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Executive Summary

This report describes the outcome of a mission carried out by the EFTA Surveillance Authority (the
Authority) in Iceland from 12 to 16 June 2017.

The objective of the mission was to verify that official controls related to import and transit of
products of animal origin, animal by-products and live animals were carried out in compliance with
the European Economic Area (EEA) legislation, and to follow up recommendations issued in
previous missions carried out by the Authority in this area.

The mission team found that the relevant EEA legislation has been made part of the national
legislation. The Icelandic Food and Veterinary Authority (MAST) has been designated as the
responsible competent authority for official controls of the audited area, and has the legal powers
to perform these official controls.

The import control system in Iceland is supported by cooperation and coordination between relevant
competent authorities, a sufficient number of staff, training and documented procedures. However,
the system does not ensure that certification is performed only by authorised staff in relation to
consignments of products of animal origin other than fishery products.

Verification of effectiveness of the import control system is based on supervision and internal audit.
Although not all related corrective actions previously proposed by MAST have yet been taken and
the internal audit did not identify non-compliances detected by the mission team, the situation has
improved since the last mission in 2015.

Consignments intended for import were in most cases pre-notified electronically through the Trade
Control and Expert System (TRACES) before their physical arrival in the EEA. However,
consignments in transit and transhipment were generally not pre-notified.

The competent authority did not avail itself of all the pertinent intelligence (Customs database, full
cargo manifests) and did not systematically cross-check all sources of relevant information to ensure
that all consignments required to undergo veterinary checks were presented to BIPs, in particular
for consignments in transit and transhipment which are not flagged by customs.

Veterinary checks on imported consignments are generally performed according to planned
arrangements. Nonetheless, recurring shortcomings detected by the mission team concerning
documentary checks undermined the effectiveness of the system in preventing non-compliant
consignments from entering the EEA.

A monitoring plan was in place and was implemented, but the equipment for handling of samples
did not guarantee their legal and analytical validity.

Concerning rejected consignments, re-dispatch took place within sixty days in most cases. The
mission team noted that MAST calculates the sixty-day period as beginning to run from the day of
arrival at the BIP and not after the day on which the competent authority decided on the destination
of the consignment.

The mission further identified weaknesses in controls, monitoring and follow-up of consignments in
transit and transhipments, which has been a recurrent shortcoming identified during previous
missions carried out by the Authority. However, the competent authority had not taken measures to
effectively address these shortcomings.

Documented procedures for channelling of consignments reflected legal requirements but were not
correctly implemented, and consignments were not under customs supervision until the final
destination.
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In general, TRACES was used correctly for recording veterinary checks implemented at BIPs.
However, the non-compliances detected by the mission team, such as incorrect decisions on
imported and traded consignments, transhipments, transits and ship supply, on channelling and re-
import, on the communication between competent authorities and issuance of an intra-EEA trade
certificate outside of the TRACES system show that the use of the TRACES system should be
improved.

The two BIP facilities visited generally complied with requirements concerning facilities, equipment
and hygiene.

The report includes a number of recommendations addressed to the Icelandic competent authority
aimed at rectifying the identified shortcomings and enhancing the control system in place.
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1 Introduction

The mission took place in Iceland from 12 to 16 June 2017. The mission team comprised
two inspectors from the EFTA Surveillance Authority (the Authority) and an observer from
Directorate F of the European Commission 'Directorate General for Health and Food Safety'
(DG SANTE).

A pre-mission questionnaire was sent by the Authority to the Icelandic Food and Veterinary
Authority (MAST) on 7 April 2017, to which it sent a reply (‘the pre-mission document) on
26 May 2017.

The opening meeting was held on 12 June 2017 at MAST office in Reykjavik, with
representatives from MAST, the Ministry of Industry and Innovation (Moll), the Directorate
of Customs (customs) and the Municipal Environmental and Public Health Offices (LCAS).

The mission team confirmed the objectives and the itinerary of the mission and the Icelandic
representatives provided additional information to that set out in the reply to the Authority’s
pre-mission document.

Throughout the mission, representatives of MAST office of import and export accompanied
the mission team. In addition, the mission team met with other representatives from MAST,
the border inspection posts (BIPs) and customs officials involved in import controls.

A final meeting was held at MAST office in Reykjavik on 16 June 2017, during which the
mission team presented its main findings and preliminary conclusions from the mission.

The abbreviations used in the report are listed in Annex 1.

2 Scope and Objective of the mission

The principal scope of the mission was to assess the application by the Icelandic competent
authorities of the following European Economic Area (EEA) Acts and related EEA
legislation:

e Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
29 April 2004 on official controls performed to ensure the verification of
compliance with feed and food law, animal health and animal welfare rules, as
corrected, as amended and adapted,;

e Regulation (EC) No 854/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
29 April 2004 laying down specific rules for the organisation of official controls
on products of animal origin intended for human consumption, as corrected and
amended;

e Council Directive 97/78/EC of 18 December 1997 laying down the principles
governing the organisation of veterinary checks on products entering the Community
from third countries, as amended and adapted;

e Council Directive 91/496/EEC of 15 July 1991 laying down the principles governing
the organisation of veterinary checks on animals entering the Community from third
countries and amending Directives 89/662/EEC, 90/425/EEC and 90/675/EEC, as
amended and adapted.
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This assessment was carried out based on, and related to, the EEA legislation referred to in
Annex 2 to this report. The assessment was further based on the reply to the pre-mission
document of the Authority.

The objective of the mission was to evaluate the official control system implemented by the
competent authorities covering import and transit of products of animal origin, animal by-
products and live animals against EEA requirements, in particular by assessing the
following issues:

¢ Incorporation and application of the relevant EEA Acts;
e Compliance with the applicable legislation and planned arrangements;

e Effectiveness and suitability of official controls in ensuring that only compliant
consignments are introduced in the EEA;

e Use of the TRAde Control and Expert System (TRACES) by the competent
authorities in relation to import, transit, export and intra-EEA trade;

e Compliance with facilities, equipment and hygiene requirements applying to BIPs,
where relevant;

¢ Implementation of corrective actions addressing the recommendations of previous
relevant missions.

The evaluation included the gathering of relevant information and appropriate verifications
by means of interviews/discussions, review of documents and records and on-the-spot
inspections to ascertain control procedures normally adopted and measures in place to
ensure that necessary corrective actions in the case of non-compliance are taken when
necessary.

The meetings with the competent authorities and the visits during the mission are listed in
Table 1.

Table 1: Competent authorities and sites visited during the mission
Number | Comments

Competent authorities 2 An opening meeting with representatives from
MAST, customs, Moll, and LCAs in
Reykjavik.

A closing meeting with representatives from
MAST, customs, and Moll in Reykjavik.

1 A meeting with representatives from five LCAs
in Reykjavik.
1 A meeting at the customs’ head office in
Reykjavik.
3 Meetings with representatives from MAST’s
office for import and export in Reykjavik.
BIPs 2 Meetings with representatives from MAST’s

office for import and export, customs and staff
operating the BIPs at Reykjavik Eimskip (port)
and Keflavik (airport).




'ETA SURVEILLANCE

Page 7 AUTHORITY

4 Legal basis for the mission
The legal basis for the mission was:

a) Point 4 of the Introductory Part of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement;

b) Article 1(e) of Protocol 1 to the Agreement between the EFTA States on the
Establishment of a Surveillance Authority and a Court of Justice (Surveillance and
Court Agreement);

c) Commission Decision 98/139/EC of 4 February 1998 laying down certain detailed
rules concerning on-the-spot checks carried out in the veterinary field by
Commission experts in the Member States;

d) Article 45 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 29 April 2004 on official controls performed to ensure the verification of
compliance with feed and food law, animal health and animal welfare rules.

Legislation relevant for this mission is listed in Annex 2.

5 Background - Previous missions

5.1 Background information

The general rules on official controls on feed and food, including rules on import, are laid
down in Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council.
Specific requirements for veterinary checks of products of animal origin and animal by-
products are set out in Council Directive 97/78/EC and, for live animals, in Council
Directive 91/496/EEC. In addition, certain special conditions have been adopted for import
controls of food for which there may be an increased risk to human health, animal health or
the environment. The provisions contained in Annex | to the EEA Agreement shall apply to
Iceland, except for the provisions concerning live animals, other than fish and aquaculture
animals, and animal products such as ova, embryo and semen.

TRACES (TRAde Control and Expert System) is an integrated web-based veterinary
system, maintained by DG SANTE, through which imports, transits, exports and intra-EEA
trade of products of animal origin, feed and food of non-animal origin, live animals, animal
by-products, plants, semen and embryo can be notified, certified and monitored. Economic
operators (private sector) and competent authorities all over the world can use this web-
based network to trace back and forth the movements of these commaodities.

All information contained in the common veterinary entry documents (CVED) provided for
in Commission Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 (for products of animal origin), in Regulation
(EC) No 282/2004 (for live animals) and in the certificates for intra-EEA trade harmonised
by Commission Regulation (EC) No 599/2004 must be entered in TRACES by EEA States.
The specific situation of the EEA common border requires communication between the
different BIPs dealing with import/transit controls of relevant commodities, allowing
officials to take coordinated decisions.
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5.2 Previous missions

The Authority carried out missions on import control systems and BIPs in Iceland from 17
to 21 May 2010 and from 15 to 19 October 2012. A further mission on verification of
effectiveness of the import control system for products of animal origin was carried out
from 30 November to 4 December 2015. The present mission allowed the Authority to
follow up on certain recommendations issued following these earlier missions.

The final report from these missions can be found on the Authority’s website
(www.eftasurv.int).

5.3 Approved BIPs in Iceland

Table 2: Approved BIPs in Iceland.

Number of
Name of the | Type Approval Last Number of consignments rejected
BIP EFTA Surveillance | inspecti received** consignments
Authority Decision on x*
311/13/COL
2015 | 2016 Transit/ 2015 | 2016
transhipme
nt
Akureyri Port HC-T(1)(2)(3), 2007 - 3 - - -
NHC(16)
Hafnarfjorour | Port HC(1)(2)(3), 2012 19 12 - - -
NHC-NT(2)(6)(16)
Keflavik* Airpor | HC(2), NHC(2), O(15) 2012 15 11 - - -
t
isafjérour Port HC-T(FR)(1)(2)(3) 2010 3 6 - - -
Reykjavik* Port HC(2), NHC(2) 2012 218 | 272 3 (2016) 6 6
(Eimskip)
Reykjavik Port HC-T(FR)(2)(2)(3), 2009 145 28 - 1 -
(Samskip) HC-NT(1)(2)(3),
NHC-NT(2)(6)(16)
porlakshéfn Port HC-T(FR)(1)(2)(3), 2009 - - - - -
HC-NT(6), NHC-NT(6)
* BIPs visited during this mission.
** Data provided by the competent authority

6 Findings and conclusions

6.1 Competent authorities and national legislation

Legal Requirements

Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires Member States to designate the
competent authorities responsible for the purposes and official controls set out in the
Regulation.

Avrticle 7 of the EEA Agreement requires acts referred to or contained in the Annexes to the
Agreement to be made part of the Icelandic internal legal order.
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Findings

MAST provided in the pre-mission document a list of laws, regulations and administrative
provisions implementing most of the EEA legislation related to import controls and border
inspection posts included in Annex 2 to this report.

According to article 6 of the Food Act (IS) No 93/1995, MAST s the designated central
competent authority responsible for official controls concerning the requirements of
legislation relating to imports and BIPs applicable to Iceland in Annex | to the EEA
Agreement. MAST’s office for import and export is responsible for controls at BIPs. MAST
is also responsible for the enforcement of related legislation adopted by the Moll.

There were no changes in the designation of other competent authorities or to the allocation
of responsibilities to MAST, customs, LCAs and Coast Guards since the previous mission
on verification of effectiveness in import controls carried out in 2015 and in the country
profile of Iceland available on the Authority’s webpage: http://www.eftasurv.int/. However,
the mission team found that the primary responsibility over customs warehouses and for
consignments in transit and transhipment lies with customs (reference is made to sections
5.4. and 5.6. of this report).

For direct landings of fish from third country vessels, the mission team was informed by
MAST that surveillance is ensured by the North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission
(NEAFC) to which Iceland is a contract party together with Denmark (in respect of the
Faroe Islands and Greenland), Norway, the EU and Russia. The Icelandic Ministry of
Foreign Affairs has the legal authority to maintain this agreement but the Ministry of
Fisheries and Agriculture has the authority or mandate to represent Iceland. The Coast
Guard, in close communication with NEAFC, is responsible for monitoring vessels in
national waters. All third country vessels that are directly landing are subjected to import
controls.

Conclusions

The competent authorities responsible for official import controls on products of animal
origin, live animals and animal by-products have been designated in compliance with
Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) 882/2004.

Relevant EEA legislation concerning import controls and border inspection posts has
been made part of the Icelandic internal legal order in line with Article 7 of the EEA
Agreement.

6.2 Organisation of official controls

6.2.1 Legal powers, enforcement and sanctions

Legal Requirements

Article 4(2)(e) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires that competent authorities have
the legal powers to carry out official controls and to take the measures provided for in this
Regulation.
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Avrticle 54 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires a competent authority which identifies
a non-compliance to take appropriate action to ensure that the operator remedies the
situation.

Article 55 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires that Member States lay down the rules
on sanctions applicable to infringements of feed and food law and other EEA provisions
relating to the protection of animal health and welfare and shall take all measures necessary
to ensure that they are implemented. The sanctions provided for must be effective,
proportionate and dissuasive.

Findings

Avrticle 27(b) of Food Act (1S) No 93/1995 provides that all imports of animal products from
third countries must pass through BIPs. MAST shall be notified in advance of such imports
and of the quantity, type, destination and estimated time of arrival of the shipment. In the
BIPs, consignment documents shall be examined and compared with the consignment to
verify its origin and destination. Should the product be unfit for human consumption, it shall
be destroyed or re-dispatched with the permission of the authorities in the country of origin.

MAST’s powers of investigation are laid down in Article 18 of Regulation (IS) No
1044/2011 which requires MAST to carry out the checks deemed necessary to confirm or
reject any suspicion of non-compliance. The products shall be kept under MAST
supervision until the results of the checks are available. If a non-compliance is confirmed,
increased checks shall be carried out on products of the same origin.

In case of import of a non-compliant product, in line with Article 17 of Regulation (IS) No
1044/2011, MAST shall (i) re-dispatch the product to a third country approved by the
importer within 60 days, (ii) destroy the product if the 60-day limit has passed, if it is not
possible to re-dispatch it and/or if the importer agrees, or (iii) allow the products to be used
for purposes other than human consumption.

Administrative sanctions are applied for the consignments that are not pre-notified or not
timely pre-notified. Administrative sanctions had been applied for approximately 60% of
such consignments in the BIPs of Reykjavik Eimskip and Samskip. MAST explained that
this percentage reflects the fact that first time importers are not subject to such sanctions
and that not all consignments grouped in a single container may be subject to individual
fines.

The Food Act (IS) No 93/1995 enables MAST to require decontamination, seizure and
destruction of foodstuffs if a reasonable suspicion exists that Act (IS) No 93/1995 has been
violated. MAST can demand that the offending operator take corrective action and impose
daily fines if the required corrective action is not taken. In case of infringements of Food
Act (IS) No 93/1995, the minimum penalty is a fine. In case of serious or repeated
infringements, the penalty is imprisonment of up to four years. Penalties are imposed by the
prosecution authorities.

Conclusions

MAST has the legal powers to carry out official controls concerning imports in line with
Avrticle 4(2)(e) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. Sanctions are established under national
laws and implemented in the case of infringements of EEA legal provisions in accordance
with Article 54 and 55 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004.
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6.2.2 Coordination between and within competent authorities involved in import controls

Legal Requirements

Article 4(3) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires that, when a Member State confers
the competence to carry out official controls on a competent authority or authorities other
than a central competent authority, in particular those at regional or local level, efficient and
effective coordination shall be ensured between all the competent authorities involved.

Article 4(5) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires that when, within a competent
authority, more than one unit is competent to carry out official controls, efficient and
effective coordination shall be ensured between the different units.

Article 24(1) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires the competent authorities and the
customs services to cooperate closely for the organisation of official controls on the
introduction of feed and food from third countries.

Findings

MAST informed the Authority that its office of import and export works in close
cooperation with other offices within MAST, in particular the office of consumer protection
and the office of animal health and welfare. MAST’s office of import and export clarified
that it seeks ad hoc technical and legal guidance from these other offices, mainly for legal
interpretation and for taking decisions on consignments.

Cooperation between MAST and LCAs is foreseen in case of market withdrawal or recall,
for which a specific procedure is documented. The mission team was informed by MAST
that it had sent an e-mail in May 2016 to one of the LCAs proposing formal cooperation on
market controls of imported products and suggesting scheduling a preliminary information
meeting. However, no response had been received and no formal cooperation had been
established at the time of the mission.

The mission team confirmed that there is good communication and cooperation between
MAST s office of import and export and customs, which is formalised with a cooperation
agreement (as already described in previous mission reports). However, the mission team
noted that the cooperation agreement had not been reviewed and updated since 2011, despite
the guarantees given in the action plan following the Authority’s mission on verification of
effectiveness carried out in 2015 (see point 1. of Table of Corrective Measures sent by
MAST to the Authority on 16 February 2016). According to the pre-mission document,
cooperation with customs is ensured through (i) flagging of CN-codes in the customs
computer system for consignments requiring veterinary checks, (ii) monthly reports sent to
MAST on imported and traded animal products, and (iii) regular meetings.

MAST indicated that customs launched a single window project three years ago. A long-
term project plan has been approved and work on the first phase of the project is ongoing.
In the project’s first phase, customs have planned to develop a web portal, increase
electronic services, simplify procedures and move towards a paperless approach. In the
second phase, the customs plan to work closely with other border agencies, simplify overall
procedures and increase electronic data exchange and collaboration. The mission team was
informed that specific resources had been allocated for the project only since the beginning
of 2017 and that the plan foresees the first phase being completed by the end of 2018. The
mission team noted that so far MAST had not been directly involved in the project.
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The mission team was informed by MAST that NEAFC communicates the information on
third country vessel landings to the Coast Guard, which then informs MAST and the
Directorate of Fisheries. Communication between Coast Guards and MAST is well
established according to a documented procedure and is ensured through emails containing
the full list of landing vessels and details of specific third country vessel landings in national
seaports.

Conclusions

A framework is established for coordination within MAST, between MAST and the
customs, between MAST and LCAs, and between MAST and Coast Guards in accordance
with Avrticles 4(3) and 4(5) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004.

Evidence was seen of cooperation and coordination between customs and MAST.
Nevertheless, despite guarantees given following the previous mission, the agreement
between BIPs and customs had not been updated. Consequently little progress has been
made on cooperation which is required under Article 24(1) of Regulation (EC) No
882/2204.

Little evidence was seen of efficient and effective coordination between MAST and LCAs
on market controls of imported products, contrary to Article to 4(3) or Regulation (EC)
882/2004.

6.2.3 Planning of official controls, training and documented procedures

Legal Requirements

Article 4(2)(c) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires the competent authority to ensure
that it has a sufficient number of suitably qualified and experienced staff so that official
controls and control duties can be carried out efficiently and effectively.

Article 5(1) of Directive 97/78/EC and Avrticle 3(1) of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 require
that after completion of the required veterinary checks the official veterinarian responsible
for the relevant BIP shall sign and issue a certificate for the consignment of products
concerned certifying the results of the checks. In the case of border inspection posts
checking imports of fish, the designated official agent may carry out the functions of the
official veterinarian including completion and signature of the CVED.

Avrticle 6(a) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires the competent authority to ensure that
staff performing official controls receive, for their area of competence, appropriate training
enabling them to undertake their duties competently and to carry out official controls in a
consistent manner.

Article 8(1) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires that competent authorities carry out

official controls in accordance with documented procedures which contain information and
instructions for staff performing official controls.

Findings

According to the pre-mission document, MAST’s office of import and export comprises 11
staff members including veterinarians and official agents, of which eight are full time and
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three are part time. There is no permanent presence of BIP staff at the BIP premises and
veterinary checks are performed by MAST office of import and export staff at central level.

MAST avails itself of the possibility to use designated official agents certifying that
veterinary checks on consignments of fishery products have been carried out in accordance
with EEA requirements. However, the mission team noted that, in some verified cases, the
CVED:s for consignments of products of animal origin other than fishery products had not
been signed by official veterinarians as required.

Official veterinarians, official agents and customs officials received regular training from
MAST. Evidence of training provided covered the following topics: use of TRACES, the
Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed (RASFF), import controls and/or intra-EEA trade.
In addition, MAST staff attended Better Training for Safer Food (BTSF) courses on using
TRACES, import controls, movement of dogs and cats and RASFF. On the basis of findings
made during this mission (section 5.4. and 5.5.), the mission team noted that staff could
benefit from training on specific topics such as transit, transhipment, channelling and re-
import of consignments.

Organisation and implementation of import controls over products of animal origin and live
animals, determination of the frequency of veterinary checks and carrying out of related risk
assessments are based on documented procedures included in MAST’s quality manual. The
mission team noted that these procedures, drafted at central level, are detailed and regularly
updated and the manual is available on-line for all BIP staff members. Checklists are
available and used by BIP staff for documentary, identity and physical checks for imported
consignments and the mission team observed that such checklists were used in most
consignment files reviewed.

The mission team noted, however, that in some areas where shortcomings in the
performance of official controls were observed, MAST had no or not sufficiently detailed
instructions in place. In particular:

e There is no documented procedure establishing methods and frequency for cross-
checking available intelligence on consignments presented for veterinary checks, in
particular cargo manifests and information from other sources such as TRACES
and customs information/monthly reports.

e There is no documented procedure for actions to be taken in case of suspected non-
compliant consignments and consequent veterinary checks to be performed.

e The documented procedure for carrying out identity checks only describes a full
check to be performed on 100% consignments, and does not include the possibility,
for products of animal origin arriving in containers, to only verify that the seals are
intact and that the information appearing thereon corresponds to that given in the
accompanying document or certificate.

e A documented procedure relating to the completion of CVEDSs provides detail on
actions to be taken in case of pending laboratory results following random sampling
of a consignment. The mission team noted, in some verified cases, that the
interpretation of a BIP staff was, based on the information included in this
procedure, to save the CVED as “in progress”, to issue and sign it, and release the
consignment accompanied by the CVED “in progress”. A final CVED is then issued
and signed once the laboratory results are available, and sent to the final destination
by post. Furthermore, there is no specific information in the procedure in relation
to targeted or random sampling. BIP staff, in a verified case, indicated that the
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sampling was random although it followed a suspicion, and the consignment was
consequently not detained until results were available.

e There is no detailed procedure for controls over consignments in transit or
transhipment and for ship supply.

e There is no documented procedure related to checks at destination for products of
animal origin and for live animals. The mission team noted that the frequency of
controls at destination was decided by individual staff and there was no harmonised
approach. The officer responsible for aquaculture carried out 100% checks at
destination, while for other products in intra-EEA trade no checks were performed
at all.

Conclusions

A sufficient number of suitably qualified and experienced staff perform official import
controls in line with Article 4(2)(c) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. However, the
system does not ensure that certification is performed only by authorised staff in relation
to consignments of products of animal origin, contrary to the requirements of Article 5(1)
of Directive 97/78/EC and Article 3(1) of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004. It cannot
therefore be ensured that imports of consignments fulfil the legal requirements related to
animal and/or public health.

The system has the necessary elements to ensure that staff, from MAST and customs, are
trained and kept up-to-date in their competences, in line with the requirement of Article
6(a) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. However, staff could benefit from targeted training
on transit, transhipment, ship supply, and channelling.

Official controls are generally carried out in accordance with a wide range of documented
procedures. However, documented procedures or sufficiently detailed instructions remain
unavailable in some areas where shortcomings in official control procedures persist,
contrary to Article 8(1) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. This absence of documented
procedures, or of sufficiently detailed procedures, reduces the effectiveness of the official
import controls in preventing non-conforming consignments from entering the EEA.

6.2.4 Verification of effectiveness

Legal Requirements

Article 4(6) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires competent authorities to carry out
internal audits, or have external audits carried out and to take appropriate measures in the
light of their results. These must be subject to independent scrutiny and carried out in a
transparent manner.

Article 8(3) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires competent authorities to have
procedures in place to verify the effectiveness of official controls and to take corrective
action and update relevant documentation when needed.

Findings

The 2015 report recommended the competent authority ensure that there are procedures in
place to verify the effectiveness of official controls for imports of products of animal origin
and that it take corrective actions and update relevant documentation when weaknesses
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related to official controls are detected as required by Article 8(3) of Regulation (EC) No
882/2004. An updated list of corrective actions was previously provided by MAST to the
Authority for addressing this recommendation and for improving the system of import
controls. To date, MAST has partially addressed the recommendation, with some corrective
actions already having been taken, whilst others have only recently started with completion
anticipated for the end of 2017.

The mission team was informed that annual supervision of BIPs is carried out before the
end of each year according to a checklist focusing mainly on the facilities. For more
information on supervision activities at BIPs, reference is made to the Authority’s mission
report on verification of effectiveness in import controls of 2015.

The mission team was provided with records of the results of control activities on
consignments performed at BIPs in 2015 and 2016, used by MAST for verification of
official controls. This overview is in the form of an excel file for each BIP, giving details of
each consignment such as the certificate’s local reference number, TRACES certificate
number, information retrieved from Part | of the CVED, veterinary checks carried out and
the decision to accept or reject the consignment. Records are also kept on delays in pre-
notification, percentage of inspected and rejected consignments, staff involved in control
activities, and samples taken. Details of any penalties imposed have recently been added to
MAST’s procedure for recording results of control activities.

MAST informed the mission team that an internal audit on checks and evaluation of import
and export documents had been conducted from 23 to 25 November 2016, as part of
MAST’s 2016 audit programme. This was approved by the audit committee, in line with the
multi-annual audit programme. The objective of the audit was to confirm that official
controls comply with applicable law, documented procedures and instructions. The report
for this internal audit concluded that checks on import and export certificates for fishery
products were correct and that staff properly followed relevant procedures. It also indicated
that published procedures for all scenarios were not available, even if procedures followed
in practice may have been appropriate. The mission team noted that non-compliances
detected during this mission had not been identified during the internal audit, which report
therefore did not reflect the findings of the mission team.

Conclusions

Verification of effectiveness of the import control system for live animals and products
of animal origin is currently based on supervision and internal audit. An internal audit
was carried out in line with Article 4(6) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. Although not
all related corrective actions previously proposed by MAST have yet been implemented,
improvements were made since the last mission in 2015.

Several non-compliances detected during this mission were not identified by the
competent authority during their internal audit. This suggests that the current system for
verification of effectiveness of the import control system is not reliable and may not
identify areas where corrective action is required in accordance Article 8(3) of Regulation
(EC) No 882/2004.
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6.3 Implementation of official controls on imported consignments at entry BIPs

6.3.1 Pre-notification

Legal Requirements

Avrticle 17(1) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires feed and food business operators
responsible for consignments to give prior notification of their arrival and nature.

Article 2(1) and (4) of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 requires that before the physical arrival
of a consignment of a product of animal origin in the EEA the person responsible for the
load shall notify the arrival of the products to the veterinary staff of the border inspection
post to which the products are to be submitted, using the CVED, or if agreed with the
competent authority, using telecommunications or other systems of electronic data
transmission.

Acrticle 3(3) of Directive 97/78/EC requires the person responsible for the load to forward
information in advance by duly completing where applicable the certificate referred to in
Acrticle 5(1), or provide a detailed description in writing or in computerised form of the third
country consignment to the veterinary staff of the border inspection post to which the
products are to be submitted.

Findings

The mission team noted that MAST is continuing its efforts to improve the rate of pre-
notification of imported consignments and to encourage economic operators to pre-notify
the necessary information in a timely manner. According to relevant information provided
by MAST to the mission team, delays in, or the absence of, pre-notification, are recorded
by BIP staff for all relevant imported consignments. The mission team was informed that
71% of imported consignments had been duly pre-notified in 2016, and 75% in 2017.

The mission team noted that, as already highlighted in the report for the 2015 mission on
verification of effectiveness in import controls, transhipments and consignments in transit
are generally not pre-notified, whether in TRACES or by other means. Only three
consignments had been pre-notified and recorded in the BIP files in 2016 while, according
to data provided by customs, there could have been up to 473 transiting consignments of
goods containing animal products originating from outside the EEA to be presented for
veterinary checks in 2016. MAST is aware that not all consignments in transit and
transhipment are pre-notified, and recently sent a reminder to all operators for pre-
notification. However, at present, the pre-notification of such consignments is not enforced.
In such cases, the only information available to the BIPs is the cargo manifests. MAST does
not make use of the various other sources of information available to it to detect non-pre-
notified consignments and such consignments are not being subject to the required
veterinary checks.
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Conclusions

Consignments intended for import are in most cases pre-notified electronically through
TRACES before their physical arrival in the EEA. However, with few exceptions,
transhipments and consignments in transit are not pre-notified, contrary to Article 17(1)
of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004, Article 2(1) and (4) of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004,
and Avrticle 3(3) of Directive 97/78/EC.

6.3.2 System to ensure presentation of consignments for veterinary checks

Legal Requirements

Article 3(1) of Directive 97/78/EC and Article 4(1) of Directive 91/496/EEC require
Member States to ensure that no consignment from a third country is introduced into EEA
without having been subjected to veterinary checks at a BIP.

In order to ensure that all animal products and live animals imported from outside the EEA
undergo veterinary checks, Articles 6 and 7 of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 and Articles
5 and 6 of Regulation (EC) No 282/2004 require the competent authorities and the official
veterinarian to coordinate with other enforcement services to gather all pertinent
intelligence from customs, manifests and other information sources and to have access to
the relevant databases or relevant parts thereof available to customs.

Article 3(3) of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 requires the official veterinarian or the person
responsible for the load to notify the customs authorities for the BIP of veterinary clearance
of the consignment by submitting the original of the CVED, or by electronic means.

Findings

As reported in previous missions, MAST’s office for import and export mainly relies on
pre-filtered information in manifests provided by carriers and flagging of relevant
consignments by customs on the basis of the customs nomenclature (CN) code to identify
products of animal origin and live animals entering Iceland which are required to undergo
veterinary checks.

However, the mission team noted that:

e Although MAST has access to the full manifest of some shipping companies, this
information is too elaborate to be useful for identifying products required to undergo
veterinary checks. Only information in manifests pre-filtered by the carriers, which
may not contain all relevant information, is checked by BIP staff for this purpose.

e For imported consignments containing commodities with CN codes flagged for
veterinary checks, a local reference number (MST) must be inserted in order to allow
customs to lift the flag and clear such consignments. The MST number is provided
by MAST with the CVED, once it has been issued and signed. MAST and the
operator then communicate this number to customs in order that customs may clear
the consignment.

e Customs send a monthly report containing all relevant imported and intra-EEA
traded consignments for MAST’s retrospective examination. According to MAST,
the information on consignments imported from third countries is cross-checked
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against the BIP records of imported consignments. It is not, however, cross-checked
with other sources of information such as cargo manifests or TRACES data.

e Examination of this monthly report includes, inter alia, identification of anomalies
in the MST numbers and endorsement of exemptions from veterinary checks. The
mission team noted that three imported consignments had been cleared by customs
without any exemption having been endorsed by MAST. This had not been detected
by MAST in the verification of the monthly report.

e The customs database flags relevant consignments so that they can only be released
for free circulation on presentation of a CVED. Although MAST sends the signed
CVED by email to customs, the latter does not systematically check whether a
CVED is required or their content when provided. Checks on documents are carried
out randomly by customs, without any established frequency. The mission team
found in the case of a ship supply, that an MST number had been provided by
MAST, permitting veterinary clearance, before a final CVED had been issued.

Conclusions

A system is in place to ensure that imported consignments from a non-EEA country
introduced into Iceland are presented for veterinary checks in line with Article 3(1) of
Directive 97/78/EC and Atrticle 4(1) of Directive 91/496/EEC.

However, MAST does not avail itself of all the pertinent intelligence to which it has
access or systematically cross-check sources of relevant information to ensure that all
products of animal original and live animals required to undergo veterinary checks are
presented to BIPs for that purpose, contrary to Articles 6 and 7 of Regulation (EC) No
136/2004 and Articles 5 and 6 of Regulation (EC) No 282/2004.

Coupled with the lack of pre-notification for transit and transhipment (see section 5.3.1.),
it cannot be excluded that consignments of products of animal origin and live animals that
have not been subject to required veterinary checks are entering Iceland.

Customs do not systematically check whether a CVED is required or the content of
CVEDs received. Consequently, it cannot be ensured that consignments cleared by
customs are accompanied by a CVED where required (following veterinary checks),
contrary to Article 3(3) of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004.

6.3.3 Veterinary checks and actions in case of suspicion

Legal Requirements

Requirements for documentary, identity and physical checks for products of animal origin
are laid down in Article 4, 5 and 7 and Annex Il of Directive 97/78/EC and in Articles 1
and 3 and in Annexes | and Il of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004.

Requirements for documentary, identity and physical checks for live animals are laid down
in Article 4 of Directive 91/496/EEC and Article 2 of Regulation (EC) No 282/2004.

Commission Decision 94/360/EC lays down procedures for reduced frequency of physical
checks of consignments of certain products from third countries.

Article 18 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 and Article 20 of Directive 97/78/EC require
the competent authority to carry out official controls in order to confirm, or to eliminate,
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any suspicion of non-compliance or doubt as to the identity or the actual destination of the
consignment or as to the correspondence between the consignment and the certified
guarantees. The competent authority shall place the consignment concerned under official
detention until it obtains the results of such official controls.

Point 3 of Annex Il of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 requires that where the laboratory tests
are carried out on the basis of suspected non-compliance, the official veterinarian
responsible for the BIP who carried out the test or the competent authority must withhold
the consignment from veterinary clearance and release until satisfactory results of the
laboratory tests are received.

Article 19 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires the competent authority to place under
official detention feed or food from third countries that does not comply with feed or food
law and, having heard the feed or food business operators responsible for the consignment,
to take specified measures in respect of such feed or food.

Article 54 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires a competent authority which identifies
a non-compliance to take appropriate action to ensure that the operator remedies the
situation.

Findings

The mission team assessed a range of import files for each BIP, including CVEDs selected
from the TRACES database before the mission and other files randomly selected during the
mission. The mission team found that the veterinary checks were generally implemented by
MAST according to documented procedures and that relevant checklists were used.
However, the files presented shortcomings which were discussed with BIP staff.

In relation to the implementation of documentary checks on consignments, the mission team
noted that:

e Documentary checks are carried out by MAST on 100% of imported consignments.
BIP staff check the information in part 1 of the CVED submitted by the economic
operator against the relevant EU health certificate.

e Recurring shortcomings identified by the mission team, most of which were not
detected by BIP staff, involved:

- discrepancies between part | of the CVED and the health certificate, such as
description of consignments; animal species or CN code; weight; temperature
conditions; number of packages; incorrect entry BIP; date of departure and date
of arrival at the BIP; country of origin and dispatch;

- discrepancies between the health certificate and documents referred to therein
such as invoices, the CITES certificates, the airway bill and the bill of lading;

- missing documents for re-imported consignments: for example, no guarantee
from the country which had accepted to take a rejected consignment, missing
original health certificate, declaration of non-manipulation and/or the reason for
refusal.

o BIP staff stated that detected shortcomings relating to part 1 of the CVED were not
recorded. In such cases, the documentary check was nevertheless indicated as
satisfactory by MAST and the economic operator was not required to rectify the
error.
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In relation to the implementation of identity checks on consignments, the mission team
noted that BIP staff carry out full identity checks on 100% of imported consignments of
products of animal origin, in line with MAST procedures.

In relation to the implementation of physical checks on consignments, the mission team
noted that:

e Physical checks are carried out by BIP staff and the reduced physical check regime
is applied.

e Frequency of physical checks for products of animal origin is determined according
to MAST documented procedures. For example, according to the procedures, 50%
of consignments of poultry meat and products thereof should undergo a physical
check, while the frequency is reduced to 20% for meat of other species and products
thereof. Physical checks are carried out on all imported consignments of live
animals. However, no information was available at the time of the mission to enable
each BIP to verify that the frequency of physical checks set in the documented
procedures is met for each commodity.

e Consignments subjected to physical checks are selected randomly, therefore the
operator is unable to predict them.

e Samples are sent to an accredited laboratory and results are available for BIP staff.

e Sampling in the case of suspected non-compliance of a consignment was in some
cases not reflected in the CVEDs. Consequently, the consignments were not
detained and did not remain under the supervision of the competent authority until
the results of the tests were obtained.

Conclusions

Documentary, physical and identity checks on imported consignments are generally
performed according to planned arrangements. However, recurring non-compliances
were detected by the mission team, in particular in the performance of documentary
checks and measures taken in case of non-compliances, which were not in line with
Article 4(3) of Directive 97/78/EC and Article 54 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004,
respectively. This undermines the effectiveness of the system.

Sampling of suspected non-compliant consignments was not always recorded in CVEDs.
Moreover, such consignments were not detained and did not remain under the supervision
of the competent authority until the results of the tests were obtained, contrary to Article
18 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004, Article 20 and Annex Il of Directive 97/78/EC, and
Point 3 of Annex Il of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004.

6.3.4 Monitoring plan for sampling imported consignments — re-enforced checks

Legal Requirements

Article 1(2) and Point 1 of Annex 11 to Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 require Member States
to submit consignments of products of animal origin presented for import to a monitoring
plan involving sampling and laboratory testing to detect residues, pathogenic organisms or
other substances dangerous to humans, animals or the environment.
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Point 4 of Annex Il of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 requires that Iceland inform the
Authority monthly of favourable and unfavourable results of laboratory testing carried out
in its BIPs.

Avrticles 17(3), 20 and 24 of Directive 97/78/EC, Article 30 of Directive 96/23/EC and Point
3 of Annex Il to Commission Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 lay down appropriate action
for official veterinarians at the BIPs to take in the case of suspected non-compliant
consignments and the application of re-enforced checks to such consignments.

Avrticle 11(7) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires samples to be handled and labelled
in such a way as to guarantee both their legal and analytical validity.

Findings

The mission team noted that a risk-based monitoring plan is established and reviewed
annually by MAST. It is based on the nature of the products and the risk they represent,
taking into account relevant monitoring parameters such as frequency and estimated number
of incoming consignments, and results of previous monitoring in each BIP.

e To calculate the number of samples to be taken for each relevant commodity, an
estimation of imported consignments is made for each commodity in each BIP on
the basis of the previous year. A fixed frequency of random sampling has been set
between 10% and 20% depending on the commodity, applied to the estimated
number of imported consignments. The percentage may be readjusted according to
the actual number of imported consignments.

e MAST has identified goods linked to a higher risk according to the country of origin.
MAST explained that BIP staff discusses with other staff of the office for import
and export if consignments from countries associated with a higher risk should be
subjected to sampling.

e An overview of the sampling plan for each BIP and each commodity was available
and used by BIP staff.

e MAST confirmed to the mission team that monitoring plans for food and feed are
not published so that operators are not informed in advance of the consignments that
could be randomly selected for sampling by BIPs.

The mission team noted that the equipment for sampling at the BIPs was not appropriate for
sealing the samples to ensure they were tamper-proof. MAST explained that the BIP staff
transported the samples directly to the laboratory.

The mission team was informed by MAST that BIPs receive information about the re-
enforced checks regimes via TRACES and that BIP staff take samples and record
information about laboratory testing in TRACES. According to MAST, only four
consignments have been analysed in a laboratory due to re-enforced checks since 2011.

Conclusions

A monitoring plan for imported consignments is in place and is implemented as required
by Article 1(2) and Annex Il of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004, contributing to ensure the
safety of the products of animal origin imported into the EEA.

Equipment for handling of samples does not guarantee that samples have legal and
analytical validity, contrary to Article 11(7) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004.
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6.3.5 Decision on the consignments

Legal Requirements

Article 3 of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 lays down the procedure to be followed after the
completion of the veterinary checks of products of animal origin and Article 3 of Regulation
(EC) No 282/2004 lays down the procedure to be followed after the completion of veterinary
checks of live animals.

Requirements for the veterinary decision on consignments of animal origin and live animals
and the follow-up of such specific consignments are laid down in Directives 91/496/EEC
and 97/78/EC, in Regulations (EC) No 136/2004 and 282/2004 and in Decisions such as
97/794/EC and 2001/812/EC.

Findings
The mission team noted that:

e Documentary checks were indicated as satisfactory in the CVEDs verified
notwithstanding various shortcomings detected by the mission team (see section
5.3.4.).

e The identity check was correctly carried out for the cases verified by the mission
team.

e Incorrect decisions on the consignment were reported in cases of ship supply (box
34 of the CVED), channelled and reimported consignments (box 35 of the CVED
left blank). Furthermore, a consignment of raw meat for pet food had not been
channelled according to legal requirements. The mission team noted that this
impacts on both statistics and data used for supervision activities within TRACES.

e When random tests are carried out and no immediate danger to public or animal
health is suspected, consignments are released for free circulation before the
laboratory results are obtained. The information about sampling is correctly
recorded in TRACES as “random” and the CVEDs accompanying these
consignments indicate that results are pending.

e For some imported consignments undergoing random sampling, BIP staff had issued
and signed CVEDs “in progress” pending the laboratory results and the final CVED
was issued and signed only once the final results were available, after the
consignments had already left the BIP.

Conclusions

Favourable decisions were taken for several non-conforming consignments, which is not
in line with Article 4(3) of Directive 97/78/EC.

When random tests are carried out and no immediate danger to public or animal health is
suspected, consignments are released for free circulation before the laboratory results are
obtained, in line with paragraph 2 of Annex Il to Regulation (EC) No 136/2004.

The competent authority released consignments for free circulation without the final
CVED, which is contrary to Article 3(2) of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004.
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6.3.6 Rejected consignments

Legal Requirements

Article 21(2) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires that re-dispatch of consignments
take place no more than 60 days after the day on which the competent authority decided on
the destination of the consignment, unless legal action has been undertaken. If, after the
expiry of the 60-day period, re-dispatch does not take place, the consignment shall be
destroyed, unless a delay is justified.

Avrticle 17 of Directive 97/78/EC lays down the requirements for the competent authority to
destroy or re-dispatch consignments that do not comply with Articles 3 and 4 of the same
Directive.

Findings

According to records provided by MAST, nine consignments were rejected during 2016, of
which three were destroyed and three others re-dispatched. Two out of these three
consignments were re-dispatched within sixty days. In 2015, seven consignments were
rejected, of which five were re-dispatched within sixty days and two were destroyed. In
2017, one consignments has been rejected and destroyed.

The mission team noted that:

e Following previous issued recommendations, MAST keeps records of rejected
consignments and specifies the time required for their re-dispatch or destruction.

e The sixty-day limit imposed by legal requirements for re-dispatch of rejected
consignments starts, according to MAST, from the date of arrival of the consignment
at the BIP.

e According to the records, more than sixty days had elapsed for a consignment to be
re-dispatched with no follow on action having been taken by MAST.

Conclusions

Re-dispatch takes place within 60 days in most cases. However, treating the sixty-day
period as beginning to run from the day of arrival at the BIP is contrary to Article 21(2)
of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 which specifies that the period commences after the day
on which the competent authority decides on the destination of the consignment, unless
legal action has been undertaken.

Furthermore, no action was taken to destroy a consignment following the passing of the
sixty-day limit for re-dispatch according to MAST calculation.

6.4 Controls of consignments in transit, transhipment and ship supply

Legal Requirements

Article 3(1) of Directive 97/78/EC requires EEA States to ensure that no consignment of
products of animal origin from a third country is introduced into the EEA without having
been subjected to veterinary checks at a BIP.
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Article 11 of Directive 97/78/EC lays down specific requirements in relation to
consignments of products of animal origin in transit, including deadlines for exit. Such
consignments are required to meet animal health requirements laid down in Article 7 of
Directive 2002/99/EC. However, consignments of products of animal origin in transit are
not required to meet public health requirements (non-conforming consignments).
Consignments in transit must enter and leave the EEA via an approved BIP and detailed
requirements including deadlines for delivery are specified in Commission Decisions
2000/208/EC and 2000/571/EC.

Article 3(3) of Decision 2000/208/EC requires that the official veterinarian (or its
designated agent in the case of fishery products) shall be responsible for seeing that
necessary checks are carried out at the border inspection post of exit and shall confirm that
the consignment received conforms to that despatched from the border inspection post of
introduction, and that it matches the information given in the certificate accompanying the
consignment.

In order to safeguard against the possibility of non-conforming consignments being released
into free circulation, Article 11(2) of Directive 97/78/EC requires that the official
veterinarian of the BIP of entry notify the competent authority if it has not been informed
of the exit of products from the EEA within 30 days from departure of the consignment
from the BIP of entry.

Avrticle 3(4) of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 requires that, for consignments of products in
transit and ultimately intended for destinations outside the EEA, the original veterinary
documents accompanying the consignment on arrival travel onwards with the consignment
and only copies of these documents are retained at the border inspection post.

Veterinary check requirements for transhipment of consignments of products of animal
origin are laid down in Articles 9 and 11 of Directive 97/78/EC.

Findings

According to the pre-mission document, the procedure for non-compliant consignments can
be found on MAST homepage where it is emphasised that such consignments are only for
direct transit to ship. Indirect transit is not allowed in Iceland.

The mission team was informed by customs that they have applied a simplified procedure
for consignments in transit and transhipment, for which a specific CN code has been
allocated. This CN code allows to distinguish between general goods in transit; goods in
transit that may be used for civil and military purposes; goods in transit containing animal
products originating from the EEA; and goods in transit containing animal products
originating from outside the EEA. However, customs does not flag consignments in transit
or transhipment containing animal products originating from outside the EEA. Such
consignments are customs cleared without being presented for veterinary checks, and
therefore without a CVED having been issued by a BIP. Neither does customs differentiate
between consignments in transit and those being transhipped.

MAST is informed by customs by email every time such a consignment is cleared but it
does not systematically consider or record such consignments. According to information
provided by MAST and as shown to the mission team, records of consignments in
transit/transhipment are maintained by BIPs. According to MAST, only three consignments
in transit have been recorded in 2016. According to TRACES data, there were three
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consignments in transit in 2015 and three in 2016, and three transhipments since 2015.
However, according to customs data, a total of 345, 473 and 60 consignments in transit or
transhipment containing animal products originating from outside the EEA passed through
Iceland’s BIPs during 2015, 2016 and 2017 respectively. MAST was unable to provide
information to the mission team regarding these consignments or whether they should have
been presented for veterinary checks.

In practice, in order to identify consignments in transit and transhipments which are required
to undergo veterinary checks, MAST relies on pre-notification (rarely undertaken, see
section 5.3.1), information in cargo manifests pre-filtered by carriers (which may be
incomplete), flagging by customs on the basis of CN codes (not in fact applied by customs
to consignments in transit and transhipments) and notifications from the Coast Guards for
landing vessels.

Although MAST’s office for import and export are instructed to monitor consignments of
animal products in transit and in transhipment through Eimskip and Keflavik BIPs, and the
time between entry and exit of these consignments, no records were available for the
consignments in transit. MAST explained that staff only kept records for the consignments
in transhipment at Keflavik airport BIP, according to which, between January and June
2017, there had been 100 consignments in transhipment. According to TRACES data, there
were no consignments in transhipment in 2017 in Iceland. The mission team noted, whilst
commodity, weight, incoming and outgoing flight numbers, country of origin and of
destination and confirmation of flight departure were recorded by MAST, date of arrival
and departure had been recorded in only 7 out of 100 consignments. No veterinary checks
and exit checks had been recorded or carried out for any of these consignments. MAST
could not provide any information on any notification of exit of products from the EEA
within 30 days from departure of the relevant consignments from the BIP of entry.

The mission team assessed files of controls on transiting and transhipped consignments and
ship supply. Incorrect information had been filled in by MAST in the case of a non-
conforming consignment. The mission team noted that an “in progress” CVED had been
issued and signed the day following the delivery of the consignment, with satisfactory
documentary and identity checks, although no transit health certificate accompanied the
consignment. For another consignment in transit, the original certificate had been kept by
MAST and therefore did not accompany the consignment until its final destination.

Notwithstanding that transit and transhipment were identified at a meeting between MAST
and customs held in May 2017 as points requiring attention, MAST still does not foresee
any specific actions to address related shortcomings.

Conclusions

The information relied on by MAST in order to identify consignments in transit and
transhipments which are required to undergo veterinary checks is inadequate to ensure
compliance with Article 3(1) of Directive 97/78/EC and Article 11(2)(a) and (b) of the
same Directive. Most such consignments are not presented for veterinary checks and
remain undetected by MAST. It cannot therefore be excluded that non-conforming
consignments of products of animal origin may be entering Iceland and freely circulating
on the EEA market.
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The system to promptly identify and follow-up consignments for which no confirmation
of exit from the EEA has been received by the entry BIP was not implemented in
accordance with MAST’s documented procedures, contrary to Article 11(2) of Council
Directive 97/78/EC. Nor were exit checks for consignments in transit implemented as
required by Article 3 of Commission Decision 2000/208/EC.

The original health certificates for a consignment in transit had been kept by BIP staff
and therefore did not accompany the consignment, contrary to Article 3(4) of Regulation
(EC) No 136/2004.

The absence of detailed procedures and the lack of controls on transit, transhipment, and
ship supply has been a recurrent shortcoming identified during previous missions carried
out by the Authority. However, MAST has not taken measures to effectively address the
recommendations of previous reports and does not ensure that articles 9 and 11 of
Directive 97/78/EEC are adequately implemented.

6.5 Controls of channelled consignments

Legal Requirements

Article 8 of Directive 97/78/EC lays down specific requirements in relation to channelled
consignments, including the requirement for the competent authority to ensure that
channelled consignments are transported to the place of destination under customs
supervision.

Findings

MAST procedures require consignments of products of animal origin to be transported from
the BIP to a controlled destination sealed and under MAST and customs supervision until
they arrive at the destination with the CVED. The official veterinarian of the BIP of entry
must notify the veterinary authorities at the destination through TRACES and the official
veterinarian at the place of destination shall, within fifteen days, send to the BIP of entry a
notification of the arrival of the products. Periodic checks should be carried out by the
official veterinarian at destination to ensure that the products have reached the destination.

According to data from TRACES, eight consignments have been channelled since 2015.
The mission team noted that:

e Customs stated that they were not aware of the specific procedures required for
channelled consignments. Such consignments are cleared according to normal
import procedures and are not placed under customs supervision until they reach the
destination. This issue had not been detected by MAST, notwithstanding a
recommendation requiring channelled consignments are transported to the place of
destination under customs’ supervision, issued during the mission carried out by the
Authority in 2010 on import controls.

e According to MAST procedures, documentary, identity and physical checks are
carried out on 100% of channelled consignments. However, the mission team
detected that in one case a channelled consignments had not been subjected to a
physical check.

e For two channelled consignments verified by the mission team, the CVED had been
issued and signed as “in progress”, cleared by customs at the BIP and transported to
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the controlled destination. The final CVED was then issued and signed only after
the consignment had reached its destination.

e Arrival at destination was notified to MAST by the operator and not by an official
veterinarian.

e MAST was unable to provide any records concerning monitoring of the fifteen-day
limit for receiving confirmation of arrival at destination.

Conclusions

The documented procedures for channelling of consignments are in line with the specific
legal requirements. However, channelled consignments are not transported to the place
of destination under customs’ supervision and the competent authority cannot ensure that
the consignments have arrived at their destination, contrary to Article 8 of Directive
97/78/EC.

6.6 Controls over free zones, free and customs warehouses

Legal Requirements

Articles 12 and 13 of Directive 97/78/EC and Decision 2000/571/EC lay down specific
requirements in relation to unloading and storage of non-EEA-conforming consignments
(products of animal origin not required to meet public health requirements) at free/customs
warehouses or at ship suppliers in order to prevent these consignments from being released
for free circulation within the EEA. These include requirements in relation to approval of
warehouses and conditions for storage, labelling and record keeping in relation to these
consignments. Confirmation of arrival of the consignment at destination (either ship or
warehouse) must be provided to the authority responsible for dispatching the consignment
(BIP of entry or warehouse). Such consignments must fulfil the animal health requirements
laid down in Article 7 of Directive 2002/99/EC.

Article 24(2) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 requires the customs services not to allow
the entry or handling of consignments of feed and food of animal origin in free zones or free
warehouses without agreement of the competent authority.

Findings

MAST informed the Authority that there are no free zones, free warehouses or custom
warehouses or ship suppliers approved by MAST under Articles 12 (4) and 13 of Council
Directive 97/78/EC for the temporary storage of non-conforming products. According to
the mission report of 2012, MAST stated that this is because no non-conforming
consignments of animal origin have arrived in Iceland. However, this statement must be
viewed in the light of the findings by the mission team (see section 5.3.1., 5.3.2. and 5.4. of
this report).

The mission team was informed by MAST that customs (“bonded”) warehouses are under
the supervision of LCAs for compliance with hygiene requirements. Customs give a
licence/approval to the customs warehouses and were able to provide the mission team with
a list of customs warehouses where uncleared imported products of animal origin could be
stored.

The mission team visited two customs warehouses and noted that:
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e MAST and customs do not monitor imported products of animal origin stored in
customs warehouses.

e The warehouse operator maintains an electronic database of all consignments stored
there but did not have a direct overview of the products based on their nature,
volume, origin, or customs clearance status.

e At both warehouses visited, the mission team conducted traceability exercises to
trace back and forward randomly selected consignments of food of animal origin
from third countries and uncleared by customs, which were stored in the warehouse.
For both exercises, the information in the database and on the consignment in the
storage matched.

e The original veterinary documents which should accompany the imported
consignments were not available.

e Imported products of animal origin destroyed under the supervision of MAST and
of the customs were still registered in the warehouse electronic system. Although
these goods had been allocated a specific code in their location number, not all staff
was aware of what it meant, including MAST and the customs. The operator had not
been provided with the certificate of destruction for these products.

e The operators’ records of incoming and outgoing products were not
checked/monitored by the competent authority.

Conclusions

On the basis of the mission team’s findings (see sections 5.3.1, 5.3.2. and 5.4), the official
control over products stored in customs warehouses is inadequate and it cannot be
excluded that, contrary to MAST’s assumption, non-conforming consignments have
entered Iceland and that the related requirements of Articles 12 and 13 of Directive
97/78/EC are not met.

6.7 Use of TRACES

Legal Requirements

Article 3 of Commission Decision 2004/292/EC requires that the TRACES system be used
for imported and traded consignments of products of animal origin and animals, and for
products in transit entering the EEA. This system is used as a means of communication for
specific consignments received at BIPs, channelled and rejected consignments and non-
EEA-conforming consignments for transit, warehouse storage or ship supply.

Findings

According to the pre-mission document, MAST has procedures for issuing and signing the
CVEDs and for the release of consignments by BIP staff and customs. An officer at the
office of import and export is the administrator for TRACES in Iceland. All staff with a
BIP-level access in TRACES are responsible for issuing CVEDs. Intra-EEA trade
certificates can only be issued by the TRACES administrator and the veterinary officer for
fish diseases. The use of TRACES is monitored during the annual inspection of the BIP,
where issued CVEDs are checked.

The mission team noted that generally, for imported consignments, staff used TRACES
correctly. However, the mission team detected repeated deficiencies in Part 1 and 2 of the
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CVEDs checked. Further shortcomings were identified in relation to information introduced
in TRACES by shipping agents which were not addressed by the BIPs, decisions on
consignments (see section 5.3.5.), CVEDs for consignments in transit, transhipment and
ship supply (see section 5.4.) and channelled and re-imported consignments (See section
5.5).

The mission team assessed the use of TRACES for export of aquaculture and noted that:

e For Part 2 of the certificate, it was stated by MAST that for only one third of the
consignment, the health declaration was verified by the inspector on the spot.

e The inspector, in some of the cases verified by the mission team, signed the
certificate before the composition, packing and loading of the consignment.

e In one case, the inspector had signed the certificate on the basis of a statement by
the operator.

The mission team assessed the use of TRACES in intra-EEA trade and noted that:

e According to some INTRA certificates verified by the mission team, physical checks
were indicated as performed and as satisfactory. However, the inspector explained
to the mission team that he relied on the food business operator to carry out the
physical check of the consignments and to communicate its outcome.

e Box 41 relating to formalities of exit from the EEA and for the control at destination
was not filled in the verified cases.

e According to intra-EEA trade certificate for a consignment departing form Iceland,
a documentary check performed at destination resulted non-satisfactory. MAST
explained that, following the communication of the non-compliance, another
certificate had been issued by MAST outside of the TRACES system and without
the initial certificate available in TRACES being cancelled.

Conclusions

In general, TRACES is used correctly for recording the veterinary checks implemented
at the BIPs. However, the non-compliances detected by the mission team as regards the
decisions on imported and traded consignments, transhipments, transits and ship supply,
channelling and re-import, on the communication between competent authorities and
issuance of an intra-EEA trade certificate outside of the TRACES system, show that the
use of the TRACES system is not fully in line with Article 3(3) of Commission Decision
2004/292/EC.

6.8 BIP facilities, equipment and hygiene

Legal Requirements

Requirements for the facilities of BIPs are laid down in Directive 97/78/EC and Commission
Decision 2001/812/EC concerning products of animal origin, and in Directive 91/496/EEC
concerning live animals.

Article 4(2) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 lays down operational criteria for the
competent authorities, including adequate laboratory capacity and appropriate and properly
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maintained facilities and equipment to be able to perform official controls efficiently and
effectively.

Documentation which must be available in BIPs is specified in point 3 of the Annex to
Decision 2001/812/EC.

Findings

According to MAST’s quality manual, MAST’s office of import and export checks (using
a checklist) that facilities and equipment to perform official controls are appropriate and
properly maintained during the annual inspection of the BIPs. According to the agreement
with the operator for each BIP, it is the responsibility of the operator to ensure regular
maintenance of the buildings. On the basis of the outcome of the annual inspection, MAST
provides suggestions to the respective operators on maintenance needs. An annual report is
compiled by the head of office, including shortcomings, comments and dates.

BIP staff ensures that all equipment is in place every time the BIPs are used. Measuring
instruments used at the BIP are calibrated annually by MAST and a record is kept. Samples
were usually delivered to the laboratories by BIP staff, although in some cases samples were
stored at the BIPs. The mission team noted that sampling equipment in BIPs visited did not
allow the samples to be handled in such a way as to guarantee their validity or that they met
relevant legal requirements.

In general, BIPs in Iceland have small storage facilities and they depend on using operators’
storage facilities for larger consignments, with such arrangements generally formalised
through written agreements. The mission team noted that the visited BIPs had such an
agreement for using MAST-dedicated and locked storage areas of an operator for detained
products and for sharing other parts of the store when needed.

Cleaning plan and records of cleaning activities were provided by MAST for all BIPs and
were available at the BIPs visited by the mission team.

According to the pre-mission document, an officer at MAST’s central office is responsible
for updating and archiving documents, records, regulations and other public documents
necessary for the operation of the BIPs. The officer informs each BIP by e-mail of new
documents necessary for import controls and keeps a register of these notifications. The
documents are saved in electronic format and are available to all BIPs on a central drive. At
the BIPs, files are kept on imported consignments and on TRACES. The MAST quality
manual and procedures are accessible by BIPs from MAST’s computer system. Folders
containing the original CVEDs and veterinary documents are kept at MAST central office.

The mission team visited two BIPs and noted the following.

BIP Keflavik Airport HC(2), NHC(2), O(15)

Facilities, equipment and hygiene conditions are in general acceptable. There were no
changes in the facilities since the last missions.

BIP Revykjavik Eimskip (HC(2), NHC(2))

Facilities, equipment and hygiene conditions are in general acceptable with the exception
of:
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o A reception area, shared between the BIP and an operator, was poorly
maintained and cleaned.
o Not all the facilities used by the BIP staff were included in the floor
plans provided to the mission team.
o A container used for storage was not appropriately maintained and

hygiene conditions were poor. The BIP staff acknowledged this finding
and requested the relevant operator to rectify this shortcoming.

o In a few cases, facilities and equipment were found to be sub-standard
due to poor maintenance and hygiene conditions.

Conclusions

BIPs generally comply with requirements concerning facilities, equipment and hygiene
under Directives 91/496/EEC and 97/78/EC and Decision 2001/812/EC.

Whilst facilities and equipment were adequate, lack of maintenance and hygiene in certain
parts of the BIP of Reykjavik Eimskip limits the possibility of using these facilities to for
their intended purpose and/or implement official controls effectively, contrary to Article
4(2)(d) of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004.

7 Final meeting

A final meeting was held on 16 June 2017 at MAST office in Reykjavik with representatives
from MAST, Customs, and Ministry of Industry and Innovation. At this meeting, the
mission team presented its main findings and some preliminary recommendations of the
mission. The mission team also explained that, based on a more detailed assessment of the
information received during the mission, additional recommendations could be included in
the report.

8 Recommendations

In order to facilitate the follow-up of the recommendations hereunder, Iceland should notify
the Authority no later than 26 November 2017, by way of written evidence, of additional
corrective actions planned or taken other than those already indicated in the reply to the
draft report of the Authority. A timetable for completion of outstanding measures, relevant
to the recommendations hereunder, should be included. In case no additional corrective
actions have been planned, the Authority should be advised. The Authority should be kept
continuously informed of changes made to the already notified corrective actions and
measures, including changes of deadlines for completion, and completion of the measures
included in the timetable.

No | Recommendation

1 The competent authority should ensure that, after the completion of the required
veterinary checks, the certificate for the consignments concerned certifying the
results of the checks is only issued and signed by the official veterinarian responsible
for the relevant BIP for consignments of products of animal origin other than fishery
products, in line with Article 5(1) of Directive 97/78/EC and Article 3(1) of
Regulation (EC) No 136/2004.
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2 The competent authority should ensure that persons responsible for consignments
from a non-EEA country forward information in advance by duly completing where
applicable the certificate or provide a detailed description in writing or in
computerised form of the consignment to the veterinary staff of the border inspection
post to which the products are to be submitted, in line with Article 17(1) of
Regulation (EC) No 882/2004, Article 3(3) of Directive 97/78/EC, Article 2(1) and
2(4) of Regulation 136/2004 and Article 1(1) of Regulation (EC) No 282/2004,
notably as regards consignments transiting and transhipped via EEA countries.

3 The competent authority should ensure that all pertinent intelligence is gathered and
analysed as required by Articles 6 and 7 of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 and Articles
5 and 6 of Commission Regulation (EC) No 282/2004 to ensure that eligible
consignments are subject to veterinary checks.

4 The competent authority should ensure that documentary checks on imported
consignments are carried out in line with Article 4(3) of Directive 97/78/EC.

5 The competent authority should take action to ensure that when documentary checks
reveal incorrect information on the consignment in part | of the CVED, the operator
remedies the situation as required by Article 54 of Regulation (EC) No 882/2004.

6 The competent authority should ensure that re-dispatch takes place no more than 60
days after the day on which the competent authority decided on the destination of the
consignment, unless legal action has been undertaken as required in Article 21(2) of
Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. If, after the expiry of the 60-day period, re-dispatch
does not take place, the consignment must be destroyed, unless a delay is justified.
7 The competent authority should ensure that no consignments in transit and
transhipment from a non-EEA country are introduced into the EEA without
undergoing the necessary veterinary checks as required by Article 3(1) of Directive
97/78/EC and Article 11(2)(a) and (b) of the same Directive.

8 The competent authority should ensure that non-conforming consignments are not
released into free circulation and that the official veterinarian of the BIP of entry
notifies the competent authority if it has not been informed of the exit of products
from the EEA within 30 days from departure of certain consignments from the BIP
of entry in line with Article 11(2)(c), (d) and (e) of Directive 97/78/EC.

9 The competent authority should ensure that exit checks for consignments in transit
are implemented and that the consignment received conforms to that despatched from
the BIP of introduction, as required in Article 3 of Commission Decision
2000/208/EC, and to record these checks in TRACES.

10 | The competent authority should ensure that channelled consignments are transported
to the place of destination under customs’ supervision and that the consignments have
arrived at their destination, as required by Article 8(4) of Directive 97/78/EC.

11 | The competent authority should ensure that communication between competent
authorities at the place of origin and at the place of destination via the TRACES
system take place and that appropriate follow-up is implemented where required
under Articles 8(4) and (5) (channelling), and 15(4) (re-importation) of Directive
97/78/EC

12 | The competent authority should ensure that the TRACES system is used in line with
Article 3(3) of Commission Decision 2004/292/EC in relation to decisions on
imported and traded consignments, transhipments, transits and ship supply,
channelling and re-import.
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Annex 1 - List of abbreviations and terms used in the report

Authority EFTA Surveillance Authority

BIP Border inspection post as defined in Council Directives 97/78/EC and
91/496/EEC

BTSF Better Training for Safer Food

CITES Convention on international trade in endangered species of wild fauna and
flora

CN Combined Nomenclature

CN-code The goods nomenclature code as laid down by Annex 1 to Council Regulation
(EEC) No 2658/87 (i.e. the Combined Nomenclature)

Customs Icelandic Directorate of Customs

CVED Common Veterinary Entry Document

DG SANTE Directorate-General for Health and Food Safety

EC European Community

EEA European Economic Area

EEA Agreement | Agreement on the European Economic Area

LCA Municipal Environmental and Public Health Office

MAST Icelandic Food and Veterinary Authority

Moll Ministry of Industry and Innovation

NEAFC North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission

RASFF Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed

TRACES Trade Control and Expert System

HC(2)* All products for Human Consumption (Packed products only)

HC(1)(2)(3)* All products for human consumption (Checking in line with the requirements

of Commission Decision 93/352/EEC taken in execution of Article 19(3) of
Directive 97/78/EC) (Packed products only) (Fishery products only)

HC-T(1)(2)@3)*

All products for human consumption-Frozen/chilled products (Checking in
line with the requirements of Commission Decision 93/352/EEC taken in
execution of Article 19(3) of Directive 97/78/EC) (Packed products only)
(Fishery products only)

HC- All products for human consumption-Frozen products (Checking in line with

T(FR)(1)(2)(3)* | the requirements of Commission Decision 93/352/EEC taken in execution of
Article 19(3) of Directive 97/78/EC) (Packed products only) (Fishery products
only)

HC- All products for human consumption - No temperature requirements

NT(1)(2)(3)* (Checking in line with the requirements of Commission Decision 93/352/EEC
taken in execution of Article 19(3) of Directive 97/78/EC) (Packed products
only) (Fishery products only)

HC-NT(6)* All products for human consumption - No temperature requirements (only
liquid fats, oils and fish oils)

NHC(2)* Other products (Packed products only)

NHC- Other products-No temperature requirements (Packed products only) (Fishery

NT(2)(6)(16)* products only) (only liquid fats, oils and fish oils) (Fishmeal only)

NHC- NT(6)* Other products - No temperature requirements (only liquid fats, oils and fish
oils)

NHC(16)* Other products (Fishmeal only)

O(15)*

Other animals (Aquaculture animals only)
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Annex 2 - Relevant legislation
The following EEA legislation is taken into account in the context of the mission:

a) The Act referred to at Point 1.1.4 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA agreement, Council
Directive 97/78/EC of 18 December 1997 laying down the principles governing the
organisation of veterinary checks on products entering the Community from third
countries, as amended and adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations
referred to in Annex | to that Agreement.

b) The Act referred to at Point 1.1.5 of Chapter | of Annex I to the EEA Agreement, Council
Directive 91/496/EEC of 15 July 1991 laying down the principles governing the
organisation of veterinary checks on animals entering the Community from third
countries and amending Directives 89/662/EEC, 90/425/EEC and 90/675, as amended
and adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations referred to in Annex | to
that Agreement.

c) The Act referred to at Point 1.1.6 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement, Council
Decision 92/438/EEC of 13 July 1992 on computerisation of veterinary import
procedures (Shift project), amending Directives 90/675/EEC, 91/496/EEC, 91/628/EEC
and Decision 90/424/EEC, and repealing Decision 88/192/EEC, as amended.

d) The Act referred to at point 1.1.9 of Chapter | of Annex I to the EEA Agreement, Council
Directive 96/93 of 17 December 1996 on the certification of animals and animal
products, as adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations referred to in
Annex | to that Agreement.

e) The Act referred to at point 1.1.11 of Chapter |1 of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April
2004 on the official controls performed to ensure the verification of compliance with feed
and food law, animal health and animal welfare rules, as corrected, amended and adapted
to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations referred to in Annex | to that
Agreement.

f) The Act referred to at Point 1.1.12 of Chapter I of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Regulation (EC) No 854/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April
2004 laying down specific rules for the organisation of official controls on products of
animal origin intended for human consumption, as corrected and amended.

g) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.12 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 92/486/EEC of 25 September 1992 establishing the form of
cooperation between the ANIMO host centre and Member States, as amended.

h) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.21 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 93/352/EEC of 1 June 1993 laying down derogations from the
conditions of approval for border inspection posts located in ports where fish is landed.

i) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.25 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 94/360/EC of 20 May 1994 on the reduced frequency of physical
checks of consignments of certain products to be imported from third countries, under
Council Directive 90/675/EEC, as amended.

J) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.57 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 97/152/EC of 10 February 1997 concerning the information to be
entered in the computerised file of consignments of animals or animal products from
third countries which are re-dispatched.

k) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.60 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 97/394/EC of 6 June 1997 establishing the minimum data required
for the databases on animals and animal products brought into the Community.
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I) The Act referred to at point 1.2.74 of Chapter | to Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 98/139/EC of 4 February 1998 laying down certain detailed rules
concerning on-the-spot checks carried out in the veterinary field by Commission experts
in the Member States.

m)The Act referred to at Point 1.2.88 of Chapter 1 of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 2000/208/EC of 24 February 2000 establishing detailed rules for
the application of Council Directive 97/78/EC concerning the transit of products of
animal origin from one third country to another third country by road only across the
European Community.

n) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.106 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 2000/571/EC of 8 September 2000 laying down the methods of
veterinary checks for products from third countries destined for introduction into free
zones, free warehouses, customs warehouses or operators supplying cross border means
of sea transport.

0) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.111 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 2001/812/EC of 21 November 2001 laying down the requirements
for the approval of border inspection posts responsible for veterinary checks on products
introduced into the Community from third countries, as amended.

p) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.115 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 of 22 January 2004 laying down procedures
for veterinary checks at Community border inspection posts on products imported from
third countries, as amended and adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral
adaptations referred to in Annex I to that Agreement.

q) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.117 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Regulation (EC) No 282/2004 of 18 February 2004 introducing a document
for the declaration of, and veterinary checks on, animals from third countries entering
the Community, as amended and adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral
adaptations referred to in Annex | to that Agreement.

r) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.118 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 2004/292/EC of 30 March 2004 on the introduction of the Traces
system and amending Decision 92/486/EEC, as amended and adapted to the EEA
Agreement by the sectoral adaptations referred to in Annex | to that Agreement.

s) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.119 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Regulation (EC) No 599/2004 of 30 March 2004 concerning the adoption
of a harmonised model certificate and inspection report linked to intra-Community trade
in animals and products of animal origin.

t) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.134 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Regulation (EC) No 2074/2005 of 5 December 2005 laying down
implementing measures for certain products under Regulation (EC) No 853/2004 of the
European Parliament and of the Council and for the organisation of official controls
under Regulation (EC) No 854/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council and
Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council,
derogating from Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 of the European Parliament and of the
Council and amending Regulations (EC) No 853/2004 and (EC) No 854/2004, as
amended.

u) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.136 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 2006/677/EC of 29 September 2006 setting out the guidelines
laying down criteria for the conduct of audits under Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 of the
European Parliament and of the Council on official controls to verify compliance with
feed and food law, animal health and animal welfare rules.
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v) The Act referred to at Point 1.2.137 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Decision 2007/275/EC of 17 April 2007 concerning lists of animals and
products to be subject to controls at border inspection posts under Council Directives
91/496/EEC and 97/78/EC as amended and adapted to the EEA Agreement by the
sectoral adaptations referred to in Annex | to that Agreement.

w) The Act referred to at Point 4.1.5a of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Council Directive 2006/88/EC of 24 October 2006 on animal health requirements for
aquaculture animals and products thereof, and on the prevention and control of certain
diseases in aquatic animals, as corrected and amended.

X) The Act referred to at Point 5.1.6a of Chapter I of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Council Directive 2002/99/EC of 16 December 2002 laying down the animal health rules
governing the production, processing, distribution and introduction of products of
animal origin for human consumption, as amended.

y) The Act referred to at Point 7.1.13 of Chapter | of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 28
January 2002 laying down the general principles and requirements of food law,
establishing the European Food Safety Authority and laying down procedures in matters
of food safety, as amended and adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral adaptations
referred to in Annex I to that Agreement;

z) The Act referred to at point 9b of Part 7.1 of Chapter | of Annex I to the EEA Agreement,
Regulation (EC) No 1069/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21
October 2009 laying down health rules as regards animal by-products and derived
products not intended for human consumption and repealing Regulation (EC) No
1774/2002 as corrected and amended, and as adapted to the EEA Agreement by the
sectoral adaptations referred to in Annex | to that Agreement;

aa) The Act referred to at point 9c of Part 7.1 of Chapter I of Annex | to the EEA Agreement,
Commission Regulation (EU) No 142/2011 of 25 February 2011 implementing
Regulation (EC) No 1069/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council laying
down health rules as regards animal by-products and derived products not intended for
human consumption and implementing Council Directive 97/78/EC as regards certain
samples and items exempt from veterinary checks at the border under that Directive as
corrected and amended, and as adapted to the EEA Agreement by the sectoral
adaptations referred to in Annex I to that Agreement.
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Annex 3 - Iceland’s response to the draft report

mccisT

EFTA Survelliance Authonty
Rue Bellland 35
3-1040, Bruxelize, Balghum

2elfoes, 25 August 2017
Rt 17M31E

Subject: EFTA Surveillance Authority’s mission to leeland in 2017 regarding import controls:
and TRACES - lceland’s respond to draft report.

Pleass find attached a table of comactve aclions o be t3ken by Iczlandic authontks on the basls of the
final report and recommendations of e abavementionad misslcn (Annex 1).

Respecthully
an behaif of MAST

AEHridur Slgurdardattic
Senlor officer
Cifica of legal affaire

4

fré fea PR W,

Austursequr 54 « 500 Selioss « [celand » Ted # 354 530 4500 « Fax + 354 530 S50 « www.mast s - mastiZmast s
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Annex 4 - Iceland’s action plan for corrective actions

No

Recommendation

Reaction of Icelandic authorities

Date of Compliance

Comment/a
ttachment

The competent authority should ensure that, after the
completion of the required veterinary checks, the
certificate for the consignments concerned certifying the
results of the checks is only issued and signed by the
official veterinarian responsible for the relevant BIP for
consignments of products of animal origin other than
fishery products, in line with Article 5(1) of Directive
97/78/EC and Article 3(1) of Regulation (EC) No
136/2004.

Procedures are in place and all checks are
documented in an Excel sheet for each BIP.
These will be checked and GAT-040 the
check list for the annual inspection of BIPs
will be amended to include checks on CVEDs
regarding signatures done by veterinarians on
animal products other than fishery products.

The competent authority should ensure that persons
responsible for consignments from a non-EEA country
forward information in advance by duly completing
where applicable the certificate or provide a detailed
description in writing or in computerised form of the
consignment to the veterinary staff of the border
inspection post to which the products are to be submitted,
in line with Article 17(1) of Regulation (EC) No
882/2004, Article 3(3) of Directive 97/78/EC, Article
2(1) and 2(4) of Regulation 136/2004 and Article 1(1) of
Regulation (EC) No 282/2004, notably as regards
consignments transiting and transhipped via EEA
countries.

Consignments in transit / transhipment will be
obligatory for prenotification in TRACES.

The competent authority should ensure that all pertinent
intelligence is gathered and analysed as required by
Articles 6 and 7 of Regulation (EC) No 136/2004 and
Articles 5 and 6 of Commission Regulation (EC) No
282/2004 to ensure that eligible consignments are subject
to veterinary checks.

Cross checks will be carried out on entire cargo
manifests from carrier companies.

Estimated date of
compliance:
September 2017
Estimated date of
compliance: February
2018

Estimated date of
compliance: February
2018
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The competent authority should ensure that documentary
checks on imported consignments are carried out in line
with Article 4(3) of Directive 97/78/EC.

Documentary checks will be improved to
detect any irregularities between HC and
CVED. These will be added to the check list
for the annual inspection of BIPs GAT-040.

Estimated date of
compliance:  January
2018

The competent authority should take action to ensure that
when documentary checks reveal incorrect information
on the consignment in part | of the CVED, the operator
remedies the situation as required by Article 54 of
Regulation (EC) No 882/2004.

Inspectors/veterinarians  will be informed
regarding their responsibility to instruct the
person responsible for the load to make
corrections on part 1 of CVED. For that
purpose, a standard letter and e-mail will be
prepared in OneCRM file system and sent to
person responsible for the load. Managing of
corrections will be documented in the
registration of consignments (Excel-sheet) for
each BIP.

Estimated date of
compliance: February
2018

The competent authority should ensure that re-
dispatch takes place no more than 60 days after the day
on which the competent authority decided on the
destination of the consignment, unless legal action has
been undertaken as required in Article 21(2) of
Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. If, after the expiry of
the 60-day period, re- dispatch does not take place, the
consignment must be destroyed, unless a delay is
justified.

The standard letter on rejection of
consignment has been amended regarding the
obligation to destroy the consignment after the
60 days period. MII (ANR) has been informed
by MAST about its responsibility to process
administrative complaints from importers
within these time limits.

Finished

The competent authority should ensure that no
consignments in transit and transhipment from a non-
EEA country are introduced into the EEA without
undergoing the necessary veterinary checks as required
by Article 3(1) of Directive 97/78/EC and Article
11(2)(a) and (b) of the same Directive.

See point 2. All consignments in transhipment
will be checked according to time limits and
further checks when necessary. Consignments
in transit will be checked. The cooperation
with customs on consignments in transit/
transhipment will be reinforced

Estimated date of
compliance: February
2018

The competent authority should ensure that non-
conforming consignments are not released into free
circulation and that the official veterinarian of the BIP of

The procedures (LBE-075 Eftirlit med komu
sendinga og umflutningi) for non-conforming
consignments will be revised

Estimated date of
compliance: November
2017




Page 40

entry notifies the competent authority if it has not been
informed of the exit of products from the EEA within 30
days from departure of certain consignments from the
BIP of entry in line with Article 11(2)(c), (d) and (e) of
Directive 97/78/EC.

The competent authority should ensure that exit checks
for consignments in transit are implemented and that the
consignment received conforms to that despatched from
the BIP of introduction, as required in Article 3 of
Commission Decision 2000/208/EC, and to record these
checks in TRACES.

The procedures (LBE-075 Eftirlit med komu
sendinga og umflutningi) for consignments in
transits will be revised

Estimated date of
compliance: November
2017

10

The competent authority should ensure that channelled
consignments are transported to the place of destination
under customs™ supervision and that the consignments
have arrived at their destination, as required by Article
8(4) of Directive 97/78/EC.

The procedures (LBE-108
Endurinnflutningur/ styrdur dkvoérdunarstadur
and the accompanied check list GAT-10) will
be revised. Furthermore, see point 5.

date  of
February

Estimated
compliance:
2018

11

The competent authority should ensure that
communication between competent authorities at the
place of origin and at the place of destination via the
TRACES system take place and that appropriate follow-
up is implemented where required under Articles 8(4)
and (5) (channelling), and 15(4) (re-importation) of
Directive 97/78/EC.

See point 10.

date  of
February

Estimated
compliance:
2018

12

The competent authority should ensure that the TRACES
system is used in line with Article 3(3) of Commission
Decision 2004/292/EC in relation to decisions on
imported and traded consighments, transhipments,
transits and ship supply, channelling and re-import.

Procedures for the use of the TRACES system
will be revised and checks on irregularities
implemented

date  of
February

Estimated
compliance:
2018




