and food safety.  In regard to minor use pesticide trade problems, we have been working with the USA to get MRL equivalency (et cetera).  This equivalency would be desirable with the EU, as well as equivalent pesticide registrations and processes.

In regard to food safety, there are many ways that we already share similar standards with the EU, but there are points of difference.  In the past few years, High Pressure Pascalization technologies for juice sterilization have been accepted in the EU, whereas it has not been accepted by the Canadian Food Inspection Agency within Canada.

General Comments
There may be an opportunity to work on areas around collaboration on outcomes (or equivalency) that could be identified, as opposed to specific regulation.  This could mean similar regulatory approaches but more likely a broader based discussion around “defining a common basis for the regulation.”  This could include looking at the role or use of peer reviewed research, perhaps the number of studies based on confidence levels, weighting for regionally specific research (i.e. climatic region or perhaps geologic region, etc.).  This could further the understanding and confidence to help get agreement around the use of science to make regulatory based decision.  If an agreement on the objectives was sought, this might bring greater clarity to why a specific area needs to be regulated and what concern is being addressed.  This would go a long way to building understanding amongst government and industry in Canada and the EU. 

