\W/ Food and Agriculture
M Organization of the

United Nations

FAO GM Foods Platform:

Are we effectively evaluating food safety?

> ' BACKGROUND PAPER
for the Platform
Community Meeting 2019






FAO GM Foods Platform:

Are we effectively evaluating food safety?

BACKGROUND PAPER
for the Platform
Community Meeting 2019

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
Rome, 2020



Required citation:
FAO. 2020. FAO GM Foods Platform: Are we effectively evaluating food safety? Background Paper for the Platform
Community Meeting. Rome.

The designations employed and the presentation of material in this information product do not imply the expression of
any opinion whatsoever on the part of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) concerning the
legal or development status of any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its
frontiers or boundaries. The mention of specific companies or products of manufacturers, whether or not these have been
patented, does not imply that these have been endorsed or recommended by FAO in preference to others of a similar nature
that are not mentioned.

The views expressed in this information product are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views or
policies of FAO.

© FAO, 2020

D 0¢0

Some rights reserved. This work is made available under the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 3.0 IGO
license (CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO; https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/igo).

Under the terms of this license, this work may be copied, redistributed and adapted for non-commercial purposes, provided
that the work is appropriately cited. In any use of this work, there should be no suggestion that FAO endorses any specific
organization, products or services. The use of the FAO logo is not permitted. If the work is adapted, then it must be licensed
under the same or equivalent Creative Commons license. If a translation of this work is created, it must include the following
disclaimer along with the required citation: “This translation was not created by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO). FAO is not responsible for the content or accuracy of this translation. The original English edition shall
be the authoritative edition.

Any mediation relating to disputes arising under the license shall be conducted in accordance with the Arbitration Rules of the
United Nations Commission on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL) as at present in force.

Third-party materials. Users wishing to reuse material from this work that is attributed to a third party, such as tables, figures
or images, are responsible for determining whether permission is needed for that reuse and for obtaining permission from the
copyright holder. The risk of claims resulting from infringement of any third-party-owned component in the work rests solely
with the user.

Sales, rights and licensing. FAQO information products are available on the FAO website (www.fao.org/publications) and can be
purchased through publications-sales@fao.org. Requests for commercial use should be submitted via: www.fao.org/contact-
us/licence-request. Queries regarding rights and licensing should be submitted to: copyright@fao.org.



Abstract

In order for Members of Codex Alimentarius (Codex, 2019a) to share information

on Codex-aligned Genetically Modified (GM) food safety assessment, the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) maintains an online database
entitled “FAO GM Foads Platform”. As of September 2019, 172 Codex Members

out of 189 (91 percent) officially designated national focal points to the Platform to
participate, however, only 28 percent! have been able to share the results of their
own GM food safety assessments. Most of the remaining Members still struggle to
conduct the assessment, mainly due to technical and institutional capacity and/

or situational issues. This document aims to assist such focal points, particularly
those in developing nations, as the document illustrates various Platform community
members’ situations regarding the required knowledge and expertise, desired
institutional set-ups, and effective communication mechanism. Some of the good
practices are highlighted. The document serves as a fundamental basis for many
key discussions to be held during the Global Community Meeting on the FAO GM
Foods Platform to be held in Bangkok, Thailand from 10 to 13 September 2018.
Together with the physical meeting, the paper provides a unique opportunity for both
experienced and less-experienced Codex Members to understand the challenges that
many countries face, and the opportunity to improve current situations. The annex of
the document provides the contact information of all Platform community members,
which is an invaluable resource for many focal points to establish technical networks
and the community of practice together.

Keywords: food safety, risk assessment, safety assessment, Genetically Modified
Organism (GMO), biosafety, regulatory framework, Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations (FAO), FAO GM Foods Platform

Year of publication: 2020

+ The European Union is a Codex Member, in addition to its 28 Member States. The European Union shares its GM food safety
assessment data on the FAO GM Foods Platform, and represents its current 28 European Union Member States (as of September
2019). Thus, the total number of countries that share their data on the Platform is 52 (24 non-European Union countries and 28
European Union Member States), and including the European Union as a Codex Member, the total becomes 53. Therefore, the
calculation was made as 53 out of 189, which is 28 percent.
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Introduction

Background

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) hosts an online
global database on Genetically Modified (GM) food, entitled “FAO GM Foods Platform”,
(FAQ, 2019a), where countries share information on official safety assessments of
foods derived from Recombinant-Deoxyribonucleic Acid (r-DNA) plants conducted in
accordance with the guidelines (Codex, 2008) developed by the Codex Alimentarius
(Codex, 2019b), the international food standard-setting body. The Platform provides
a reliable resource, and facilitates the effective utilization of GM food safety
assessment results in situations regarding the Low Level Presence (LLP) of r-DNA
plant materials in food.

Since the official launch of the Platform in July 2013, FAO has made significant
progress towards fulfilling the requirements described by the Codex guidelines. As of
September 2019, 91 percent (n=172) of all Codex Members (n=189) have joined the
Platform community, and 28 percent? have been actively sharing their own GM food
safety assessment results. Although the number may seem small in comparison to
the total number of participating Codex Members, this represents the current reality
in which only a small number of countries have the full capacity for conducting GM
food safety assessments. The majority of Platform community members visit the
Platform only to retrieve up-to-date information on safety assessments in order to
utilize the gained knowledge for consideration to facilitate more effective national risk
management decisions with regard to authorizations and LLP.

Many Platform community members have explained that their limited ability in
sharing relevant data and information is directly connected to their limited capacity
in conducting GM food safety assessments, and have expressed their need for
assistance in capacity development on the relevant technical issues. To address
these needs, FAO has been proposing the formation of a global community of
practice that facilitates interactive communication and collaboration for capacity
development. A few technical partnerships have been established among several
Platform community members, but this has not yet become a global practice.

Scope

This document covers the technical and practical aspects of the effective risk-based
GM food safety assessment and regulatory management. The document primarily
targets focal points of the Platform as well as other governmental officers working in
the area of biosafety. This document may also be useful for relevant stakeholders that
are engaged in regulatory activities in the area of biosafety.

Objectives
This document was developed for Platform community members to:

2 The European Union is a Codex Member, in addition to its 28 Member States. The European Union shares its GM food safety
assessment data on the FAO GM Foods Platform, and represents 28 European Union Member States (as of September 2019). Thus,
the total number of countries that share their data on the Platform is 52 (24 non-European Union countries and 28 European Union
Member States), and including the European Union as a Codex Member, the total becomes 53. Therefore, the calculation was made
as 53 out of 189, which is 28 percent.



= obtain good practices and lessons-learned on the GM food safety assessment
process so that focal points can become more comfortable providing the results
of science-based GM food safety assessments conducted by their national
competent authorities, and so that policy-makers can make informed decisions;
and

= better understand the various challenges that relatively inexperienced countries
face in relation to conducting a GM food safety assessment, so that experienced
countries and international organizations are better able to provide tailored
assistance, information, experience and knowledge.

Methodology

In order to prepare this document, relevant data and information were collected and
analysed through the Platform (FAO, 2019a). For the statistical country situational
analyses, the set of data was extracted from the Global Outlook section of the
Platform, which is automatically collected and synthesized through the country
profiles. This data, therefore, refer to Platform community members, who are a

large subset (91 percent) of Codex Members. Knowledge and capacity gaps,

and communication issues were assessed through an online questionnaire that

was prepared using SurveyMonkey (SurveyMonkey, 2019). Two separate sets of
guestionnaires (questionnaires A and B) were sent to all 1839 Codex Members in

July 2019: questionnaire A was sent to those 166 Codex Members who had not
shared any GM food safety assessment result on the Platform, while questionnaire

B was sent to those 23 Codex Members, who had already been sharing the GM food
safety assessment data on the Platform.® The purpose of having two separate sets of
guestionnaires was to obtain two different sets of responses from less-experienced
countries and experienced countries. Questionnaire respondents were either Platform
community members or other specifically designated people that could provide
relevant and up-to-date information. The total response rate to the questionnaire was
61 percent (n=116, out of 189 Codex Members). Among those Codex Members who
responded to the questionnaire, the regional response rate is presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1. Questionnaire response rates.

Region Codex region (total Response Response rate
number) number

L CCAFRICA () T O3
S COASIARH. e 18 ] LA
Europe (including European Union) CCEUROG2) SET O0%
Latin America and the Caribbean COLACBS) o O 8%
_North America and South West Pacific ! CONASWE (1) S LA
S CONE QLT e E S B2%
Total 189 116 61%

¢ In July, when FAQ sent out the questionnaire, there were 23 Codex Members (22 non-European Union countries + the European
Union) who had been uploading the records on GM food safety assessment. Questionnaire B was sent out to those who had
had actual experience in sharing their results on the Platform, so not included are the 28 European Union Member States or two
countries that started sharing their records in August/September 2019.
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Current status of the FAO GM
Foods Platform

Overview of the Platform structure

The Platform is owned by Codex Members and is administratively managed and
maintained by FAO. Each Codex Member is responsible for the accuracy of their
submitted information. While all the contents of the Platform are freely accessible
by anyone, only focal points, who are officially nominated by the respective country’s
Codex Contact Point, can upload data and information to the Platform. As of
September 2019, 91 percent of Codex Members have been registered as Platform
community members.

Browsing of data and information sharing on GM food safety
assessment

On the Platform, information can be browsed by referring to the: 1) Unique Identifier
established by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (QECD),
2) Commaodity, 3) Trait, or 4) Country. Figures 1-4 illustrate different ways to browse
information.

FIGURE 1. “Browsing by OECD unique identifier” webpage on the Platform.

FAO GM Foods Platform

United Nations Browse information by OECD Unique Identifier

~ Each transformation event derived from recombinant-DNA techniques has a unique code. You may select an option from the list of OECD Unique
Identifier (What is this?) below. Simply click on a code to reveal its information. You may also select a OECD Unique Identifier in the drop-down list
below

To search information by commodity, trait, or country click the “Commaodity*, “Trait” or “Country” in the main menu to the left.

FAO Home
Food safety and quality OECD Unique Identifier -- Select a OECD Unique Identifier -- o m
GM Foods Platform
« Previ 2 4 . 14 Next»
Browse information by revious n 3 J o
OEGD Urius deifor OECD Urique Ideniier Gy
Eamnezely BCS-GHO@5-8 X BCS-GH@@4-7 x BCS- GHODS5- )
Trait 8 x SYN-IR1092-7 Cotton Insect resistance

FIGURE 2. “Browsing by commodity” webpage on the Platform.

FAO GM Foods Platform

Organization of the Browse information by Commodity > Potatoes
et |
S e NMK-89167-6 Coleoptera resistance,Kanamycin resistance
NMK-89175-5 Coleoptera resistance,Kanamycin resistance
NMK-8917@-9 Coleoptera resistance,Kanamycin resistance
FAO Home NMK-89185-6 Coleoptera resistance,Kanamycin resistance,Potato leaf roll virus resistance
Food safety and quality NMK-89279-1 Coleoptera resistance,Kanamycin resistance
GM Foods Platform NMK-89367-8 Coleoptera resistance,Kanamycin resistance
Browse information by NMK-89576-1 Coleoptera resistance,Kanamycin resistance
OECD.Unlqus identifler NMK-89593-9 Coleoptera resistance,Kanamycin resistance
‘Commodity
e NMK-89613-2 Coleoptera resistance,Kanamycin resistance
NMK-R0853.4 C i K: in resi Patatn virus Y.




FIGURE 3. “Browsing by trait” webpage on the Platform.

FAO GM Foods Platform

United Nations Browse information by Trait > Drought tolerance
‘. o e 2 OECD Unique Identifiet Commodity

MON-87460-4 Corn / Maize
MON-87460-4 x MON-89@34-3 x MON-88@17-3 Corn / Maize
MON-87460-4xMON-89@34-3xMON-02603-6 Comn / Maize

FAO Home
MON-87460-4xMON-@0603-6 Com / Maize

Food safety and quality

GM Foods Platform IND-@@413-5 x MON-04032-6 Soyabean / Soybeans

Browse information by IND-00412-7 Wheat

OECD Unique Identifier MON-87427-7 x MON-8746@-4 x MON-89034-3 x DAS-@15@7-1 x MON-87411-9 x DAS-59122-7 Corn / Maize

FIGURE 4. “Browsing by country” webpage on the Platform.

FAO GM Foods Platform

H: : ¢« s ¢ 7

ACS-GM@D6-4 Soyabean / Soybeans Glufosinate tolerance 19/08/2013

Glyphosate tolerance, |soxaflutole

BCS-GH811-4 Cotton (RS 14/02/2019
FAO Home BCS-GH@@2-5 x BCS-GHOD4-7 x Cotton Gl Lepi
BCS-GHOD5-8 x SYN-IR102-7 otto! resistance, Glufosinate tolerance 9
Food safety and quality ;
GM Foods Platform BCS-GHOD2-5xACS-GHOD1-3 Cotton Siufosinate tolerance, Glyphosate 31/07/2018
Bowsellnformation.by BPS-CV127-9 Soyabean / Soybeans Imidazolinone tolerance 31/07/2018
OECD Unique Identifier
- Glyphosate tolerance,2 4-
Commodity DAS-44406-6 Soyabean / Soybeans dichlorophenoxyacetic acid (2 4-D) 08/03/2019
Trait tolerance,Glufosinate tolerance
Country 2 4-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid (2 4-
Resources D)
i AryloXypr yprop
Global outlook PREXTZEIE) @arin e (AOPP) acetyl coenzyme A IS
FAQ for visitors :f::gzyclease (ACCase) inhibitor
Login =
DAS-59122-7 Corn / Maize (e 19/02/2019
2 4-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid (2 4-
DAS-68416-4 Soyabean / Soybeans D) tolerance, Glufosinate tolerance 19/02/2019
DAS-81419-2 Soyabean / Soybeans Insect resistance 08/03/2019

- 2 3 4 5 6 7
Focal Point Information

m eneenEa o

Country: Argentina

Organization/agency Ministerio de Agroindustria
)
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Global outlook in conducting
a genetically modified (GM)
food safety assessment

Countries that regularly conduct a GM food safety assessment

As of September 2019, 83 percent of all Codex Members (158 out of 189) have
provided their country profiles on the conduct of the GM food safety assessment.
According to the Global Outlook (FAQ, 2018b), 69 Platform community members
regularly conduct GM food safety assessments, including the European Union,
which has 28 Member States. These Platform community members are listed

by Codex regional classification (Codex, 2019c¢) in Table 2. Numbers next to the
regions indicate how many Platform community members per region conduct safety
assessments, and bold format indicates those that have shared the GM food safety
assessment data on the Platform.

TABLE 2. Platform community members that regularly conduct a GM food safety
assessment.

Codex region Platform community members

CCAFRICA (B) Kenya, Malawi, Nigeria, South Africa, Zambia, Zimbabwe

CCASIA (10) China, India, Indonesia, Japan, Republic of Korea, Malaysia,
Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Viet Nam

CCEURO (36) Belarus, European Union,* Kazakhstan, Norway, Russian Federation,
Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine

CCLAC (8) Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay,
Uruguay

Countries that do not regularly conduct GM food safety
assessments, but have conducted at least once in the past

Table 3 shows that six Platform community members have conducted at least one
GM food safety assessment. Country names are further formatted in bold, if they have
shared their GM food safety assessment data on the Platform.

4 European Union has 28 Member States (as of August 2019).



TABLE 3. Platform community members who have conducted at least one GM food safety
assessment.

Codex region Platform community members

CCAFRICA (3) Botswana, United Republic of Tanzania, Uganda

Countries that have never conducted a GM food safety assessment
but are planning to conduct one in the near future

Table 4 shows 59 Platform community members who have never conducted a GM
food safety assessment but are planning to do so in the near future.

TABLE 4. Platform community members who plan to conduct their first GM food
safety assessment soon.

Codex region Platform community members

CCAFRICA (21) Angola, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Chad, Comoros,
Congo, Cote d'lvoire, Cabo Verde, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea-
Bissau, Liberia, Madagascar, Mali, Mozambique, Senegal, South Sudan,
Eswatini

Bangladesh, Bhutan, Cambodia, Mongolia, Nepal, Sri Lanka, Timor-

CCLAC (13) Belize, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti,
Jamaica, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Saint Kitts and

Nevis, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago

CCNEA (8) Bahrain, Egypt, Irag, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic,
Tunisia, Yemen

Countries that have never conducted a GM food safety assessment
and will not (be able to) conduct one in the near future

Table 5 shows 30 Platform community members who have never conducted a GM
food safety assessment and will not (be able to) conduct such assessment in the
near future.

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper



TABLE 5. Platform community members who do not foresee the possibility of conducting a
GM food safety assessment in the near future.

Codex region Platform community members

CCAFRICA (12) Algeria, Central African Republic, Djibouti, Niger, Democratic Republic
of the Congo, Eritrea, Gambia, Mauritius, Rwanda, Sierra Leone,
Somalia, Togo

CCASIA (4) Afghanistan, Brunei Darussalam, Maldives, Myanmar

CCEURO (5) Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia, North Macedonia, Montenegro,
Uzbekistan

CCLAC (5) Bahamas, Barbados, Costa Rica, Dominica, Venezuela (Bolivarian
Republic of)

CCNASWAP (1) Micronesia

CCNEA (3) Kuwait, Mauritania, Morocco

Tables 2-5 have shown that 75 Platform community members have experience in
conducting a GM food safety assessment, while 89 Platform community members
do not have such experience. Many of the latter group have described their limited
capacity and knowledge in the questionnaire, and therefore, they need to be
equipped with relevant, yet tailored, information and skills in a timely and effective
manner. On the other hand, experienced Platform community members can play

a role by recognizing some technical areas in which they can provide support and
can make use of bilateral and multilateral communication channels to share their
knowledge.

Chapter 3- Global outlook in conducting a GM food safety assessment
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Knowledge and capacity
required for an effective
Codex-aligned GM food
safety assessment

Figure 5 shows that most respondents identified the process of a GM food safety
assessment (n=69) as a major knowledge gap, followed by data interpretation in
application dossiers (n=60), GM food safety assessment principles (n=54), and
Codex guidelines on GM food safety assessment (n=53). These answers indicate that
a holistic provision of knowledge on GM food safety assessment is still necessary,
particularly in developing countries.

FIGURE 5. Areas of existing knowledge gaps in conducting a GM food safety assessment.

Understanding of assessment process % 69

Interpretation of assessment dossiers _ 60
Understanding of assessment principles _54
Understanding of Codex Guidelines _ 53

No knowledge gap exists _ 35

Other . 4

Figure 6 shows the capacity gaps that were identified through the questionnaire. The
majority indicated allergenicity and toxicity (n=76) as the capacity area that mostly
still needs to be developed. This was followed by compositional analysis (n=70),
bioinformatics (n=64), and molecular biclogy (n=55) capacities. The identification

of specific capacity gaps can help policy-makers understand the kind of expertise
required to ensure an effective GM food safety assessment.

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper




FIGURE 6. Areas of existing capacity gaps in conducting a GM food safety assessment.

Allergenicity and toxicity testing 76

Compositional analysis of GM foods 70

Application of bioinformatics tools and

) 64
techniques

Experiments in molecular biology 55
No capacity gap exists 32
No capacity is necessary | 1

Identification of gaps per se is difficult | 1

CHAPTER 4- Knowledge and capacity required for an effective Codex-aligned GM food safety assessment
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Country practices on
conducting GM food safety
assessments

Overview of country approaches

Figure 7 illustrates the institutional set-ups for conducting GM food safety
assessments in respondents’ countries. While 39 percent of respondents answered
that no framework exists, the majority reported that they have one competent
authority that is tasked with leading the process of a GM food safety assessment.
This can be captured as one of the good practices as the option would make the
relevant roles and responsibilities clarified. On the other hand, where multiple
authorities are involved, respondents reported that effective coordination and
collaboration are essential.

Where an established mechanism to conduct food safety assessments exist, the
institutional set-up was further investigated to understand if external experts or
reviewers are involved during the GM food safety assessment. Results of such
investigations are reported in Figure 8; 52 percent reported that external experts
and/or reviewers are involved in GM food safety assessments in their countries. This
can also be identified as a resource-effective practice that provides the opportunity to
tap into different fields of expertise that are not available in the competent authority
conducting the assessment. Various ways of engaging external experts during GM
food safety assessments are described below and illustrated in Figure 9.

FIGURE 7. Institutional set-ups for conducting GM FIGURE 8. Engagement of external experts and/or
food safety assessments in respondents’ countries. reviewers during GM food safety assessments.

39% 40%
No regulatory Only one
framework competent
exists yet authority has

33%
No GM food safety
assessment 52%
conducted With external

the responsibility .
experts

13% |
No external
experts

21%
Multiple competent
authorities have
the responsibility
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External experts are fully engaged in Kenya

Once an application dossier is submitted to the competent authority, technical staff
members verify that the applicant has filled in the relevant sections. Thereafter,

the application is sent to external reviewers in the roster of experts, depending on
the type of application and expertise required for the review. For a GM food safety
assessment, reviewers are asked to conduct the evaluation in line with the relevant
Codex guidelines. Reviewers’ comments are compiled into a report, which is
discussed by the board’s technical committee before a final decision is made by all
board members.

Australia consults stakeholders

Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) does not engage experts outside

of FSANZ for conducting or reviewing GM food safety assessments. Internal FSANZ
officials often contribute specific expertise to the GM food safety assessment
process. FSANZ does, however, consult stakeholders during the assessment process,
which may include experts. During this consultation process, stakeholders may
submit comments on a draft GM food safety assessment.

European Union/EFSA has official external expert panels producing scientific
opinions

The European Union has a body tasked with conducting GM food safety assessments,
called the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). EFSA foresees the involvement of
independent and highly qualified scientists who have the responsibility of assessing
potential risks to human and animal health and the environment, of food and feed
products in the European Union. EFSA has specific procedures for consulting national
competent authorities of its Member States on every application of Genetically
Modified Organisms (GMQOs), and provides feedback on the scientific concerns

raised by Member States during the GM food safety assessment process. The EFSA’s
scientific evaluation of GMO applications is made available in the form of “scientific
opinions” that are publicly available on EFSA’s website.

FIGURE 9. Engaging external experts for effective GM food safety assessment.

How do they
engage with
experts?

EFSA gives
us "scientific
opinions"

We engage
with external
stakeholders

We have a roster of
external experts we
canrely on

CHAPTER 5- Country practices on conducting GM food safety assessments 11
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6

Country practices in
communication mechanisms

Communications between GM food safety assessors and Platform
focal points

Many respondents (n=74) reported that physical meetings regularily occur
between GM food safety assessors and Platform focal points, in addition to other
communication methods as seen in Figure 10 (particularily email, and web-based
and online meetings). This result suggests that, having regular physical meetings
can be considered an effective practice for discussing the results of GM food safety
assessments with focal points.

FIGURE 10. Communication mechanism between risk assessors and Platform focal points.

Regular physical meeting 74
Mailing list and/or email 47
Web-based information 39

No mechanism exist 21
Ad hoc online meeting 15
Regular online meeting 12

Ad hoc physical meeting 8

Some Platform community members utilize formal working groups to discuss various
issues on GM food safety assessments. It is also notable that one respondent

stated that relevant information is often shared in an informal way through personal
contacts, and that results are presented during workshops, but consistency and
transparency could be a challenge with this approach.

Between GM food safety assessors, focal points and decision-makers

As Figure 11 indicates, regular physical meetings (n=73) are the most common
mechanism for communicating between GM food safety assessors and decision-

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper



makers. The results of GM food safety assessments are documented and shared, but
verbal discussions on the results seem to be a good practice. A similar result was
obtained on the communication mechanisms between focal points and decision-
makers.

FIGURE 11. Communication mechanisms between risk assessors and decision-makers.

Regular physical meeting 73
Mailing list and/or email 35
Web-based information 31

No mechanism exist 24
Ad hoc online meeting 15
Regular online meeting 11
Ad hoc physical meeting 5

Unspecified mechanisms 4

One respondent reported that one effective way to communicate with decision-
makers is represented by regular monthly meetings that are held among high-
level groups of people belonging to different organizations such as ministries of
agriculture, health, finance, produce chemist laboratory, bureau of standards,
customs and port authaority, farmers, and consumers organizations. These regular
meetings are the opportunities for risk assessors to discuss technical issues with
policy-makers.

CHAPTER 6- Country practices in communication mechanisms
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7

Data sharing of results on
GM food safety assessments

Country practices in documenting and registering the results of GM
food safety assessments

Figure 12 shows how GM food safety assessment results are shared by countries.
The most popular (41 percent) answer was that they use national websites and/

or international databases to share assessment results. To this extent, having
national repository systems to document all GM food safety assessment results can
be considered the ideal situation, but for those countries with limited Information
Technology (IT) infrastructure, international database(s) represent a cost-effective

FIGURE 12. How/where to store results of GM food safety assessment.

3%
Results
shared

in-person

18%
In the process of
developing a
database 41%
National and/or
international
databases

38%
Results not
shared

and maintenance-free option. The FAO GM Foods Platform serves the purpose
of providing many developing nations with an external database and source of
information to rely on.

GM food safety assessment results by commodity

Figure 13 shows the number of Platform records by commodity (FAQ, 2019c). As of
October 2019, maize has the largest number of records (n=176), followed by cotton
(n=47) and soybeans (n=46).

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper



FIGURE 13. Shared GM food safety assessment records, by commodity.
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By clicking on each single bar, Platform users are re-directed to the commodity page
indicated by that bar. For example, clicking the bar labeled “Rice” leads to a page
where five different OECD Unique Identifiers are listed, indicating five different GM
rices whose traits include glufosinate tolerance, insect resistance and increased
levels of provitamin A.

CHAPTER 7- Data sharing of results on GM food safety assessments
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FIGURE 14. Shared GM food safety assessment records, by OECD unique identifier.
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GM food safety assessment results by traits

Figure 15 shows the number of the Platform record by traits (FAQ, 2019d). Currently,
the Platform has 52 different traits registered.

FIGURE 15. Shared GM food safety assessment records, by trait.
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Challenges in conducting
GM food safety assessments

Overview of country challenges

Possible challenges experienced by countries in conducting GM food safety
assessments were also investigated through the questionnaire described in
the Methodology section through an open-ended guestion. Answers were then
categorized, indexed and charted to obtain the results reported on in Table 6.

TABLE 6. Main challenges in conducting GM food safety assessments.

Decision-makers have limited knowledge about GM food safety assessment 8o
Country does not have necessary legislations and/or regulations LA
Coordination of multiple agencies is challenging | 2o
Limited experience in conducting GM food safety assessments . Mo
Gapacity challenge exists on data collection, analysis and sharing 2o
Lommunication to the public about GMOs is challenging 0
_Relevant regulations are difficult to implementin reality . [
Public perception makes regulators to conduct GM food safety assessment 6
U e
Capacity challenge exist on LLP detection and management 2
No challenges 15

Challenge in Bangladesh to coordinate different agencies

The coordination of different national agencies was listed as a challenge by 12
respondents in cases where multiple government agencies are involved in GM food
safety assessments. This may be due to conflicting or possibly overlapping mandates
among the agencies, or practical feasibility in getting consensus from all agencies
involved. The respondent from Bangladesh listed this as a challenge as all food
safety issues, including GM food safety, are dealt by different ministries, agencies or
departments, as illustrated in Figure 16.

17
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FIGURE 16. Too many chefs to cook?

Food safety issues are
dealt with by many
agencies, and there are
conflicting mandates
among them.

&)
of

Decision-makers’ technical knowledge can be improved in Zambia

A number of countries indicated that they have experienced the situation where
decision-makers need to be further sensitized about the technical aspects of GM
food safety assessments. The respondent from Zambia explained that the absence

of a contingency plan to maintain knowledge after members of the current board

and scientific advisory committee rotate when their term of office ends, may affect
decision-making. This may be because most of members of boards and decision-
making committees are political appointees who may not necessarily have a scientific
background. It is, therefore, important for them to put measures in place to ensure
they are sensitized and advised by scientific experts before decision-making occurs.

Impact of a total ban on GMOs for capacity development in Serbia

Countries where no regulations exist or where bans on GMOs are in place, reported
that the regulatory framewaork itself, or the lack of one, is a challenge in conducting
GM food safety assessments. Serbia reported that it has put a ban on GMQOs over
the last 10 years and no capacity development has been needed in the area of GM
food safety assessments. Now country expects a drastic change to harmonize its
regulatory framework with that of the European Union, and the major challenge is the
limited practical experience in conducting GM food safety assessments. The country
believes that it has a sufficient number of qualified experts with the necessary
expertise required, but it is a challenge to seek a starting point with the current
situation of a total ban (Fig. 17).

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper



FIGURE 17. Does a ban on GMOs close the door for scientific capacity development?

There are experts in my
country, but with the total
ban we have no practical
experience...

ASSESSMENT
CAPACITY

Challenges to identify challenges in Libya

In some case, the challenge is to identify national challenges, which is illustrated

in Figure 18. A respondent from Libya expressed his limited awareness about any
possible difficulty that his country currently faces in conducting GM foods safety
assessments. Other countries could also be facing a similar predicament, suggesting
that competent authorities need a basic understanding of concepts related to GM
food safety assessments, even before the draft guidelines or discussion on how the
process should be conducted.

FIGURE 18. The biggest challenge is to identify challenges.

Have you experienced
any challenge when
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CHAPTER 8- Challenges in conducting GM food safety assessments
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Areas where countries can provide technical support

Platform community members that already share their results of GM food safety
assessments on the Platform were asked to choose areas of expertise for which they
can provide technical support to less-experienced countries. Multiple answers were
allowed and responses are summarized in Table 7.

TABLE 7. Areas of expertise and countries offering support.

Area of expertise Platform community members willing to offer

technical support

Allergenicity and toxicity testing Australia, Argentina, Canada, China, European Union,
Indonesia, Iran, Kenya, Philippines, Turkey, New
Zealand, United States of America

Experiments in molecular biology Australia, Argentina, Belarus, Canada, China, European
Union, Indonesia, Iran, Kenya, Philippines, Turkey,
United States of America

Compositional analysis of GM foods Australia, Argentina, Canada, China, European Union,
Indonesia, Iran, Kenya, Philippines, United States of
America

Application of bioinformatics tools  Australia, Argentina, Canada, China, European Union,
and techniques Indonesia, Iran, United States of America

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper
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Towards effective risk-based
GM food safety assessments
and regulatory management

Country practices of the effective use of the Platform

How the Platform is used by Codex Members was also investigated through the
guestionnaire, and results are shown in Figure 19. Multiple answers were allowed
for the questions, and many respondents (n=65) indicated that they use the FAO GM
Foods Platform to review GM food safety assessment results from other countries.
Although Codex Members agreed to have FAO maintain the Platform for possible
LLP situations, only 22 respondents reported that they use the database for this
purpose, indicating that there is a need to increase awareness of the usefulness of
the Platform and its data for LLP situations.

FIGURE 19. Main purposes for using the FAO GM Foods Platform.
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GM FSA results
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Never used FAQ GM Platform [ il o5
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Other q 14
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Partnerships and FIGURE 20. Partnerships and collaborations with
other countries on GM food safety assessments.

collaborations with other
countries on GM food safety
assessments

Figure 20 shows that the
majority of the respondents (71

percent) stated that they do 29%

; ; Communicating
not havg good s:ommumcatlon. with Gther
mechanisms with other countries countries

to discuss issues pertaining to
GM food safety assessments.
Communication among trading 71%
partners and neighbouring No official
countries would possibly improve communication with
the understanding, quality and G ELIifzs
effectiveness of GM food safety
assessments through positive
collaborations. Many countries have
requested FAO to provide various
technical fora for dialogues on GM
food safety assessments.

List of countries that share data on GM food safety assessments and
the languages they use

Table 8 shows the languages that experienced countries use to share results of
GM food safety assessments on the Platform (FAQO, 2019e). This can be useful for
countries to look up data and information, and to develop technical collaborations
and partnerships.

TABLE 8. List of countries sharing data on the Platform.
Country (number of records shared) Codex region Languages can be used

United States of America (177) CCNASWAP English

Russia

22 FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper
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Conclusion and way forward

Ensuring the safety of any type of food is a challenging task, both in developing
and developed nations. Food safety in general requires the development and
implementation of effective regulatory frameworks to establish the multi-faceted
approach necessary to protect the public’s health and to facilitate fair trade. The
necessary elements are not unique to GMOs, but are discussed in the following
paragraphs under the lens of a GM food safety assessment.

Good practices: Involving external experts and/or reviewers in national GM food
safety assessments is not only resource-efficient but also provides the opportunity to
tap into many different fields of expertise that may not be available in the competent
authority conducting the assessment, thus ensuring the robustness of the evaluation.
Regular communications among Platform focal points, policy-makers, risk assessors
and risk managers are extremely beneficial to ensure that all aspects of the risk
assessment are well understood during the whole process. In addition to digital-
based communication channels (email, web-based and online meetings), regular
physical meetings are also useful.

Challenges: To set up processes and policies for GM food safety assessments can

be a daunting task. Existing or suspected knowledge gaps are often difficult to

fill and the challenges remain, in particular, around the boundaries of the process
and the scientific questions to be answered during a GM food safety assessment.
Having access to relevant yet tailored information and knowledge in a timely and
effective manner can be especially helpful to address these questions during the
establishment of a GM food safety assessment. The Platform provides information
that gives a look at assessments performed by various countries, and thereby aids in
developing a more holistic understanding of the GM food safety assessment process.
However, the political reality can pose challenges that may be hard to overcome, for
example, a political ban on GMOs usually prevents technical officers from developing
their capacities to conduct effective GM food safety assessments, and may render an
administration uninformed about the current science in GM food safety assessment
processes. This is particularly concerning as such knowledge gaps are more difficult
to fill over time, and as new science and technologies emerge elsewhere, this gap
can only widen.

Documentation of GM food safety assessments: Ideally, countries have their own
national repository system to document all GM food safety assessment results;
however, where a stable IT infrastructure is not readily available, international
database(s) can provide an alternative and serve as a cost-effective, maintenance-
free national data repository system. The FAO GM Foods Platform is serving such

a purpose for many developing nations. The initial purpose of the FAO GM Foods
Platform was to facilitate the decision-making process with regard to possible LLP
situations, yet only 22 survey respondents (19 percent of all responses) reported that
they use the Platform for this purpose. There is a need to increase awareness among
community members on the usefulness of the Platform for LLP situations.
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This document can be used as a trigger to initiate open dialogue among community
members to discuss how best to utilize the Platform to improve GM food safety
assessments in their respective countries and/or country groups. Experienced
countries can identify in the document specific areas of expertise, so as to offer
their technical support to less-experienced countries to help improve efficiency

of GM food safety assessments. It is often beneficial to consider deepening and
lengthening the learning experience about good practices in the context of bilateral
and/or multilateral collaborations and partnerships in order to conduct effective GM
food safety assessments. To overcome the lack of world-class scientific expertise in
all the necessary faculties, country groups may wish to consider establishing mutual
reference or recognition of the respective GM food safety assessment results, or to at
least create a pool of experts for reviewing applications. Twenty nine percent of the
survey respondents reported that they have effective communication mechanisms
with other countries, and Platform community members can learn from their
experience to establish their own partnerships.

The Platform is a good reference point for fully understanding the GM food safety
assessments that other countries have conducted. FAO will continue to support
this Platform in order to facilitate the establishment of a community of practice that
will empower countries to understand modern technologies to ensure food safety
and food security in their countries, with the confidence that they have sufficient
knowledge and expertise to conduct GM food safety assessments.

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper
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List of FAO GM Foods Platform
Focal Points

Asterisks next to names (*) indicate that the focal point nomination has not yet been formalized
through a nomination form. For contact information of the focal points and alternate focal points, visit
the resource section of the Platform at http://www.fao.org/food/food-safety-quality/gm-foodsplatform/

resources/.

AFGHANISTAN
Focal Point
Hemayatullah Sediqi

Alternate Focal Point
Ahmad Faridon Kakar

ALBANIA

Focal Point

Rudina Cakraj

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development

ALGERIA

Focal Point

Meriem Louanchi

Ecole Nationale Superieure
d’Agriculture

Alternate Focal Point
Ahmed Benchabane

Ecole Nationale Superieure
d’Agriculture

ANGOLA

Focal Point

Adriano Muiocoto André
Agriculture Research Institute

Alternate Focal Point

Domingos Lucano
Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry
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ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA

Focal Point

Janil Gore Francis

Plant Protection - Department of
Agriculture

ARGENTINA

Focal Point

Martin Lema

Ministerio de Agroindustria

Alternate Focal Point
Andrés Maggi

Direccion de Calidad
Agroalimentaria - SENASA

ARMENIA

Focal Point

Satenik Kharatyan

State Service for Food Safety of
the Ministry of Agriculture

Alternate Focal Point

Varduhi Hakobyan

State Service for Food Safety of
the Ministry of Agriculture

AUSTRALIA

Focal Point

Sasha Tait

Food Standards Australia New
Zealand

Alternate Focal Point

Lisa Kelly

Food Standards Australia New
Zealand

AUSTRIA

Focal Point

Bernhard Jank

Federal Ministry of Health, Dept.
I1/B/14

Alternate Focal Point

Dietmar Vybiral

Federal Ministry of Health, Dept.
II/B/15

AZERBAIJAN

Focal Point

Mehraj Abbasov

Genetic Resources Institute of
ANAS

Alternate Focal Point

Ayaz Mammadov

Genetic Resources Institute of
ANAS

BAHAMAS

Focal Point

Patricia Johnson

Bahamas Agricultural Health
and Food Safety Authority

Alternate Focal Point
Christopher Worrell
Bahamas Agricultural Health
and Food Safety Authority

BAHRAIN

Focal Point

Nujood Al-Mugahwi
Public Health Directorate



Alternate Focal point
Fahad Alghareeb
Public Health Directorate

BANGLADESH
Focal Point
Imdadul Hoque
University of Dhaka

Alternate Focal point
Golam MD Sarwar
Bangladesh Standards and
Testing Institution

BELARUS

Focal Point

Galina Mozgova

National Academy of Sciences
of Belarus

Alternate Focal point

Marina Bogdanova

National Academy of Sciences
of Belarus

BELGIUM

Focal Point

Kelly Lardinois

Federal Public Service of
Health, Food Chain Safety and
Environment

Alternate Focal point
Diederik Standaert

Federal Public Service of
Health, Food Chain Safety and
Environment

BELIZE

Focal Point

Miguel Figueroa

Belize Agricultural Health
Authority

BENIN

Focal Point

Clement Agbangla
Université d’Abomey-Calavi

Alternate Focal point
Corneille Ahanhanzo
Université d’Abomey-Calavi

BHUTAN

Focal Point

Jambay Dorji

Bhutan Agriculture and Food
Regulatory Authority

Alternate Focal point
Wangmo Dechen
National Food Testing
Laboratory

BOLIVIA (PLURINATIONAL STATE
OF)

Focal Point

Marcela Vilela Porcel del Rosio
Ministry of Rural Development
and Lands

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA
Focal Point

Dzemil Hajri¢

Food Safety Agency of Bosnia
and Herzegovina

Alternate Focal point

Armin Colakovic

Food Safety Agency of Bosnia
and Herzegovina

BOTSWANA

Focal Point

Rosinah Pitinyane-Modise
Department of Public Health,
Ministry of Health and Wellness

Alternate Focal point
Moatlalepula Pholo
Department of Agricultural
Research

BRAZIL

Focal Point

Maria Sueli Soares Felipe
National Biosafety Technical
Commission

Alternate Focal point
Fernanda Antinolfi Lovato
Department of Plant Health

BRUNEI DARUSSALAM

Focal Point

Hajah Siti Raihani Haji Abdul
Hamid

Department of Agriculture and
Agrifood

BULGARIA

Focal Point

Ivelin V. Rizov

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and
Forestry

BURKINA FASO

Focal Point

Sansan Cyrille Regis Kambire
Ministere de I'’Agriculture et des
Aménagements Hydrauliques

Alternate Focal point

Alain Gustave Yaguibou
Ministere du Commerce et de
I'Industrie

BURUNDI
Focal Point
Célestin Ntahomvukiye

CABO VERDE

Focal Point

Alice Mateuxevena José
Rodrigues Correia

ERIS Health Regulatory Authority

Alternate Focal point

Helder Epifanio Fonseca
Fernandes Lopes

ERIS Health Regulatory Authority

CAMBODIA

Focal Point

Pich Chan

CAMCONTROL - Ministry of
Commerce
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Alternate Focal point
Sideth Sin

CAMCONTROL - Ministry of
Commerce

CAMEROON
Focal Point
Angele Ziekine épse Wadou

Ministry of Environment, Nature

Protection and Sustainable
Development

Alternate Focal Point

Gregoire Tabi Kpama

Ministry of Mines, Industry and
Technological Development

CANADA

Focal Point

Neil Strand

Bureau of Microbial Hazards,

Food Directorate, Health Canada

Alternate Focal Point

Annie Savoie

Animal Feed Division, Canadian
Food Inspection Agency

CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC
Focal Point

Ernest Lango-Yaya*

Health Ministry

Alternate Focal Point
Guy Simplice Yomimbet
Zembourou* Miango

CHAD

Focal Point

Himeda Makhlouf

Centre National de Nutrition et
de Technologie Alimentaire du
Ministere de la Santé Publigue

CHILE

Focal Point

Viviana Cachica

Food Microbiology. National
Heath Institute
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Alternate Focal Point
Diego Varela
Chilean Food Safety Agency

CHINA

Focal Point

Yue Jiao

Ministry of Agriculture

Alternate Focal Point
Li Xiong
Ministry of Agriculture

COLOMBIA
Focal Point
Daniel Alberto Rubio Barrios

Ministerio de Salud y Proteccion

Social

Alternate Focal Point
Gabriel Mutis Namur
Instituto Nacional de Vigilancia

de Medicamentos y Alimentos -

Invima

COMOROS

Focal Point

Mansouri Ahamed

Ministére de la production, de

'Environnement, de I'Energie, de

I'Industrie et de I'Artisanat

Alternate Focal Point
Ahmed Mohamed
Ministere de la santé, de la
solidarité et du Genre

COOK ISLANDS

Focal Point

Ngatoko Ta Ngatoko
Ministry of Agriculture,

Government of the Cook Islands

COSTA RICA

Focal Point

Giovanni Garro

National Academy of Sciences

Alternate Focal Point
Tatiana Cruz

Codex Department of Costa Rica

COTE D’IVOIRE

Focal Point

Stanislas Dewinther Tape
Comité National du Codex
Alimentarius de Cote d’lvoire
(CNCA-CI)

CROATIA

Focal Point

Valentina Zoreti¢c-Rubes
Ministry of Health

Alternate Focal Point

Renata Hanzer

Croatian Centre for Agriculture,
Food and Rural Affairs

CUBA

Focal Point

Jorge Félix Medina Perez
Cuban National Bureau of
Standards

CYPRUS

Focal Point

Andri Tello
Ministry of Health

CZECHIA

Focal Point

Michaela Jedlickova
Ministry of Agriculture

DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC
OF THE CONGO

Focal Point

Damien Nguba Kasongo
Ministry of Agriculture

DENMARK

Focal Point

Hanne Boskov Hansen
Danish Veterinary and Food
Administration

Alternate Focal Point

Jens Therkel Jensen
Danish Veterinary and Food
Administration



DOMINICA

Focal Point

Ryan Anselm

Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry

Alternate Focal Point
Thomas Reginald

Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
Focal Point

Elsa Acosta Piantini

Ministry of Public Health and
Social Assistance

Alternate Focal Point
Modesto Pérez

Ministry of Public Health and
Social Assistance

ECUADOR

Focal Point

Libia Margoth Casco Merino
Servicio Ecuatoriano de
Normalizacién — INEN

Alternate Focal Point

Ana Gabriela Mera Balseca
Servicio Ecuatoriano de
Normalizacién — INEN

EGYPT

Focal Point

Mahmoud Helwa

National Food Safety Authority
(NFSA) of Egypt

Alternate Focal Point
Mohamed Nasser

Egyptian Organization for
Standardization and Quality
(ECS)

EL SALVADOR

Focal Point

Mariana Carolina Gomez
Vasquez

Organismo Salvadorefno de
Reglamentacion Técnica -
OSARTEC

Alternate Focal Point
Claudia Patricia Guzman de
Lopez

Organismo Salvadorefo de
Reglamentacion Técnica -
OSARTEC

Alternate Focal Point
Daniel Torres

Organismo Salvadorefio de
Reglamentacion Técnica -
OSARTEC

ERITREA

Focal Point

Tesfamichael Abraha
Hamelmalo Agricultural College

ESTONIA

Focal Point

KUlli Johanson
Ministry of Agriculture

Alternate Focal Point
Airika Salumets
Veterinary and Food Board

ESWATINI

Focal Point

Bongani Nkhabindze

Swaziland Environment Authority

Alternate Focal Point
Dudu Emmah Dube
Ministry of Health

ETHIOPIA
Focal Point
[ongoing nomination process]

Alternate Focal Point
Kifle Habte
Ethiopian Public Health Institute

EUROPEAN UNION

Focal Point

Béatrice Marquez-Garrido
European Commission -
Directorate-General for Health
and Food Safety (DG SANTE)

Alternate Focal Point
Alexandre Huchelmann
European Commission -
Directorate-General for Health
and Food Safety (DG SANTE)

FIJI

Focal Point

Kemeueli Seuseu
Ministry of Agriculture

FINLAND

Focal Point

Sanna Viljakainen

Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry

FRANCE

Focal Point

Emmanuelle Miralles
Directorate for competition
policy, consumer affairs and
fraud control

Alternate Focal Point
Sophie Charlot
Premier Ministre

GABON

Focal Point

Effa Effa Branly

Institut de Recherches
Agronomiques et Forestiere

Alternate Focal Point
Ndong Biyo'o Mesmin
Ministere de I’Agriculture, de
I'Elevage, de la Péche et du
Développement Rural

GAMBIA

Focal Point

Zainab Jallow

Food Safety and Quality
Authority

Alternate Focal Point
Lamin Jaiteh

Food safety and Quality
Authority
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GEORGIA

Focal Point

Maia Beruashvili
Ministry of Agriculture of
Georgia

GERMANY

Focal Point

Joachim Bendiek

Federal Office of Consumer
Protection and Food Safety
(BVL)

Alternate Focal Point
Ulrich Ehlers

Federal Office of Consumer
Protection and Food Safety
(BVL)

GHANA

Focal Point

Eric Amaning Okoree
National Biosafety Authority

GREECE

Focal Point

Margarita Karavangeli
Hellenic Food Authority -
Ministry of Rural Development
and Food

Alternate Focal Point

Dionysia Stefanitsi

General Chemical State
Laboratory - Directorate of Food

GRENADA

Focal Point

Malachy Dottin

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry,
Fisheries & the Environment

GUATEMALA

Focal Point

Nelson Antonio Ruano Garcia
Ministerio de Agricultura,
Ganaderia y Alimentacio

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper

Alternate Focal Point

Otto Fernando Maldonado de los
Angeles

Ministerio de Agricultura,
Ganaderia y Alimentacio

GUINEA

Focal Point

Samoura Aboubacar Demba
National Direction of Agriculture

GUINEA-BISSAU

Focal Point

Ilvo Mendes

Direction Générale d’Elevage

GUYANA

Focal Point

Marlan Cole

Food and Drug Department

Alternate Focal Point
Tandeka Barton
Food and Drug Department

HAITI

Focal Point

Reynold Ménager

Direction of Quality Control and
Consumer Protection of Ministry
Commerce and Industry

Alternate Focal Point

Willy Bien-Aime

Direction of Quality Control and
Consumer Protection of Ministry
Commerce and Industry

HONDURAS

Focal Point

Roger Orellana

Servicio Nacional de Sanidad e
Inocuidad Alimentaria - SENASA

HUNGARY

Focal Point

Dénes Toth

Ministry of Agriculture

Alternate Focal Point
Erika Simon
Ministry of Agriculture

ICELAND

Focal Point

Grimur Olafsson

Food and Veterinary Authority

INDIA

Focal Point

Sunil Bakshi

Food Safety and Standards
Authority of India

INDONESIA

Focal Point
Sustiprijatno
Icabiograd - IAARD

Alternate Focal Point
Bahagiawati Amirhvsin
Icabiograd - IAARD

IRAN (ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF)
Focal Point

Behzad Ghareyazie
Agricultural Biotechnology
Research Institute of Iran

Alternate Focal Point
Fahimdokht Mokhtari
Institute of Standard and
Industrial Research of Iran

IRAQ

Focal Point

Mohammed Yousif Al-Adhami
COSQC - Central Organization

of Standardization and Quality
Control

IRELAND

Focal Point

Patrick O’'Mahony

Food Safety Authority of Ireland

ISRAEL

Focal Point

Ziva Hamama-Elishov

Ministry of Health — Food Control
Services



ITALY

Focal Point

Ugo Marchesi

Istituto Zooprofilattico
Sperimentale delle Regioni Lazio
e Toscana

Alternate Focal Point
Anna Rita Mosetti
Ministry of Health

JAMAICA

Focal Point

Allison Richards
Bureau of Standards

JAPAN

Focal Point

Mariko Murakami

Food Safety Commission
Secretariat

Alternate Focal Point

Mitsuko Imai

Ministry of Health, Labour and
Welfare - Department of Food
Safety

KAZAKHSTAN

Focal Point

Balzira Demessinova
Center of Sanitary and
Epidemiological Expertise

Alternate Focal Point
Asel Nurbekova

Center of Sanitary and
Epidemiological Expertise

KENYA

Focal Point

Dorington O Ogoyi

National Biosafety Authority

Alternate Focal Point
Alice Onyango
Kenya Bureau of Standards

KIRIBATI

Focal Point

Bungia Kaitaake Kirata
Ministry of Health and Medical
Services

KUWAIT

Focal Point

Fadila Al-salameen

Kuwait Institute for Scientific
Research

KYRGYZSTAN

Focal Point

Dinara Aytmurzaeva*

Center for Standardization and
Metrology

LAO PEOPLE’S DEMOCRATIC
REPUBLIC

Focal Point

Sourioudong Sundara
Biotechnology and Ecology
Institute - Ministry of Science
and Technology

Alternate Focal Point
Viengxay Vansilalom

Food and Drug Department —
Ministry of Health

LATVIA

Focal Point

Inese Aleksejeva
Ministry of Agriculture

LEBANON

Focal Point

Lamis Chalak

The Lebanese University —
Faculty of Agricultural Sciences

Alternate Focal Point
Mona Sibilini
Ministry of Agriculture

LESOTHO

Focal Point

Malefetsane Khesuoe

Ministry of Agriculture and
Food Security — Department of
Agricultural Research

LIBERIA

Focal Point

Kalilu S Donzo

National Standards Laboratory
of Liberia

Alternate Focal Point
Alexander D Leinkpor

National Standards Laboratory
of Liberia

LITHUANIA

Focal Point

Vaclovas Jurgelevicius
National Food and Veterinary
Risk Assessment Institute

Alternate Focal Point
Tatjana Zabolotnaja
Ministry of Health

LUXEMBOURG
Focal Point

Luc Schuler
Ministry of Health

MADAGASCAR

Focal Point

Nirina Sitefania Ratahinjanahary
Ministry of Trade

MALAWI

Focal Point

Tenyson Mzengeza
Department of Agricultural
Research Services

Alternate Focal Point
Lawrent Pungulani
Department of Agricultural
Research Services

MALAYSIA

Focal Point

Anita Anthonysamy
Department of Biosafety -
Ministry of Water, Land and
Natural Resources

MALDIVES

Focal Point

Adam Manik

Ministry of Fisheries and
Agriculture
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MALI

Focal Point

Mahmoud Abdoul Camara
Agence Nationale de la Sécurité
Sanitaire des Aliments

Alternate Focal Point
Aboubacar Sidiki Traore
Agence Nationale de la Sécurité
Sanitaire des Aliments

MALTA

Focal Point

Giannella Pisani

Malta Competition & Consumer
Affairs Authority

MAURITANIA

Focal Point

Bollahi Mohamed Abdallahi
Ministry of Health

MAURITIUS

Focal Point

Sharmila Buldewo

Ministry of Agro-Industry — Food
Technology Lab

Alternate Focal Point

Shalinee Amnee Neeliah
Ministry of Agro-Industry - Food
Technology Lab

MEXICO

Focal Point

Erica Hagman Aguilar
CIBIOGEM - Secretaria Ejecutiva
de la Comision Intersecretarial
de Bioseguridad de los
Organismos Genéticamente
Modificados

Alternate Focal Point
Tania Daniela Fosado Soriano
Secretaria de Economia

MICRONESIA (FEDERATED
STATES OF)

Focal Point

Moses Preterick

Department of Health and Social
Affairs

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper

MONGOLIA

Focal Point

Tsetsegbadam Tsendsuren
Ministry of Agriculture and Light
Industry

MONTENEGRO

Focal Point

Ana Velimirovic

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development of Montenegro

Alternate Focal Point

Zorka Prljevic

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development of Montenegro

MOROCCO

Focal Point

Begqgali Ihssane

Office National de Sécurité
Sanitaire des Produits

Alternate Focal Point
[ongoing nomination process]

MOZAMBIQUE

Focal Point

Pinho Milton

Ministry of Agriculture and
Nutritional Security

Alternate Focal Point
Clotilde Nhampulo
Ministry of Health

MYANMAR

Focal Point

Sabei Htet Htet Htoo

Food and Drug Administration

Alternate Focal Point
Chaw Nu Nu Aye
Food and Drug Administration

NAMIBIA
[nomination process ongoing]

NEPAL

Focal Point

Mohan Krishna Maharjan
Department of Food Technology
and Quality Control

Alternate Focal Point

Pramod Koirala

Department of Food Technology
and Quality Control

NETHERLANDS

Focal Point

Esther Kok

RIKILT Wageningen UR

Alternate Focal Point
Janneke Leek

NEW ZEALAND

Focal Point

Andrew Pearson

Ministry for Primary Industries

NIGER

Focal Point

Aissatou Cisse
Direction Générale de
'Agriculture

Alternate Focal Point
Alimatou Douki Abdou
Ministry of Agriculture

NIGERIA

Focal Point

Lawan Danjuma Suleiman
National Biotechnology
Development Agency

NORTH MACEDONIA
Focal Point

Lenche Jovanovska
Department for New Food
Technology

NORWAY

Focal Point

Aslaug Hagen

Norwegian Food Safety Authority

PAKISTAN

Focal Point

Naseem Afzaal Ahmad
Pakistan Environmental
Protection Agency



Focal Point

Yunis Sameerah
Pakistan Environmental
Protection Agency

PANAMA

Focal Point

Joseph Jussett Gallardo Abrego
Ministerio de Comercio e
Industrias

Alternate Focal Point
Mayela Maria Ortega Pinzon
Ministerio de Comercio e
Industrias

PAPUA NEW GUINEA

Focal Point

Elias Taia

Department of Agriculture and
Livestock

PARAGUAY

Focal Point

Santiago Bertoni

Ministry of Agriculture and
Livestock

Alternate Focal Point
Stella Maris Martinez
Ministry of Agriculture and
Livestock

PERU

Focal Point

Maria Eugenia Nieva Muzurrieta
Ministerio de Salud - Direccion
General de Salud Ambiental e
Inocuidad Alimentaria

Alternate Focal Point

Juan Carlos Huiza Truijillo
Ministerio de Salud - Direccién
General de Salud Ambiental e
Inocuidad Alimentaria

PHILIPPINES

Focal Point

Geronima Eusebio
Bureau of Plant Industry

Alternate Focal Point
Peter Magdaraog
Bureau of Plant Industry

POLAND

Focal Point

Katarzyna Niecko

Chief Sanitary Inspectorate

PORTUGAL

Focal Point

Teresa Carrilho
Directorate-General for Food
and Veterinary

Alternate Focal Point

Ana Paula Bico
Directorate-General for Food
and Veterinary

QATAR

Focal Point

Najat Ali Alabdulmalik
Public Health Department

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Focal Point

Ji Eun Shin

Novel Food Division, National
institute of Food & Drug Safety

Alternate Focal Point

ByeongSu Geum

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and
Rural Affairs

ROMANIA

Focal Point

Felix Nicolescu

National Sanitary Veterinary and
Food Safety Authority

RUSSIAN FEDERATION
Focal Point

Nadezda Tyshko

Institute of Nutrition RAMS

Alternate Focal Point
Kirill Seliaskin
Institute of Nutrition RAMS

RWANDA

Focal Point

Rosine Niyonshuti
Rwanda Standards Boards

SAINT KITTS AND NEVIS
Focal Point

Avicia Sweeney

Bureau of Standards

Alternate Focal Point
Stuart LaPlace
Bureau of Standards

SAINT LUCIA

Focal Point

Jannel Gabriel

Ministry of Sustainable
development, Energy, Science
and Technology

Alternate Focal Point
Hubert Raynolds
Saint Lucia Bureau of Standards

SAINT VINCENT AND THE
GRENADINES

Focal Point

Rafique Bailey

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry,
Fisheries, Rural Transformation,
Industry and Labour

Alternate Focal Point

Rohan Mc Donald

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry,
Fisheries, Rural Transformation,
Industry and Labour

SAMOA

Focal Point

Roger Toleafoa

Ministry of Comerce, Industry
and Labour

Alternate Focal Point
Elisapeta Ma dar
Samoa National Codex
Committee
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SAN MARINO

Focal Point

Antonio Putti

Istituto per la Sicurezza Sociale

SAO TOME AND PRINCIPE

Focal Point

Severino Neto Do Espirito Santo
Ministry of Agriculture

Alternate Focal Point
Filipe Bonfim

Univeristy of Sdo Tome and
Principe

SAUDI ARABIA

Focal Point

Meshal Almotairi

Saudi Food and Drug Authority

Alternate Focal Point
Khalid Alzahrani
Saudi Food and Drug Authority

SENEGAL

Focal Point

Nar Diene

Ministere Sante et Action
Sociale

Alternate Focal Point

Faye Epse Leye Mama Diarra
Ministere Sante et Action
Sociale

SERBIA

Focal Point

Aleksej Tarasjev

Institute for Biological Research
“Sinisa Stankovic”

Alternate Focal Point

Vanja Kojic¢

Plant Protection Directorate
SIERRA LEONE

Focal Point

Amadu Jogor
Sierra Leone Standards Bureau

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper

Alternate Focal Point

Momaoh Yusif Turay

Sierra Leone Seed Certification
Agency

SINGAPORE

Focal Point

Kwok Onn Wong

Singapore Food Agency

Alternate Focal Point
Emily Huey Shyan Teo
Singapore Food Agency

SLOVAKIA

Focal Point

Zuzana Sevcikova

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development of the Slovak
Republic

SLOVENIA

Focal Point

Renata Puc

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry
and Food

Alternate Focal Point

Blaza Nahtigal

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry
and Food

SOLOMON ISLANDS

Focal Point

Helen Tsatsia

Ministry of Agriculture and
Livestock

Alternate Focal Point
Ngetem Amon

Ministry of Agriculture and
Livestock

SOMALIA

Focal Point

Noor Noor
Minsitry of Health

Alternate Focal Point
Yusuf Ismail
Ministry of Agriculture

SOUTH AFRICA

Focal Point

Nompumelelo Mkhonza
Department of Agriculture,
Forestry and Fisheries

SOUTH SUDAN

Focal Point

Gloria Nyoka Joseph Lasu
South Sudan National Bureau of
Standards

Alternate Focal Point
David Solomon Adwok
Ministry of Livestock and
Fisheries

SPAIN

Focal Point

Esther Esteban Rodrigo
General Directorate for Markets
and Foods

Alternate Focal Point

Maria Dolores Gomez Vazquez
Spanish Agency for Consumer
Affairs, Food Safety and
Nutrition

SRI LANKA

Focal Point

Lakshman Gamlath

Ministry of Health

Alternate Focal Point

Usha Gayathri Jayasuriya
Ministry of Health, Nutrition &
Indigenous Medicine

SUDAN

Focal Point

Tahani Yousef Elagab

Research Center for Technology
and Biosafety

Alternate Focal Point

Ula Abdelaziz Makkawi
Abdelhrman

Federal Ministry of Agriculture



SURINAME

Focal Point

Yvonne Indrani Ramnarain
Ministry of Agriculture, Animal
Husbandry and Fisheries

SWEDEN

Focal Point*

Johan Alander

National Food Agency, Risk
Benefit Assessment Department

SWITZERLAND

Focal Point

Martin Schrott

Federal Office of Public Health

SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC

Focal Point

Belal Al Hayek

Ministry of State for Environment
Affairs

Alternate Focal Point

Reem Wanous

Ministry of State for Environment
Affairs

THAILAND

Focal Point

Ms. Yupa Laojindapun

National Bureau of Agricultural
Commodity and Food Standards

Alternate Focal Point
Namaporn Attaviroj

National Bureau of Agricultural
Commodity and Food Standards

TIMOR-LESTE

Focal Point

Bendonina dos Reis Jeronimo
Environmental Health
Department

TOGO

Focal Point

Ekanao Tedihou

Ministere de I’Agriculture -
Institut Togolais de Recherche
Agronomique

Alternate Focal Point
Rassimwai Pitekelabou
Ministere de I’Agriculture -
Institut Togolais de Recherche
Agronomique

TONGA

Focal Point

Luseane Taufa

Ministry of Agriculture, Food,
Forests & Fisheries

TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO
Focal Point
[ongoing nomination process]

TUNISIA

Focal Point

Sana Jaballah

AgroFood Technical Center

Alternate Focal Point
Sarra Rassaa
AgroFood Technical Center

TURKEY

Focal Point

Ayten Salantur

Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry - General Directorate
of Agricultural Research and
Policies

Alternate Focal Point

Birgul Guner

Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry - General Directorate
of Agricultural Research and
Policies

UGANDA

Focal Point

Musa Kwehangana

Uganda National Council for
Science and Technology

Alternate Focal Point
Arthur Mukanga

Uganda National Bureau of
Standards

UNITED ARAB EMIRATES
Focal Point

Khadija Qalandri

Emirates Authority for
Standardization &Metrology

Alternate Focal Point
Maryam Almheiri

Emirates Authority for
Standardization &Metrology

UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT
BRITAIN AND NORTHERN
IRELAND

Focal Point

Paul Tossell

Food Standards Agency

Alternate Focal Point
Sabrina Roberts
Food Standards Agency

UNITED REPUBLIC OF TANZANIA
Focal Point

Francis Mapunda

Tanzania Food and Drugs
Authority

Alternate Focal Point
Mwajuma Iddi Dukulai
Secretary of the National
Technical Committees for
Standardization Activities

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Focal Point

Jason Dietz

US Food and Drug
Administration

Alternate Focal Point
Doreen Moulec

Food Safety and Inspection
Service

URUGUAY

Focal Point

Alejandra Ferenczi
Ministerio de Ganaderia,
Agricultura y Pesca (MGAP)
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Alternate Focal Point
Pedro Friedrich

Laboratorio Tecnolégico del
Uruguay

VANUATU

Focal Point

Timothy Tumukon
Department of Biosecurity

VIET NAM

Focal Point

Thi Thanh Thuy Nguyen

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
development

FAO GM Foods Platform - Background Paper

YEMEN

Focal Point

Abu Al-Hassan Al-Nahari
National Committee for Food
Safety Organization

Alternate Focal Point

Nasr Saeed

National Committee for Food
Safety Organization

ZAMBIA

Focal Point

Christopher Simuntala
National Biosafety Authority

Alternate Focal Point
Mutibo Chichikwa

National Biosafety Authority
ZIMBABWE

Focal Point

Bridget Madocha

Ministry of Health and Child
welfare

Alternate Focal Point
Jonathan Mufandaedza
National Biotechnology Authority






The reality of GM food safety: Are we effectively evaluating it?

Many countries have made significant efforts, often with technical assistance from FAO and Codex
Alimentarius, to regulate and manage GM food safety issues. However, as of September 2019,
fewer than 30 countries have been able to conduct a full GM food safety assessment. The big
guestion remains as to whether this is an effective safety evaluation of GM food, with only some
countries technically capable of relevant risk assessment.

A global survey including 116 countries was administered to collect information on good

practices and specific challenges that countries are facing. The findings revealed that in any
country, the government’s risk assessment team alone will not be sufficiently able to develop

the full assessment conclusions, as 52 percent of the respondents are involving external non-
government experts in the national GM food safety assessment process. If the decision makers
request the government experts to perform the entiré risk assessment process, it would require
additional financial and human resources. More than 60 percent of the respondents stated

regular communications between risk assessors and risk managers through physical meetings

are beneficial for the policy-makers to make science-based and informed decisions. While some
respondents stated that the limited understanding of the topic for policy-makers (18 percent)

and the difficulty to coordinate across multiple relevant agencies (12 percent) are still the biggest
barriers, many stated that learning from the experienced countries with their good practices
would improve their capacity. This document has compiled the results of the survey, as well as the
statistics collected from the data on the FAO GM Foods Platform to provide countries with practical
options to solve the issues they face, and to promote collaborative approaches among countries to
develop their capacities in GM food safety assessment.
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