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“The reasons for the scarcity of enzymes in the milk can be sought in the greater
cleanliness and hygiene of the various production stages (milking, transport of the milk,
recipients and processing premises) and the use of metal or plastic recipients and utensils
rather than wooden ones. Indeed, while these practices resolve problems of a
hygiene/health variety, they also strip the milk of bacteria that aid cheese production by
reducing the number of microorganisms in it.”
Amendment Application of Bitto cheese
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Abstract
Geographical Indications (GIs) have been criticised as for their effectiveness to protect
origin foods, promote rural development and guarantee a fair distribution of added value
among the origin food valorisation actors. Food safety and production modernisation are
elements identified to intervene in origin and traditional food production, altering
products’ special character and creating barriers for small and artisan producers. The
presence and the roles of these two elements in product specifications of PDO, PGI and
TSG cheeses from Greece, Italy and United Kingdom are studied through content analysis
of the available national and European relevant documents. The paper discusses the
impact that food safety requirements and modern production methods have on protected
under the EU law cheese products and their producers and comments on the marketing
chances of EU GI cheese products in the US market and the protection that EU GI/TSG
cheese products benefit from, under EU free trade agreements (TTIP & CETA). Results
propose that food safety clauses dominate on the protection of the origin-specific
character of the examined cheeses, while the relevant EU legal framework is implemented
inconsistently. Modern methods and materials find their way in origin and traditional
cheese making and compensate for the loss of significant natural substances in the milk
and the abandon of traditional recipes.
Keywords: Geographical Indication, origin food, cheese, food safety, hygiene,
artisan
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Summary
Research Framework & Questions
Origin products differentiate among their commercial counterparts for their special originderived character. Europe has been from the pioneers in designing Geographical
Indications (GIs) and using GIs as rural development tools. However, GIs effectiveness to
preserve the typicity of origin products and to guarantee a fair distribution of their added
value for rural communities has been recently criticized. Criticism includes also existing but
restricted research on the negative impact of food safety and production modernisation
on origin products’ typicity and the unfair benefits-sharing among the relevant interested
parties.
This paper, presents a case study on the interactions of food safety and production
modernization among the EU PDO, PGI and TSG cheese products and how the two
elements impact products’ typicity and small and artisan producers’ inclusion in quality
schemes. The research targeted in:
• the presence of food safety topics and the modernisation in materials and
production methods in cheese product specification documents
• the challenges food safety and production modernisation bring for origin link of the
protected origin products and the potential impact of these interactions for small
and artisan producers’ participating into quality schemes
• and finally, the protection of EU GI/TSG cheese products under EU free trade
agreements (TTIP & CETA)
Methods
Origin products notion, cheese technology and safety and EU food law studied for the
formatting of the content analysis project. In content analysis, the latest valid versions of
product specification documents are analysed. This is the Product Specifications Content
Analysis, while in a second part, the amended product specifications of the same product
are examined comparatively for the monitoring of product specifications’ evolution
through the years. This is the Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended Product
Specifications. Product specifications of the EU quality scheme cheeses are available
through DOOR database and national portals. The EU related legal framework consulted
consists of the 3 successive regimes defining and regulating the attribution and
certification of foodstuffs as PDO, PGI and TSG and the main pieces of EU food safety law,
relevant to general safety and hygiene of foodstuffs but also to legal requirements for
animal products and especially on milk and dairy products. The whole project has been
conducted by using The Atlas.ti Qualitative Data Analysis software.
Results & Discussion
Documents of the same format present many differences among them and although
product specifications have several obligatory sections to be filled, the provided
information eventually varies from product to product. Studying products from different
member states found that there is lack of a common understanding of product
requirements like ‘microbiological characteristics’ and ‘proof of origin’ and of the term
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‘natural inoculum’ and different perceptions on safety and origin link. Several food safety
requirements are referred in product specifications with the latter presenting a varying
level of adhesion to traditional cheese making methods. The increased hygiene, the use of
inox and plastic equipment and milk sanitation brought technological aids (i.e. starter
cultures and CaCl2) into GI/TSG cheeses to compensate for the naturally present (in milk)
but lost substances which are important for cheese making. Origin link and traditional
cheese making are sacrificed for extra food safety and guarantees of compliance with food
safety legal requirements. Food safety and production modernization are the two sides of
the same coin, with modern technologies introduced on the necessity to guarantee
greater food safety and hygiene while on the other hand, food safety is said to be
reassured due to the extensive use of modern technologies. The content analysis of the
adopted amendments has further verified this situation, with modern production
processes to be introduced in GI/TSG cheese making in the same time that restriction
which protect products’ typicity are abolished. Recordings demonstrate also possible
barriers for small and artisan producers’ participation in the quality schemes. Power
dominance on quality schemes makes it hard for small and artisan producers to follow the
GI/TSG certification although they have legitimate interest on the protected names. These
actors, reproducing heritage and traditional knowledge, tend to be less involved in origin
cheese production. While, approximately 56% of the examined cheese products could face
marketing restrictions if exported to the US market and there is lack of proper protection
under the free trade agreement between EU and US.
The study is a product specific and its conclusions are applicable only for GI cheeses (as
only cheese products among which only one TSG) and limited by the particularities of
cheese safety and hygiene. Results are not quantified due to lack of uniformity of the used
data set both in terms of format and input language. The used data sources are further
restricted to legal documents and the lack of empirical input allows only for conclusions
on possible scenarios as for the impact of the various safety requirements and production
practices recorded on the origin products and the local actors involved in latter’s
valorization circle. Finally, “tradition” is perceived here as a static notion and alterations
of products’ typicity and traditionality are rather negative results than natural and
unavoidable changes of the evolution of environment and society.
On these grounds, the views of the origin food producers and other actors involved in
GI/TSG cheese products’ marketing may be studied to delineate the influence of food
safety and product modernisation on the GI/TSG products’ typicity and the possible small
and artisan producers’ exclusion from quality schemes. The role and power of the
competent authorities (both in European and national level) on registrations of new
names and the registration of producers under an existing quality scheme, it would be also
worth studying as the better understanding of the function of EU quality schemes could
allow for recommendations on an adjustment of the current practices to better serve the
scope and aims of the quality scheme regulation and provide for a level playing field for all
legitimate actors involved in and around the GI/TSG cheese supply chain.
vi | P a g e

List of Acronyms
OP(s)

Origin Product(s)

GI(s)
EU
PDO
PGI
TSG
EC
DOOR
TTIP
WTO
CETA
EEC
OJ
SD
MS(s)
GFL
FBO(s)
MEP(s)
HACCP
GMP(s)
mos
CFR
DG AGRI

Geographical Indication(s)
European Union
Protected Designation of Origin
Protected Geographical Indication
Traditional Speciality Guaranteed
European Commission
Database Of Origin & Registration
Transatlantic Trade & Investment Partnership
World Trade Organisation
Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (EU and Canada)
European Economic Community
Official Journal of the European Union
Single Document
Member State(s)
General Food Law
Food Business Operator(s)
Member(s) of the European Parliament
Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points
Good Manufacturing Practice(s)
microorganisms
Code of Federal Regulations
Directorate- General for Agriculture and Rural Development

vii | P a g e

List of Tables
Table 1.1 - The examined products presented per country and per scheme ........................ 3
Table 2.1 - Relevant EU legal resources on food safety & quality schemes ......................... 10
Table 2.2 – Annex II, Section IX of Regulation (EC) No. 853/2004 laying down specific rules
for food of animal origin......................................................................................................... 16
Table 2.3 – Definitions of microbiological criterion, food safety criterion and process
hygiene criterion in Regulation (EC) No. 2073/2005 ............................................................. 18
Table 2.4 - Food safety & process hygiene criteria applicable food cheese products and
process hygiene criteria applicable to the cheese production (sampling details omitted).
.................................................................................................................................................. 18
Table 3.1 – Coding System followed in Product Specifications Content Analysis for the
identification of Food Safety issues presence in the product specifications ...................... 34
Table 3.2 – Coding System followed in Product Specifications Content Analysis for the
identification of Origin Link related issues in the product specifications ........................... 35
Table 3.3 – Barriers for small and artisan farmers’ inclusion to a quality scheme &
Independent codes ................................................................................................................. 36
Table 3.4 – Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended Product Specifications codes:
changes in specification documents...................................................................................... 36

List of Figures
Figure 2.1 - Interaction between people, product and place (Vandecandelaere, Arfini,
Belletti, & Marescotti, 2009) ................................................................................................... 7
Figure 2.2 - The ‘virtuous circle’ of origin product (OP) valorisation (Belletti & Marescotti,
2011) ........................................................................................................................................... 8
Figure 2.3 - The origin-linked quality virtuous circle (Vandecandelaere et al., 2009) ........... 8
Figure 2.4 – Diagram of the most common cheese making steps (Chandan & Kapoor, 2011)
.................................................................................................................................................. 24
Figure 3.1 – Division of different documentation available for product specifications ......31
Figure 3.2 – Primary documents’ division as for a) the quality scheme and b) the country of
origin ....................................................................................................................................... 33
Figure 4.1 – Quotation on the use of specific materials ....................................................... 54
Figure 4.2 - Quotation on the use of specific materials ....................................................... 55
Figure 5.1 – Quotation from Montasio specification on milkings & milk storage .............. 65

viii | P a g e

Table of Contents
Acknowledgments .................................................................................................................... ii
Abstract .................................................................................................................................... iv
Summary.................................................................................................................................... v
List of Acronyms ..................................................................................................................... vii
List of Tables .......................................................................................................................... viii
List of Figures ......................................................................................................................... viii
Table of Contents..................................................................................................................... ix
1.

Introduction .................................................................................................................. 1
1.1.

When food safety and modern production methods meet origin foods ............... 2

1.2.

Area of Study & Research Framework ...................................................................... 2

1.3.

Research Questions ................................................................................................... 4

2.

Theory ............................................................................................................................6
2.1.

Origin and Traditional Food Products .......................................................................6

2.1.1.

OPs as rural development tools – the valorisation circle ..................................... 7

2.1.2.

PDO, PGI and TSG: the legal protection of OPs ....................................................9

2.2.

The EU regulatory framework: Quality Schemes & Food Safety .......................... 10

2.2.1.

Quality Schemes: the 3 successive legal regimes ................................................ 11

The quality schemes system: scope and functionality ..............................................12
Product Specification in the three legal regimes ...................................................... 13
Application Registration and Amendment of Specifications ................................... 14
2.2.2.

Food Safety legislation and cheese products ..................................................... 15

General principles of EU food law.............................................................................. 16
Cheese related legislation: food of animal origin ..................................................... 16
Official controls ........................................................................................................... 20
Flexibility in food hygiene implementation ............................................................... 20
2.2.3.
2.3.

Food Safety provisions in the Quality Scheme Regulations .............................. 22
The cheese ................................................................................................................ 23

2.3.1.

The cheese making ............................................................................................... 23

The cheese making equipment & cultures ................................................................ 24
2.3.2.

Cheese-related hazards & critical control points in cheese making .................. 25

2.3.3.

Cheese product main characteristics .................................................................. 26
ix | P a g e

2.4.

Cheese-specific debates .......................................................................................... 26
Raw-milk cheese VS pasteurized cheese ................................................................... 26
The Stilton case ........................................................................................................... 27
Equipment materials and cultures interaction .......................................................... 28

3.

Methodology ............................................................................................................... 29
3.1.

Content Analysis of Product Specification documentation................................... 29

3.1.1.

Sources of Information & Primary Documents ...................................................30

3.1.2.

Variables definition ............................................................................................... 33

3.1.3.

The function of the different variables. .............................................................. 37

Primary documents families. ...................................................................................... 37
Codes – Product Specifications Content Analysis .....................................................38
Codes - Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended Product Specifications ... 45
3.2. Classification Model: Protected cheese products’ marketability in the US market
– GI recognition and compliance with safety standards .................................................. 47
4.

Results ........................................................................................................................ 48
4.1.

Food Safety in Specification Documents ............................................................... 48

4.1.1.

Milk and other raw materials (4 codes – 79 quotes) ......................................... 48

4.1.2.

Ripening as a hazard control measure (3 codes - 100 quotes) ......................... 49

4.1.3.

Product characteristics, hazards and process hygiene (6 codes – 39 quotes) 49

4.1.4.

Food safety legal requirements & private standards (39 quotes) ....................50

4.2.

New technologies touching on GI cheese’s typicity and traditionality................. 51

4.2.1.

The cheese cultures (5 codes, 89 quotes) .......................................................... 51

4.2.2.

Additives................................................................................................................ 52

4.2.3.

The nature of rennet: animal rennet, vegetative & bacterial rennet ................ 52

4.2.4.

New trends and technologies introduced in GI cheese product specifications52

4.3.

Food Safety and Production Modernisation challenging GI cheeses’ origin link . 54

4.3.1.

Number of milkings & milk storage conditions .................................................. 54

4.3.2.

Materials for equipment & in-contact surfaces .................................................. 54

4.3.3.

Raw VS pasteurized milk and other milk heat treatments.................................56

4.3.4.

Food Safety: A Trojan horse for changes in traditional cheese production ..... 57

4.3.5.

Non-traditional raw materials & modern production methods.........................58

Technological aids and preservatives ........................................................................58
x|Page

Cheese crust treatment ..............................................................................................59
4.4.

Challenges for small and artisan cheese producers ...........................................59
Grana Padano producers, voluntary exempt their products from a derogation on
microbiological criteria .............................................................................................. 60
Dairy Crest controling Buxton Blue & Dovedale product specifications ................ 60
Sophisticated quality and safety management systems ......................................... 60

4.5.
5.

PDO, PGI and TSG cheese products’ marketability in the US market ................... 61
Conclusions & Discussion ........................................................................................... 62

5.1. Food safety and production modernisation requirements find their way into
product specification documents ......................................................................................63
Hygiene & flexibility ....................................................................................................63
“Product characteristics” .......................................................................................... 64
Automation & New technology in origin and traditional cheese making .............. 64
5.2. Food safety dogma prevails on typicity preservation: traditional methods are
abandoned and new technologies are introduced ...........................................................65
Right or exception? The language used in introducing traditional equipment use 65
When food safety dogma is self-refuting ..................................................................65
The milk heat treatment ............................................................................................. 67
Microbiological characteristics ................................................................................. 68
Rennet’s origin ........................................................................................................... 68
Cultures....................................................................................................................... 69
5.3.

Barriers to artisan and small producers’ inclusion ................................................. 70
Expensive & Sophisticated hygiene control .............................................................. 70
Microbiological characteristics .................................................................................. 70
Private standards integration in product specifications .......................................... 70

5.4.

Challenges of marketing a GI cheese in the US market ..........................................71

5.5. Documentation: Lack of uniformity across member states and language
restrictions .......................................................................................................................... 72
British Documents....................................................................................................... 72
Italian Documents ....................................................................................................... 73
Greek Documents ....................................................................................................... 73
5.6.

Variation in legal interpretation .............................................................................. 73
“Microbiological Characteristics” .............................................................................. 74
xi | P a g e

“Proof of origin” ......................................................................................................... 74
“Natural Inoculum” .................................................................................................... 74
5.7.

Study Limitations & Future Research ..................................................................... 76

References .............................................................................................................................. 78
Pictures ................................................................................................................................ 87
Annex I – Single Document & Product Specification of a Traditional Speciality Guaranteed
Templates ................................................................................................................................... I
Annex II – Amendment Templates ........................................................................................ IV
Annex III – Product Specification Documents used as Primary Documents in Content
Analysis .................................................................................................................................. VIII
Documents used per product in “Product Specifications’ Content Analysis” ................ IX
British cheese products...................................................................................................... IX
Greek cheese products ........................................................................................................X
Italian cheese products ..................................................................................................... XII
Documents used per product in “Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended
Product Specifications” .................................................................................................... XIV
British cheese products.................................................................................................... XIV
Greek cheese products .................................................................................................... XIV
Italian cheese products .................................................................................................... XIV

xii | P a g e

1. Introduction
Origin products’ (OPs) are products that differentiate among others in the same category
due to its specific characteristics which are attributed to the formers’ geographical origin
(Vandecandelaere et al., 2009). The last decades, OPs have gained remarkable consumers’
appreciation (Dogan & Gokovali, 2012; Jaupi, Allmuça, & Bajraktari, 2014; Raustiala &
Munzer, 2007), boosted rural development in the regions of origin through the creation of
niche markets (Ilbery & Kneafsey, 1999) and contributed to the regional gastronomic
tourism (Bessiere, 1998). Geographical Indications (GIs) respond to the necessity of
certifying the origin of food - and other products – for consumers (Calboli, 2015). GIs are
further used as a rural development and marketing tool so as to capture the added value
for the local communities (Dogan & Gokovali, 2012).
The European region has been from the pioneers in the design of GI protection systems
that influenced GIs worldwide (Bowen, 2010b; Raustiala & Munzer, 2007). In the European
Union (EU) origin and traditional foodstuffs are protected under PDO (Protected
Denomination of Origin), PGI (Protected Geographical Indication) and TSG (Traditional
Speciality Guaranteed) quality schemes (“EU agricultural product quality policy,” n.d.). The
protection of OPs under IP law is a controversial political issue in global arena. The type
(GIs vs trademarks) and level (full or partial, temporary or permanent) of protection that
the EU GIs will enjoy under EU free trade agreements with US and Canada, is a typical
example on the controversies that exist in between the different national or supernational GI systems.
Except from the criticism on the necessity and legitimacy of protecting origin foods (Erik
Thévenod-Mottet and Delphine Marie-Vivien, 2011; Raustiala & Munzer, 2007), GIs have
been also criticized for their effectiveness to preserve the typicity of origin products
(Bowen & De Master, 2011; Bromberger, 2006; De Roest & Menghi, 2000; Gangjee, 2015;
Segale, Zanoli, & Sopranzetti, 1997) and to guarantee a fair distribution of the added value
to the rural communities (Bowen, 2010b; Bowen & De Master, 2011; Tregear et al., 2007).
Several GI certification schemes have been recorded (both in the EU and worldwide) failing
to protect the origin link of GI products and bring added value (Barham, 2003; Bowen,
2010b; Bowen & De Master, 2011; Calboli, 2015; Vakoufaris, 2010). The alteration of the
traditional methods and materials used (da Cruz & Menasche, 2013; De Roest & Menghi,
2000; Gangjee, 2015) and the unbalanced power dominance - which leads to the
marginalisation or exclusion of small and artisan producers from decision making and
participating in benefits sharing of certification (Bowen & De Master, 2011; Tregear, Arfini,
Belletti, & Marescotti, 2007; Vakoufaris, 2010) - have been recognised as reasons of failure
of GI schemes.
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1.1. When food safety and modern production methods meet origin foods
Product specification – that GI systems use for regulating and defining the protected
products - has been recognised as a key-factor for both the protection of origin link and
the success of GIs as rural development tool (Elizabeth Barham, 2003; Gangjee, 2015;
Tregear et al., 2007). This is because product specification includes all the parameters
defining the character of the GI product and the terms of inclusion of producers to the
scheme. Several authors like da Cruz, Bromberger, Bowen, Ilbery, Kneafsey et al. refer to
the manipulation of quality schemes’ benefits through altering production methods and
raw materials indicated in product specification. There exist a few studies dealing with
food safety and production modernisation as factors, potentially undermining the origin
link of OPs and promote the exclusion of small and artisan farmers from EU GI scheme. A
few papers refer to the introduction of sophisticated hygiene control systems, to strict
food safety standards (Bromberger, 2006; da Cruz & Menasche, 2013; Ilbery & Kneafsey,
1999) and to the use of modern production methods (Berar & Marchenay, 1998; Bowen,
2010b; De Roest & Menghi, 2000) as interventions that shift away from traditional
methods and loosen products’ origin link, while lead to small and artisan producers’
exclusion from benefits’ sharing. Out of the “origin food” theoretical framework,
literature deals also with traditional products from food safety point of view. The safety of
fermented products like sausages, sour vegetables and cheese as well as the “pasteurized
milk VS raw-milk” (both for direct consumption and for use in cheese making) are debates
that count more than 30 years ongoing delegations in academic and governance arena
(Lücke & Zangerl, 2014) with GI and non-GI cheese products being attractive due to their
physicochemical characteristics and consumers’ demand (Bromberger, 2006; da Cruz &
Menasche, 2013; De Roest & Menghi, 2000; Paxson, 2008; Tregear et al., 2007; Yoon, Lee,
& Choi, 2016).

1.2. Area of Study & Research Framework
Considering the restricted research on the impact of food safety and production
modernisation on the origin link of OPs and the benefits-sharing among the various actors
involved in the valorisation of OPs, this study is an effort to bring light on the issue of
interactions of origin link and traditionality with food safety/hygiene standards as well as
standardisation and adjustment of production to modern methods. The latter is an issue
first recognised and discussed back in 1998 from Berar and Marchenay when the first EU
GI regulation was in its first years of implementation (Berar & Marchenay, 1998).
The paper focuses on the delineation of the interactions of food safety and production
modernization with origin link of GI/TSG cheese products. Cheese is selected as the
subject of this study due to being from those few products for which literature on GI
product specifications, OPs’ protection and valorisation exists, even if restricted – (a).
What is more, cheese is a pretty old food product counting more than 5000 years of
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existence (P.F. Fox, 2011b), its technology and safety have been widely studied and several
debates, as mentioned above, have extensively discussed in public discourse (b). Finally,
cheese’s main ingredient, the milk, may include different and possibly serious
microbiological and chemical hazards for human health and hence there exist concerns for
final product’s safety (c).
So, product specification documents regulating the conditions under which cheese
products can be included in one of the three existing EU quality schemes are analysed to
delineate the level of inclusion of food safety issues and new technologies in GI and
traditional cheese making as well as to investigate the way these factors impact the GI/TSG
products’ origin link and the participation of small and artisan cheese producers in the
quality schemes.
Although content analysis is considered primarily a qualitative method for text data
categorization (Cavanagh, 1997), it is used here as a systematic way for data collection and
quotations’ recording from the product specification texts. At first level, content analysis
aimed to identify the level of presence of food safety and production modernisation in
product specifications. The results are discussed as for the impact of food safety and
production modernization on the preservation of products’ origin link and the inclusion of
small and artisan producers (and farmers) into a quality schemes. In terms of feasibility
and time restrictions, the study includes quality scheme cheese products originating only
from three of the EU Member States (MSs): Greece, Italy and United Kingdom.
The main database used is the “Database Of Origin & Registration” (DOOR, n.d.) which is
powered by the European Commission (EC) and contains product names of foodstuffs that
have applied, have been published or registered under a quality scheme (“EU agricultural
product quality policy,” n.d.). Beside DOOR, EUR-Lex – Access to European Union law
portal (“EUR-lex,” n.d.) and national, official information sources have been consulted for
verification or for additional information, where those provided in DOOR were not
appropriate or sufficient (ex. There are a few cases were the only documents available in
DOOR were hand written, scanned documents since early 90’s).
Table 1.1 – The examined products presented per country and per scheme.
Country /Scheme

PDO

PGI

TSG

Total:

Greece

21

0

0

21

Italy

49

1

1

51

United Kingdom

10

6

0

16

Total:

80

7

1

88
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1.3. Research Questions
This research project aims to answer “whether food safety and production modernisation
influence product specifications of protected, under EU’s quality schemes, cheese
products and how the two elements impact product’s origin link and, small and artisan
producers’ inclusion in a scheme”.
To answer the main research question, 4 sub-questions have been structured:
•

Is food safety an issue discussed in the product specification documents of cheese
products registered under one of the three quality schemes (PDO, PGI, TSG) of
Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012 (or its previous versions)?

Are food safety requirements included in product specification although not a mandatory
element under EU quality scheme regulation? Are issues related to food safety - such as
hygiene rules, ingredients’ safe use, hygiene control measures etc. – referred in the
product specification documents? How many different safety issues are discussed and on
what aspects of cheese making do they often occur?
•

Are elements of modernisation in materials and production methods present in
product specification documents of cheese products registered under one of the
three quality schemes (PDO, PGI, TSG) of Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012 (or its
previous versions)?

Are new technologies (i.e. automatic milking) and modern materials (i.e. additives) used in
GI/TSG cheese products’ manufacturing and in what extend? How many different issues
are discussed and on what aspects and steps of cheese making? How modernisation of
materials and methods affects traditionality and typicality of the protected GI cheeses?
•

Do food safety and production modernisation challenge the origin link and heritage
of protected under EU law OPs by altering their typicity?

Are there any safety requirements or modern cheese making practices that pose
restrictions in the use of traditional raw materials or equipment and methods historically
used? Is food safety hampering the contribution of important for product’s typicity
factors?
•

What would be the potential impact of the previously identified interactions for
small and artisan producers’ participating into quality schemes?

Are there any requirements included in product specification considered as barriers to
small and artisan producers’ inclusion in the scheme and to the fair distribution of the
GI/TSG promoted added-value among the different actors? Product specification
documents are examined for the presence of requirements impeding the participation of
4|Page

small local producers into the scheme due to posing financial burden on them or the
inclusion of artisan producers due to posing restrictions in the implementation of the
traditional production methods, equipment and raw materials.
•

How and in what extend are the European GIs protected under EU free trade
agreements according the latest updates on negotiations?

Are GIs protected in the same way as in EU under the EU-US and EU-Canada free trade
agreements? What are the - potential - challenges they may face and what would be like
the marketing conditions of British, Greek and Italian GI cheese products under the TTIP
agreement?
As the type of IP rights for OPs protection is a debate that has reached in the past WTO
and its dispute settlement mechanism (WTO, 2005) and it is still today a highly
controversial issue under the EU free trade agreements with US – TTIP (DirectorateGenerale for Trade of the European Commission, 2015) and the recently concluded EUCanada (CETA) agreement. Except from the 4 questions related to the core research aim this question targets to identify challenges of protected GIs typicity within contemporary
trade discussions for free trade agreements. Apart from literature on GIs protection under
the free trade agreements, a classification model of cheese products according US Federal
food safety standards is created and used in a small case study.
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2. Theory
2.1. Origin and Traditional Food Products
The valorisation of OPs and their role for rural societies has been also studied in order to
understand and explain the connections of food safety and of new technologies with the
loss of origin link and the dominance of a single supply chain actor on (protected OPs) that
as several authors indicate are reasons for the failure of OPs as rural development tool
(Arfini, Albisu, & Giacomini, 2011; Belletti & Marescotti, 2011; Bowen, 2010a; Bromberger,
2006; De Roest & Menghi, 2000; Gangjee, 2015; London Economics, 2008; Luca Settanni &
Moschetti, 2014; Sylvander, 2004; Vandecandelaere et al., 2009).

“Origin-linked product is a product in which a specific quality is essentially attributable to
its geographical origin, as a result of a combination of unique climatic conditions, soil
characteristics, local plant varieties or breeds, local know-how, historical or cultural
practices, and traditional knowledge concerning the production and processing of certain
products. The interaction among these elements (which constitute what is known as the
terroir) confers specific characteristics that allow the product to be differentiated from
other products in the same category.” (Vandecandelaere et al., 2009)

Based to the above definition given by Vandecandelaere et. al, origin food products1 are
defined for this study as those foodstuffs perceived having an added value for consumers
that result from a combination of different parameters that are linked to the region, place
or area that the food originates (Meulen, 2007). The total of all these characteristics
distinguishing the production process and the final product from other in the same
category and having a unique and logical link to the place of origin, are called the “typicity”
of the product (Meulen, 2007). However, as Meulen also explains, not only typicity defines
the link of a product with its origin. Other factors like traditionality and communality based
on the human skills existing in the area are equally important to territorial aspects (Arfini
et al., 2011; Meulen, 2007).
In another definition by Vandecandelaere et al., typicity is a combination of three major
categories of factors that interact among them: the “place” related factors, defined as
those related to the natural and human resources: local environment, raw materials,
climate etc., the human factors, labelled usually as “people” or “process” related where
the craftsmanship, traditional knowledge, consumers’ perception and supply chain
activities are categorized and the “product” characteristics, that are all those
physicochemical (as regard food) properties that define the distinct quality of an OP
1

Hereinafter reffered also simply as origin products (OPs)
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(Vandecandelaere et al., 2009). This second analysis of what typicity consists argues that
traditionality is an integrated aspect within tipicity. This notion will be used in the present
project which examines products that are certified and protected both on terms of their
link to a specific geographical area and traditionality. Hence, “origin” and “origin link” in
this project is perceived as including both environmental and human factors contributing
to the originality of OPs and corresponding also to the traditional character of a product.

Figure 2.1 - Interaction between people, product and place (Vandecandelaere et al., 2009)

2.1.1. OPs as rural development tools – the valorisation circle
OPs value is constructed by a circle of activities in which several actors are involved. This
circle, known as the “virtuous valorisation circle” and depicts the interactions among the
different actors involved in the creation and promotion of OPs’ value (Vandecandelaere et
al., 2009). The OPs are considered important and comparatively successful tools for rural
development as for their strong links with different dimensions with the rural region that
they originate. This is because consumers and producers tend to attribute an added value
to this origin link with the place the food is produced for reasons of identity, or even for
their safety and quality (Belletti & Marescotti, 2011). This is more intensive when OPs
originate from areas with strong cultural identities (Arfini et al., 2011). The two figures
(Figures 2.2 and 2.3) below, depicts the different factors’ connecting the 4 steps of
valorisation circle as recognized by Belletti et al. and Vandecandelaere et. al respectively.
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Figure 2.2 - The ‘virtuous circle’ of origin product (OP) valorisation (Belletti & Marescotti,
2011)

Figure 2.3 - The origin-linked quality virtuous circle (Vandecandelaere et al., 2009)
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The valorisation of OPs can support the product supply chain, increase diversification or
rural economy, empower human resources and the development of social organization at
the local level and protect the environment and the local cultures (Belletti & Marescotti,
2011). Parmigiano Reggiano cheese is a successful example of an OP which has a beneficial
impact on employment and environment and that has been able to secure a large and
successful market (De Roest & Menghi, 2000).

2.1.2. PDO, PGI and TSG: the legal protection of OPs
While OPs recognized as important for rural development tools (Arfini et al., 2011), showed
up the necessity to control and protect their production and marketing from unfair
practices. The notion of protection of indications of geographical origin is found back in
ancient times, while in the European territory the first sui generis protection system have
been developed in France in the 18th century (Mantrov, 2014). These legal systems are
commonly known as “Geographical Indications”. GIs are attractive to consumers due to
their special characteristics and quality (Zisidis, 2014) and they have been further
promoted both as rural development and marketing tools for local products, especially in
remote places (Belletti & Marescotti, 2011; Dogan & Gokovali, 2012). GIs are potentially
useful, also, for the protection of the traditional heritage and environmental resources
associated to OPs, due to being collectively governed and locally based mechanisms of
protection (Bowen, 2010a).
The protection of GI, from a sociological point of view is about a collective ownership of
an IPR. The GI protection concept can have three distinctive meanings for the OP and its
supply chain actors: a) defines and restricts which stakeholders can exclusively use the GI
by geographical means and means of compliance with specific rules2, b) prevents from
detrimental impact that imitation products and other unfair marketing practices may have
for the OPs and c) preserve the heritage / traditional features of OPs (Erik ThévenodMottet and Delphine Marie-Vivien, 2011). The inclusion to a scheme and the protection
benefits are based on the fulfilment of the requirements included in a code of practice
(Vandecandelaere et al., 2009). In the EU legislation, this code of practice is the “product
specification”. Further details on the legal role of product specification will be given in
section 2.2.1.
The formation of the code of practice (or product specification) is supposed to be a
collective action undertaken by a group of supply chain actors and other local stakeholders
that may not be directly related to the supply chain but participate in the valorisation circle
activities (for example, local authorities or civic society associations promoting local
culture) (Vandecandelaere et al., 2009). The power balance among stakeholders is
depicted in the formation procedures of the code of practice as well as in the requirements

2

For TSG products only the latter restriction applies as they have no space-specificity.
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included in product specification (for the EU quality scheme system). The result of
negotiations for the code of practice shall guarantee a good representation of interests
and a satisfactory level of inclusion in the scheme (Arfini et al., 2011; Bowen, 2010a; London
Economics, 2008; Tregear et al., 2007) as well as proper preservation of the origin link of
the OP (Gangjee, 2015; Raustiala & Munzer, 2007).

2.2. The EU regulatory framework: Quality Schemes & Food Safety
Two different contexts of EU food law are analysed hereinafter giving the legal framework
within which this project has been developed. The one is the quality schemes of European
Union which includes the 3 successive regulations defining and regulating the attribution
and certification of foodstuffs as PDO, PGI and TSG as well as all the implementing
regulations accompanying these 3 different regimes on quality schemes from 1992 till
today. The second context includes is the main pieces of EU Food Safety Law that are
related to general food safety and hygiene of foodstuffs but also to legal requirements
specific to animal-derived food and especially on milk and dairy products.
The quality scheme legislation has been studied with the aim to identify the role and
prioritization of origin link for products, the protection provided to cheese products and
the role and the power of product specification documents under quality schemes. Legal
framework on food safety has been used as source of cheese-related food safety topics
for the articulation of content analysis’ variables. This process helped to match those food
safety and technology issues of cheese products mentioned in scientific literature with
specific EU food law requirements. Legal sources were also a necessary tool to
discriminate between compulsory food safety requirements applicable on traditional
cheese products and those that, due to the flexibility pursuant to EU Food Law for
traditional food, could be deemed optional. The main pieces of EU legislation used is this
study are presented in Table 2.1 below.
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Table 2.1 – Relevant EU legal resources on food safety & quality schemes.
Food Safety

Quality schemes

Regulation (EC) No 178/2002

Council Regulation (EEC) No 2081/92

Council Directive 2002/99/EC

Council Regulation (EEC) No 2082/92

Regulation (EC) No 852/2004

Commission Regulation (EEC) No 2037/93

Regulation (EC) No 853/2004

Commission Regulation (EEC) No 1848/93 of 9
July 1993

Regulation (EC) No 854/2004

Commission Regulation (EC) No 383/2004

Regulation (EC) No 882/2004

Council Regulation (EC) No 509/2006

Commission Regulation (EC) No 2073/2005

Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006

Commission Regulation (EC) No 2074/2005

Commission Regulation (EC) No 1898/2006
Commission Regulation (EC) No 1216/2007
Regulation (EU) No 1151/2012
Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No
664/2014
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No
668/2014

2.2.1. Quality Schemes: the 3 successive legal regimes
From 1992 (that the first EU Regulations on the protection of GIs and special character of
foodstuffs were adopted) till today, EU has established three regulatory packages on the
protection of geographical indications and traditional products. These three regimes – as
they will be called in this paper – consist, in practice, adaptations of the first one and
involve in total 12 different regulations (Table 2.1). The first regime of 1992 included two
main Regulations, the one dealt with the establishment of the two protection schemes for
geographical indications (PDO – Protected Denomination of Origin & PGI – Protected
Geographical Indication) and the second with the certificate of specific character for
agricultural products and foodstuffs. This regime was updated, for the first time 14 years
later, in 2006, with keeping PDO & PGI schemes in a separate regulation from traditional
products but this time establishing a specific name for the traditional products’
certification: TSG – Traditional Specialty Guaranteed. The second and last amendment of
the scheme came in 2012 when all of the existing schemes and two newly introduced
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optional quality terms (mountain product & product of island farming) have been all
included in one piece of legislation, the Regulation (EU) No 1151/2012 , that is valid today.
The quality schemes system: scope and functionality
As mentioned before, GIs exist in European territory to protect local and traditional foods
since 20th century. European Community develops the first common GI protection system
in 1992 for the promotion of its local products and in order to satisfy consumers’ demand
for authentic products of specific quality attributed to their geographical origin (Gragnani,
2012). Except from promoting local products and eliminating barriers to trade among MSs
(due to co-existence of the several national GI systems) (Gragnani, 2012), GIs have been
also established in order to protect social, cultural and environmental resources from
globalization and product standardization (Bowen, 2010a). The last quality scheme regime,
Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012 explicitly states that the added value reasoning the
protection of origin and traditional products is rooted to the place of origin or the specific
farming and processing methods used - art.1(2), Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012.
PDO and PGI schemes have the same function, to identify a product as originating from a
specific place (Gragnani, 2013). However, they differ between them in two essential points:
a) PGI products can be protected if just their reputation proven and b) for a product to
obtain the PGI certification, it is sufficient that only one production step takes place inside
the designated area (Gragnani, 2013). The protection offered to the two schemes is of the
same level. Article 13 of Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012 contains a list of prohibited actions
about the registered quality names. The commercial use of the protected names and logos
is forbidden to anyone other than those authorized. Names and products are protected
from imitation, misuse or evocation as well as from all the “style” or “type” kind of
references to the registered names. Finally, products are protected from any misleading
indication as for the origin or the nature of the product in packaging and advertisement.
The first regime corresponding to the today named TSG products, was referring just to the
certification of products with “specific character” – art.2 (1) of Council Regulation (EEC)
No. 2082/92 – without any requirement to prove history of a specific period as in the
current regime for TSGs. The second regime of 2006, TSG term is introduced, and the term
“traditional” is legally defined3 while there is still no time restriction for the proven
traditionality of the product. Finally, according art. 18 of Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012, TSG
is attributed to products with a long-standing tradition of 30 years at least that are
produced by traditional methods or use traditional materials. This quality scheme does not
provide exclusive use of the name to producers from a specific geographical region but,
all producers compliant to the product specifications can use the name and the union logo
3

Art.2(1)(b) of Regulation (EC) No. 509/2006: ‘traditional’ means proven usage on the Community market for
a period showing transmission between generations; this time period should be the one generally ascribed to
one human generation, at least 25 years;
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of authenticity - art. 23, Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012. All information relevant to the TSG
product manufacturing are disclosed and can be used by anyone. This fact of both
information disclosure without adequate protection has led to a restricted interest and
use of TSG scheme (Gragnani, 2013).
Product Specification in the three legal regimes
The product specification is the total of the requirements that must be fulfilled for a
product to be admitted under a quality scheme and hence benefit from the provided
protection4. Product specification consist of the essential parts of an application for a
quality scheme registration and about PDO and PGI schemes5. An application is prepared
by the applicant group (and exceptionally by a natural or legal person) and though the
same the product specification. Under the current legal regime, the “group” should “work
with the products with the name to be registered” to qualify for application - art.49(1) of
Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012. For the previous regimes, the “group” was more strictly
defined as “producers or processors working with the same agricultural product or
foodstuff” – art.5(1) of Regulation (EEC) No. 2081/1992.
Product specification include in all three regimes the same requirements. The most
important and relevant ones for this study are: the name of the protected GI, the definition
of the production area, a description of various aspects of the product (physical, chemical,
sensory etc.), evidence that the product originated from the defined geographical area,
description of the production method “… and, if appropriate, the authentic and unvarying
local methods …” and evidence on the link of the product’s quality or reputation with the
defined geographical area. In the first two regimes, there was included also a clause
providing for the inclusion of any other Community and/or national requirement. This
provision has been abolished in the latest regime. Application templates used under the
current legislation are given in Annex I.
In the first regime, art.6(2) of Regulation (ECC) No. 2081/92 refers that the European
Commission (hereinafter referred as the Commission) should publish in Official Journal
(OJ) of the European Union the PDO/PGI applications which should include “…reference
to national provisions governing the preparation, production or manufacturing of the
product…” and for TSG products, Regulation (ECC) No. 2082/92 also refers in art.8 that
the Commission should also publish in the OJ the main points of the application with
product specification to be considered one of them.
In the second regime, for PDO/PGI applications, art.6(2) Regulation (EC) No. 510/2006
refers that the Commission should publish in the OJ the Single Document (SD) – which

4

Art.4 of Council Regulation (EEC) No. 2081/92, art.4 of Regulation (EC) No. 510/2006 and art.7 of Regulation
(EU) No. 1151/2012
5
TSG falls under the same exactly legal provision only in the current regime
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consists a summary of the most important points of the application for a registration of a
name – and include “the reference to the publication of the specification” which from now
and on should be electronically accessible - art.5(4) Regulation (EC) No. 510/2006. The
same is valid for TSG product application – art.8(2) of Regulation (EC) No. 510/2006.
The last regime follows the same norm. In art.50(2)(a) of Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012, it
is mentioned that the Commission should publish in the OJ both the SD and a reference to
the publication of product specification. Member States (MSs) are required to ensure
electronic access to the product specification documents – art.49(4) of Regulation (EU)
No. 1151/2012.
So, as described above, for PDO and PGI schemes, the first regime provided that
Commission must make product specification6 public with the application7. On the other
hand, the next two legal regimes provided that Commission must publish in the OJ only
the summary of the application - the SD - and a reference to the national publication of the
product specification document8.
Application Registration and Amendment of Specifications
The application procedure is almost the same for all the three regimes. Some differences
exist in the classification of amendments as minor and non-minor. The general procedure
follows the below stages: Producers’ application is submitted to the national competent
authorities where a first scrutiny for admissibility is conducted. Then the MS forwards the
application to the EC (or one of its precedent institutions). In case of cross-border
geographical areas, the application is submitted directly to the EC. The EC publishes the
application/request for the attribution of one of the three quality schemes including the
submitted product specification (or a reference to this document that it is available
through the national competent authorities) and provides for a specific period for
objections from other MSs. If no objection submitted or when consultation on objections
is concluded, the EC registers the product name accompanied with the product
specification as initially applied or as modified through the objections’ procedure.
The group (i.e. producers’ organizations) obtaining a quality scheme can request - again
through the MS - the modification of a product specification. The procedure depends on
the nature of the requested changes and the part of the product specification affected.
When the change is considered of minor importance, the requested amendment is
examined directly by the EC with no possibility for objections from the other MSs. When
the amendment modifies one of the essential characteristics of the product specification,
the ordinary procedure followed for the first registration applies. The three regimes differ

6

Art.5(3) of Council Regulation (EEC) No. 2081/92
Art.6(1) of Council Regulation (EEC) No. 2081/92
8
Art.6(2) of Council Regulation (EC) No. 510/2006 and Art.50(2)(a) of Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012
7
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as for a) when an amendment is minor and when not, b) on who and on what criteria
decides for the nature of the amendments and c) the procedure followed for minor
amendments examination:
•

According the first regime, the nature of the amendments is decided by the
assisting to the EC Committee. No criteria or definitions are provided for the
different types of amendments. If the amendment is deemed minor, the EC
approves or rejects directly the amendment. If the amendment approved the new
short version of product specification (Single Document - SD) and a reference to
the new detailed product specification are published in the OJ.

•

In the middle regime, “non-minor amendment” is described in art.9(2) of
Regulation (EC) No. 510/2006 but minor amendment is defined just as the opposite
of the non-minor amendment. The EC, again, is the institution that has the
discretion to decide on the nature of an amendment. However, when the
amendment does not change the requirements included in the SD and refers to a
geographical area within a given MS, then the MS can give opinion on the approval
of the amendment and publish and inform the EC for the approved changes art.9(3) of Regulation (EC) No. 510/2006. After classification, the same procedure
that has been followed for registration applies and an updated SD including
reference link to the new product specification should be published.

•

Finally, in the present regime, art.53(2) of Regulation (EU) 1151/2012 provides the EC
with detailed and precise rules to decide when an amendment is minor or not.

In Annex II can be found the currently valid templates for minor and non-minor
amendments submission.

2.2.2. Food Safety legislation and cheese products
The basic norms of the EU Food Safety legislation are included in Regulation (EC) No.
178/2002 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.
Another three EU regulations – the so called “Hygiene Package”: Regulation (EC) No.
852/2004 on the hygiene of foodstuffs, Regulation (EC) No. 853/2004 laying down specific
rules for food of animal origin and Regulation (EC) No. 854/2004 laying down specific rules
for the organisation of official controls on products of animal origin intended for human
consumption – are also important for cheese making. In this part the main points of the
above legislation as well as provisions on cheese production and marketing from other
legislative pieces are presented.
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General principles of EU food law
Under the main piece of EU legislation guaranteeing food safety, Regulation (EC) No.
178/20o2 known also as General Food Law (GFL), it is stated that food shall not be placed
on the market if it is unsafe - art.14(1) of GFL. Unsafe is the food that it is considered
injurious to health or it is unfit for human consumption - art.14(2) of GFL. Art.17(1) of GFL
puts the responsibility on the food business operators (FBOs) to deliver safe food at all
stages of production, processing and distribution. FBOs have also the responsibility to take
out of the market food that is non-compliant with EU food law and inform both consumers
and national competent authorities for any possible risk - art.19 of GFL.
The Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004 - art.1(a)&(b) - aims to provide rules for the FBOs that
are the primary responsible to ensure food safety across the food supply chain. Food
hygiene is defined as “the measures and conditions necessary to control hazards and to
ensure fitness for human consumption of a foodstuff taking into account its intended use”
- art.2(1)(a) of Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004. General and specific hygiene requirements
are laid down in Annex I & II of the Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004. Annex I provides for rules
in primary production, while Annex II for rules at any stage of production, processing and
distribution. FBOs should also adopt hygiene measures which among others refer to the
compliance with microbiological criteria for foodstuffs, procedures necessary to ensure
food safety across the food chain, temperature control, sampling and analysis - art.4(3) of
Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004. The Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004 provides further for the
implementation and maintenance of a permanent procedure of hygiene management
based on HACCP9 principles - art.5(1) of Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004.
The requirements laid down in Annex II of Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004 are binding for all
FBOs. These requirements refer to the specifications and maintenance (including cleaning
and disinfection) of food premises and rooms where food is produced (Chapters I-III),
specific requirements such as the characteristics of the used equipment, the specific
requirements that raw materials should fulfil at receipt, requirements for the wrapping &
packaging of foodstuffs, heating processes, record keeping and staff training, processing
and distribution of food and finally requirements on food transportation (Chapter IV).
Cheese related legislation: food of animal origin
The second regulation of “Hygiene Package”, Regulation (EC) No. 853/2004, refers to the
foodstuffs of animal origin. Annex I of the Regulation (EC) No. 853/2004 defines dairy
products as “processed products resulting from the processing of raw milk of from the
further processing of such processed products” and in Section IX of Annex II of Regulation
(EC) No. 853/2004 (hereinafter the Annex) are tabled specific requirements for raw milk,

9

Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP)
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colostrum10, dairy products and colostrum-based products’. The specific requirements
included within, are presented in titles in table2.2 below. The dairy product-specific
requirements include parameters for milk storage temperature, milk heat treatment,
criteria for raw cow milk and wrapping, packaging and labelling of dairy products.
Table 2.2 – Annex II, Section IX of Regulation (EC) No. 853/2004 laying down specific rules for food
of animal origin
Chapter I: Raw milk and colostrum – primary production
I.

Health requirements for raw milk
and colostrum production

II.

Hygiene on milk and colostrum
production holdings

A. Requirement for premises and
equipment
B. Hygiene during milking, collection and
transport
C. Staff hygiene

III.

Criteria for raw milk and
colostrum

Chapter II: Requirements concerning dairy and colostrum-based products
I.

Temperature requirements

II.

Requirements for heat treatment

III.

Criteria for raw cow’s milk

Chapter III: Wrapping and packaging
Chapter IV: Labelling
Chapter V: Identification marking

Chapter I of the Annex presents good practices for animal health and raring, the adequate
conditions for premises and equipment in the farm as well as specific criteria for raw milk
in the farm level (somatic cell count, plate count and antibiotic residues). In Chapter II of
the Annex, are given the most important points (critical points and control criteria) for
cheese production. Time and temperature parameters are established for heat treatment
to be defined as “pasteurization”: It is required that milk is heated at least to 72°C for 15
10

Colostrum means the fluid secreted by mammary glands of milk-producing animals up to three to five days
post parturition that is rich in antibodies and minerals, and precedes the production of raw milk.
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seconds or at least to 63°C for 30 minutes or that it is selected another combination with
equivalent effect. Microbiological criteria (plate count) are also posed on cow milk used in
dairy processing. Plate count should be less than 300.000 per ml at 30°C for raw milk and
less than 100.000 per ml at 30°C for heat treated milk. Under this section is also established
a labelling requirement for dairy products made with raw milk that have not been heat
treated or undergone any physical or chemical treatment. These products should bear the
phrase “made with raw milk” in their labelling.
As mentioned before and according art.4 of the Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004, FBOs are to
comply with specific microbiological criteria. These microbiological criteria per product
type are included in Regulation (EC) No. 2073/2005 on microbiological criteria for
foodstuffs. The microbiological criteria are set in Annex I of the Regulation (EC) No.
2073/2005 and according art.3 of the latter regulation the FBOs must ensure that
foodstuffs comply with them. In order to reach the targets, FBOs must take measures to
ensure that process hygiene criteria are met through supply, handling and processing of
foodstuffs and that the food safety criteria applicable throughout the self-life of the
product can be met under reasonable foreseeable conditions of distribution, storage and
use - art.3(1)(a)&(b) of Regulation (EC) No. 2073/2005. The Chapter I, Annex II of
Regulation (EC) No. 2073/2005 includes food safety criteria and Chapter 2.2 of the same
annex includes process hygiene criteria that are specific for milk and dairy products. These
criteria, are presented in brief in Table 2.4 below. Microbiological criteria, safety criteria
and process hygiene criteria differ among them as for the stage of production in which
they are implemented and the corrective actions to be followed when criteria are not met.
These differences are presented in the Table 2.3 below where the definitions of the three
in Regulation (EC) No. 2073/2005 are given.
Table 2.3 – Definitions of microbiological criterion, food safety criterion and process hygiene
criterion in Regulation (EC) No. 2073/2005
(b) ‘Microbiological criterion’ means a criterion defining the acceptability of a product, a batch
of foodstuffs or a process, based on the absence, presence or number of micro-organisms,
and/or on the quantity of their toxins/metabolites, per unit(s) of mass, volume, area or batch
(c) ‘Food safety criterion’ means a criterion defining the acceptability of a product or a batch of
foodstuff applicable to products placed on the market
(d) ‘Process hygiene criterion’ [means] a criterion indicating the acceptable functioning of the
production process. Such a criterion is not applicable to products placed on the market. It sets
an indicative contamination value above which corrective actions are required in order to
maintain the hygiene of the process in compliance with food law
Art.2 of Regulation (EC) No. 2073/2005
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Table 2.4 - Food safety & process hygiene criteria applicable food cheese products and process
hygiene criteria applicable to the cheese production (sampling details omitted).
Food category
Micro-organism/
Stage where the criterion
their toxins,
applies
metabolites
Cheeses, butter and cream made from raw
milk or milk that has undergone a lower
heat treatment than pasteurization
Cheeses, milk powder and whey powder, as
referred to in the coagulase-positive
staphylococci criteria in Chapter 2.2 of this
Annex
Food category
Microorganisms
Cheeses made from milk
E.coli
or whey that has
undergone heat
treatment

Cheeses made from raw
milk
Cheeses made from milk
that has undergone a
lower heat treatment than
pasteurization and
ripened cheeses made
from milk or whey that
has undergone
pasteurization or a
stronger heat treatment
Unripened soft cheeses
(fresh cheeses) made
from milk or whey that
has undergone
pasteurization or a
stronger heat treatment

Coagulasepositive
staphylococci
Coagulasepositive
staphylococci

Coagulasepositive
staphylococci

Salmonella

Staphyloccocal
entero-toxins

Products placed on the
market during their shelflife
Products placed on the
market during their shelflife

Stage where the
criterion applies
At the time during
the manufacturing
process when the
E. Coli count is
expected to be
highest
At the time during
the manufacturing
process when the
number of
staphylococci is
expected to be
highest

Action in case of
unsatisfactory results
Improvements in
production hygiene and
selection of raw materials

End of the
manufacturing
process

Improvements in
production hygiene and
selection of raw materials.
If values > 105 cfu/g are
detected, the cheese
batch has to be tested for
staphylococcal
enterotoxins

Improvements in
production hygiene and
selection of raw materials.
If values > 105 cfu/g are
detected, the cheese
batch has to be tested for
staphylococcal
enterotoxins
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Official controls
Another two pieces of legislation cover the official controls on food in order to verify its
compliance with food law and guarantee that food is safe for human consumption: These
are Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 on official controls performed to ensure the verification
of compliance with feed and food law, animal health and animal welfare rules and
Regulation (EC) No. 854/2004 laying down specific rules for the organisation of official
controls on products of animal origin intended for human consumption – the latter
consists the third piece of the “Hygiene Package”.
The general and administrative provisions on official controls are laid down in Regulation
(EC) No 882/2004 and are applicable to all foods and feeds. Regulation (EC) No. 854/2004
frames the controls that specifically target the animal origin foods. The latter provides that
competent authorities should execute controls on milk primary production at the milk
production holdings and upon the milk collection. Milk production holdings are checked
for the fulfilment of animal health and hygiene requirements of the milk production
holding requirements while milk upon collection is checked on the criteria established in
Regulation (EC) No. 853/2004 (somatic cell count, plate count and antibiotic residues Annex IV, Chapter I & II of Regulation (EC) No. 854/2004). In case of non-compliance,
corrected actions or suspension of the production holding is mandated depending on the
severity of the detected incompliance.
Rules on official controls have been recently reviewed in light of the food fraud incidences
of 2013 (“MEPs and ministers agree to beef up official food checks from farm to fork,”
2016). In June 2016, a political agreement reached on the initial proposal (European
Commission, 2016b) and the new rules are estimated to enter into force in the first quarter
of 2017 and be applicable by 2020 (European Commission, n.d.-b).
Flexibility in food hygiene implementation
European Food Safety legislation provides for flexibility in the implementation of hygiene
requirements in several cases of food production. The production of traditional foods is
one of them, as it is recognized that their longstanding tradition has proven their safety
although not always fully in line with certain technical hygiene requirements (European
Commission, 2012). The substantive technical rules provided within the three Hygiene
Package regulations does not constitute an “one size fit for all” set of requirements
(Lawless, 2012). Terms such as “flexibility”, “adaptation”, “derogation” and open wording
requirements such as “where necessary”, “where appropriate” “adequate” and
“sufficient” are often in the Hygiene Package Regulations. The EC has stated that it is up
to the FBOs in first instance to decide whether a requirement satisfies the objectives of
Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004 (European Commission, 2012). In some cases, the law
provides for specific measures, unless alternatives are available or other rules could satisfy
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the same level of safety of food. Such an example of open-wording is provided in Annex
II, Chapter II(1)(f) of Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004 which requires that “surfaces (including
surfaces of equipment) in areas where foods are handled and in particular those in contact
with food are to be maintained in a sound condition and be easy to clean and, where
necessary, to disinfect. This will require the use of smooth, washable corrosion-resistant and
non-toxic materials, unless food business operators can satisfy the competent authority that
other materials used are appropriate”.
Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004 provides for flexibility in the implementation of hygiene
requirements included in Annexes I and II as far as this does not compromise the
achievement of its objectives. This ‘flexibility’ in relation to the EU Hygiene Package
reflects an intention to apply the hygiene rules in such a way that is proportionate to
the identified risks in the particular food operations and establishments (Lawless, 2012).
Derogations are foreseen for small businesses - art.13(2) of Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004.
The adaptation of the requirements of Annex II of Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004 is also
permitted when it is necessary to guarantee the continue of use of traditional methods art.13 (4)(a)(i) of Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004 - and when FBOs are established in areas
with special geographical constraints - art.13 (4)(a)(ii) of Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004.
MSs can decide to adopt national measures to facilitate food production in the abovementioned cases. If adaptation refer only to small businesses in general, derogation is
permitted to be adopted for the layout and equipment of the establishments - art.13 (4)(b)
of Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004.
Flexibility for traditional products, it is provided also through the Regulation (EC) No.
2074/200511 because it is necessary for foods with traditional characteristics to continue to
be produced - recital 18 of Regulation (EC) No. 2074/2005. In practice, Regulation (EC) No.
2074/2005 explains which are the traditional foods benefiting from derogations - art.7(1)
of Regulation (EC) No. 2074/2005 - and describes more in detail which requirements – as
provided in Regulation (EC) 852/2004 can subject to derogations - art.7(2) of Regulation
(EC) No. 2074/2005. The derogations or adaptations are adopted in the form of national
measures in MSs level and in both cases12 require the notification of the national measures
to the EC and the rest of MSs, to guarantee that the adopted rules do not compromise the
appropriate food safety level in the EU.

11

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
12
Art.13(5), Regulation (EC) No. 852/2004 and art.7(3), Regulation (EC) No. 2074/2005
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Regulation (EC) No. 2074/2005 defines three categories of products that could be
recognised as ‘foods with traditional characteristics’: a) foods recognised historically as
traditional products, or b) manufactured per codified or registered technical references to
the traditional process, or according the traditional production methods, or c) protected
as traditional food products by EC, national, regional or local law (art.7(1) of Regulation
(EC) No. 2074/2005). For the establishments producing these products, member states
have the possibility to grant individual or general derogations on:
a) the requirements related to the structural parts (walls, ceiling and doors) of the
rooms that food is produced (as provided in Annex II, Chapter II (1) of Regulation
(EC) No. 852/2004) on the grounds that the traditional products need to be
exposed in a particular environment for the partial development of their
characteristics. The cleaning and disinfection of the premises could also be adapted
in terms of the specific measures to be implemented and the frequency considering
the ambient flora.
b) the surfaces in contact with food and the equipment, about the type of materials
of which equipment is made (no specific reasoning provided for this derogation).
However, equipment should be regularly cleaned and disinfected, and maintain a
satisfactory hygiene level.
As Lawless argues, flexibility – in all its forms – is not an easy to interpret provision that
subjects to great variation of understanding and does not guarantee a less burdensome
(or more adequate) way for hygiene implementation in traditional food production.
2.2.3. Food Safety provisions in the Quality Scheme Regulations
Food Safety does not fall into the scope of quality scheme legislative framework. There is
only one legislative provision included in all three quality scheme regimes that it is related
with food safety. This provision demands the inclusion of the description of the
microbiological characteristics of the product into the product specification13. As it is
stated in the different pieces of law, the product specifications must include at least “a
description of […] as well as the principal […] microbiological characteristics of the product
[or the foodstuff]”. In practice, there is no EU guidance or interpretation affirming that the
“microbiological characteristics” mentioned in the quality scheme regulations refer to
pathogens or spoilage content of the cheese that can render it unsafe. No other provision
possibly related to food safety can be found in the quality scheme legislation.

13

For the three main legislative pieces, the provision is included in: art.4(2)(b) of Regulation (ECC) No.
2081/92, art.4(2)(b) of Regulation (EC) No. 510/2006 and art.7(1)(b) & art.19(1)(b) of Regulation (EU) No.
1151/2012
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2.3. The cheese
Cheese is alleged to have been first developed in the geographical area of contemporary
Iraq and from there followed the spread of civilization through Egypt, Greece and Rome
(P.F. Fox, 2011a). However, cheese production had been at the farm level till 1860 with the
first cheese factories to be established around 1851. Nowadays, the 40% of total milk
production is dedicated to cheese making with approximately 70% of cheese products to
be produced by proteolysis (rennet coagulation) and the other 30% by acid-induced
coagulation (P.F. Fox, 2011b). Europe is considered the primary cheese production area followed by North America - by producing approximately the half of the world’s cheese
(P.F. Fox, 2011a).

2.3.1. The cheese making
A major particularity of cheese industry is that it requires a single, primary agricultural
product as raw material: the milk (van Schothorst & Kleiss, 1994). The cheese is produced
by the coagulation of milk proteins. In order to produce, except from the milk, coagulating
enzymes or acids are also required (Hill & Kethireddipalli, 2013). Some authors include in
main ingredients of cheese making also microorganisms’ (mos) cultures and salt (Chandan
& Kapoor, 2011).
The cheese making starts with the acidification of milk which causes proteins to aggregate
and result to the formation of a semi-firm gel which, when cut into small pieces (curd)
forces the whey – consisting by water and lactose - to separate from the gel (Hill &
Kethireddipalli, 2013). Milk acidification results either from the addition of acids, or from
the formation of lactic acid by lactic acid bacteria (known also as starter cultures as they
initiate the cheese making) or from rennet’s (enzymes) proteolytic properties (Patrick F.
Fox & Guinee, 2013). Figure 2.4 presents the most common steps of a cheese making
process. After coagulation, the whey is drained and the curd is pressed, according to the
recipe followed, in order to shape the cheese (Bennett & Johnston, 2004). Salting and
ripening are also optional processes. Natural occurring or added secondary cultures also
contribute in flavour and taste development during maturing period. Finally, the product
is packaged and dispatched for sale.
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Figure 2.4 – Diagram of the most common cheese making steps (Chandan & Kapoor, 2011)

The cheese making equipment & cultures
several pieces of equipment and machinery are necessary in cheese production. A lot of
basins and vats are used for milk storage, standardization (i.e. skimming) and curd
formation in the first steps of cheese making. For cheese cooking as it is described above,
the low heat treatment of milk - during coagulation - takes place in vats or boilers to which
energy is provided in different ways (direct flame, heat exchangers etc.). Other necessary
for cheese making equipment are the curd and cheese cutting tools, molds for cheese
shaping and ripening facilities i.a. (Bennett & Johnston, 2004).
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Cultures used in cheese making process are categorised according their functionality in
starters (or primary) and secondary or adjunct cultures. Starter or primary cultures are
mainly lactic acid bacteria that metabolize sugars of milk and produce the lactic acid that
is responsible for reducing milk’s pH so as milk proteins coagulate and separate from the
whey. Another way starter cultures are categorised, is per their natural or artificial
presence in the milk and according to whether the bacterial strains they include are
defined or not. Three categories are identified: natural starter (milk or whey) cultures,
mixed-strain starters and defined-strain starters. Natural cultures are those found in the
milk (or remain in the whey after curd separation) and in the dairy environment. They are
reproduced inside the creamery with back slopping technique14 or selective pressure.
Mixed-strain starters, are selectively reproduced strains found in natural starters. As
natural starters, mix-strain starters contain undefined strains. In contrary to the two
previous categories, defined-strain starters are single or multiple strains cultures with a
specific composition of bacteria and though, their technological performance is highly
reproducible (Parente & Cogan, 2004). Strains in defined-strain cultures could be either
natural mos or developed in laboratories through food-grade cloning and gene transfer
systems so as to deliver specific effects (Parente & Cogan, 2004).
Secondary cultures are also divided per their nature in yeasts, moulds (i.e. Penicillum
camemberti and E. Roquefort) and bacteria. Secondary cultures develop mainly in cheese
surface and contribute in the development of the sensory cheese character during the
ripening stage. Indigenous milk microflora is pretty important for the typicity of cheese as
includes the secondary cultures, responsible for shaping cheese’s sensory characteristics
(Gatti, Bottari, Lazzi, Neviani, & Mucchetti, 2014; Grappin & Beuvier, 1997).

2.3.2. Cheese-related hazards & critical control points in cheese making
Cheese hazards derive from its main raw material, the milk or from contamination during
cheese making. Foreign material present in the milk (like grass, soil from the farm) are of
the physical hazards that could find their way in cheese. Antibiotics, pesticides, detergents
and sanitizers, heavy metals and toxins are chemical hazards that may be present in cheese
products. The most common pathogens related to cheese products are Brucella spp.,
Clostridium botulinum, Listeria monocytogenes, Salmonella spp., Escherichia coli O157:H7,
Yersinia enterocolitica, Campylobacter jejuni, Staphylococcus aureus along through with
toxins and parasites are the microbiological hazards related to cheese production
(Drosinos & Siana, 2007).
The Hazard Analysis Critical Control Points (HACCP) is a system based to scientific evidence
of food related risks to human health that identifies specific hazards in food production
steps and measures to control and ensure food safety. The HACCP aims at the prevention
14

Back slopping is called the technique in which whey or milk with developed cultures from the one cheese
making process is preserved to be used as an inoculum in the next process.
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rather than relying on ‘end of the pipe’ testing (Codex Alimentarius, 2003). The milk
hygiene (the level of foreign substances that contains), the pasteurization (if milk
pasteurized), the rate of milk acidification and the ripening time (mainly for raw milk
cheese) are identified as critical control points for the cheese production. Other relevant
control points can include the refrigeration temperature, the cold storage duration, the
management of the brine and the product labelling (Ida Olofsson, 2011).
Except from milk heat treatment that is the commonest recognized effective measure for
the reduction of pathogens in milk, several studies report the beneficial impact of cultures
– both starters and secondary against pathogens’ growth (Beuvier & Buchin, 2004;
Chamba & Irlinger, 2004; Hill & Kethireddipalli, 2013; Parente & Cogan, 2004). Many
desirable cultures except from contributing to the cheese sensory characteristics, they
produce bacteriocins, substances that inhibit spoilage and pathogenic bacteria growth. A
very characteristic example is that several lactic acid bacteria inhibit the growth of Listeria
Monocitogenes which can reproduce even under conditions of low temperatures, low pH
and high salt contentration (Parente & Cogan, 2004).

2.3.3. Cheese product main characteristics
The final cheese product has a medium humidity of 30-50%. Dehydration that occurs
through lowered pH and salt addition gives to the product a preservative effect which
results in an extended shelf life and safety of consumption (Chandan & Kapoor, 2011).
May foreign materials and chemical hazards could be prevented only in the production
phase, but the microbiological safety of the cheese is related also to the storage conditions
which should be determined on cheese characteristics. The most important factors
determining the perishability or the safety of cheese products are the humidity (or water
activity aw), the pH levels (or acidity) and the slat content. Ripened soft cheeses are those
of higher risk for growth and survival of pathogens than aged hard cheeses (Donnelly,
2004).

2.4.Cheese-specific debates
Raw-milk cheese VS pasteurized cheese
The debate on whether it is appropriate - from a safety point of view – or not to use raw
milk in cheese making, counts almost 50 years. The ban of raw-milk cheese has been
considered as an option in both the US and the Europe following up the food scares of the
period 1970-2000 and has been strongly supported by the American industrial and big EU
cheesemakers’ lobbies in late 90s (West, 2008). Today, raw milk cheeses are obliged to
undergo 60-days ripening in temperature under 35°C to be marketed in the US.
However, the facts do not support strongly the idea that raw milk as such is of high risk for
human health. The rare confirmed outbreaks of food poisoning incidences due to the
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consumption of cheese, render it a generally safe product (Cogan, 2011). Outbreaks are
primarily attributed to L. monocytogenes, Salmonella spp., STEC and staphylococcal
enterotoxin and are related with soft and mouldy raw milk cheese (Cogan, 2011; Fox, P. F.,
Guinee, T. P., Cogan, T. M., & McSweeney, 2000). The reported outbreaks were not related
to the raw milk use as such but to problems associated with poor starter activity, poor
hygiene in the plant, environmental contamination, and/or faulty pasteurization (Fox, P.
F., Guinee, T. P., Cogan, T. M., & McSweeney, 2000) that could be present in any cheese
making process. These problems can be easily addressed through milk quality control and
the implementation of Good Manufacturing Practices (GMPs) (Lücke & Zangerl, 2014).
Yoon et. al report that it cannot be even asserted that pasteurized milk has a greater
microbiological safety to that of raw milk (Yoon, Lee, & Choi, 2016). Pasteurisation is not
an 100% effective and multiple-purpose control measure for pathogens (Donnelly, 2004)
and pasteurized milk - as raw milk - can be as susceptible to post-pasteurization
contamination. This is because raw milk has a capacity of self-protection from pathogens
due to its inherent microflora (Beuvier & Buchin, 2004) which produce pathogen-inhibiting
substances such as bacteriocin, organic acids and hydrogen peroxide (Yoon et al., 2016).
On the other hand, pasteurization destroys raw milk heat-labile inherent microflora and
compounds that have an inhibitory action to the growth of pathogens like
L. Monocytogenes (Parente & Cogan, 2004; Yoon et al., 2016). The pathogen
L. Monocytogenes is reported to grow faster in pasteurized-milk cheese (Tiwari, Walsh,
Rivas, Jordan, & Duffy, 2014) and the antilisterial activity of combinations of different
natural starters has been reported to be more inhibitory than single starter cultures use
(Callon, Retureau, Didienne, & Montel, 2014).
The war of raw vs. pasteurized milk is not, hence, a clear matter of science. Science is
rather used to estimate risks against potential costs and benefits from both raw-milk
supporters and opponents (West, 2008). And as M. Nestle argues, the decision making on
the acceptable level of safety involves except form science, also perceptions, opinions and
values and especially “when such decisions have implications for commercial or other selfinterested motives, food safety enters the realm of politics” (Nestle, 2003).
The Stilton case
A characteristic case of raw vs. pasteurized milk political debate where industry is
dominating an EU quality scheme is that of Stilton cheese. Stilton can be nowadays
produced legally only with pasteurised milk (West, 2008). Those producing cheese with
the same recipe as that of Stilton and fulfil all legal requirements but use raw milk are
refrained from using the name “Stiton” for their products and are excluded from the GIs’
market and the added value that the PDO scheme offers (Steafel & Levy, 2015). Stilton
cheese can be produced only by the six dairies – members of the Stilton Cheesemakers’
Association and Joe Schneider, a producer using raw milk, had to invent a new name for
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his products, the “Stilcheton” (Smithers, 2016). It is also interesting to mention that the
obligatory use of pasteurized milk in Stilton production has been introduced only in 1989
after a false accusation of bacterial contamination that made Colston Basset dairy to panic
and invest in pasteurization equipment (Steafel & Levy, 2015). Stilton is also related with
another weird allegation: The “Stilton” cheese is alleged not to originate from the
“Stilton” village but from Leicestershire, Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire areas although
Stilton village producers argue on historic proof that the cheese originates from their area
(Graaf, 2013).
Equipment materials and cultures interaction
As secondary cultures are naturally present in the milk, the cheese making utensils and
creamery environment (Chamba & Irlinger, 2004), the material form which cheese making
equipment is made, is an important factor for cheese sensory character and consequently
for product’s typicity. The wooden equipment has a beneficial influence to the cheese as
the bacterial cultures create biofilms in the wooden surfaces which “contaminate” the
milk and the cheese with desirable culture strains that contribute in flavour and taste
development (Licitra et al., 2007; Piraino, Zotta, Ricciardi, & Parente, 2005). It has been
also proven that wood, in comparison to steel or plastic, allows for the more effective
transfer and development of cultures with a pathogen-inhibition activity into milk and
cheese (L. Settanni et al., 2012).
High level of hygiene and modern materials and practices (i.e. disinfection) may provide
for extra safety but in the same time provide for an unfriendly environment for desirable
secondary flora and reduce their presence in the cheese making (Chamba & Irlinger, 2004;
Di Grigoli et al., 2015). So, milk and cheese are poor in autochthonous desirable microflora
that is responsible for the typical tastes and aromas and hence it is necessary to use
commercial cultures in order to compensate for the loss (Luca Settanni & Moschetti, 2014).
These practices that influence negatively the sensory character of cheese products and
loosen their origin link are not totally justified on food safety concerns. As R. Didienne, C.
Defargues, C. Callon et al. demonstrated, wooden vats used in traditional cheese making
are safe materials which are not easily contaminated by pathogens (L.
monocytogenes, Salmonella or S. Aureus) even in the case of deliberate contamination of
the milk (Didienne et al., 2012).
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3. Methodology
In this research project, content analysis is implemented on two different data sets: At the
first part, the latest valid versions of product specification documents are analysed to
record quotations referring to food safety issues (according the variables presented
below) modern technologies and materials that affect product tipicity and small and
artisan producers’ inclusion in a quality scheme. This is the “Product Specifications
Content Analysis”. In a second part, the different versions (amended product
specifications) of the same product are examined comparatively. This part of the research
aims to monitor the product specifications’ evolution through the years and record any
shifts in requirements related to food safety, origin link and small and artisan producers’
inclusion in quality schemes. This is the “Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended
Product Specifications” which is conducted only for those cheese products which product
specification has been amended at least once. The content analysis here focuses on the
reasoning accompanying the requested amendments and in contrast to “Product
Specifications Content Analysis” where codes have been pre-defined, here through open
coding, different codes are created while analysing the primary documents (Susanne
Friese, 2015).

3.1. Content Analysis of Product Specification documentation
Content analysis is “a method of analysing written, verbal or visual communication
messages” (Cole, 1988). Quantitative content analysis is more standardised, makes use of
statistics and applies standardised protocols in order to produce reputable and reliable
quantitative results based on the frequency of presence of the examined terms into the
text (Lacy, Watson, Riffe, & Lovejoy, 2015). The quantitative approach has been mainly
used for the analysis of public discourse and media content (Harwood & Garry, 2003; Kim
& Baek, 2016), while qualitative content analysis, that focuses more on the identification
and description of the examined terms and phenomena (Graneheim & Lundman, 2004), is
common in nursing studies (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Graneheim & Lundman, 2004) as well as
in social sciences like in pedagogy and gender studies (Chanzanagh, Esmaeelzadeh, &
Zarsazkar, 2011; Polat, 2013) for the analysis of interviews or teaching materials. In general,
content analysis is a relatively new method, developed mostly after 2005 (Elo & Kyngäs,
2008) and there are only few application of the method on legal texts or on food studies.
Zhihong Gao uses analysis the content of court decisions for the examination of
interpretation and enforcement of the Chinese trademark law (Gao, 2011), while W.
Ariyasriwatana and L. Quiroga used content analysis as a method of categorizing
deliciousness from restaurant reviews on social networks (Ariyasriwatana & Quiroga,
2016). What is more, T. Rusmanto and C. Williams use content analysis on business reports
to evaluate disclosure compliance of CSR15 activities.
15

Corporate Social Responsibility
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Content analysis is a rather flexible tool fitting in different contexts, methodologies and
data sets (Graneheim & Lundman, 2004) and although it is more widespread in social
sciences and communication than in legal and life sciences, it has been chosen as an
adequate method for this hybrid legal project with sociological extensions, taking into
consideration that the given flexibility and lack of a “right way” in content analysis
implementation encloses also challenges (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008).
Content analysis follows a specific seven-step procedure: research questions’ formation,
sample selection, categories definition, outline of coding process and coding, process
verification and analysis of the coding results (Cavanagh, 1997). There are three main
approaches to content analysis: conventional, directed and summative (Hsieh & Shannon,
2005) which defer among them in the code developing process. What is more, Elo &
Kyngäs define in 2008 another distinction for qualitative content analysis process in
inductive and deductive. The first used mainly when there is lack of prior studies for the
examined phenomenon and the latter when it is about the verification of existing theories
and comparison of situations(Elo & Kyngäs, 2008).
For this project, the coding process followed an inductive approach. Relevant legislation
has been studied (considered as theory start point – directed content analysis approach)
and several of the examined documents have been also perused to get familiar with their
structure and terminology and determine those parts relevant to the research
(observation start point – conventional content analysis approach). The coding process
used also a lot of open coding, disaggregation and revision of the initially formed set of
codes.
The whole project has been conducted by using The Atlas.ti Qualitative Data Analysis
software. The Atlas.ti software allows for the categorization of the sources of information
(called primary documents) in families as well as for the creation of categories of
quotations (codes) according to their relevance and further codes grouping (families of
codes).

3.1.1. Sources of Information & Primary Documents
As mentioned above, specifications of products registered under EU quality schemes are
available both in EU and national level. Regarding the EU sources, there are two main
categories of documents related to the product names protected under EU quality scheme
system. These can be legal documents - published in the OJ and so having legal validity and exchange documents between EU and the applicant MS. Most of these documents
are available through DOOR database. Legal documents in DOOR verified and cross
checked with the documentation available in EUR-Lex portal.
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The legal documents form three different categories: a) publications of an application
(which serves for the registration of a product name), b) Commission Implementing
Regulations and c) publications of a (minor or non-minor) amendment application. The
latter two documents have been officially adopted. These documents slightly differ from
the second regime to the third one. The exchange documents that exist for products under
the 1st quality scheme regime are the predecessors of the above mentioned legal
documents and have two different formats: a) Detailed Application forms communicated
to the Commission through registration process – as required in case of request request
of a name registration and b) Summaries of applications in all the EU official languages at
that time being.

Figure 3.1 – Division of different documentation available for product specifications

The EU documents differ also among them (legal or exchange documents) in the details
providing. Most of the legal documents – with a couple of exceptions – include another
document called (depending on the regime) Summary or Single Document (SD). This is a
briefing of the main points of product specification accompanied with other required
information. The amendments affecting Summary or SD require the publication of an
update only for this document and so the most of the legal documents contain only
restricted details on product specification parts as method of production and raw
materials. On the other hand, many of the exchange documents, as the first
communicated files, include a lot of details. Their summaries are usually provided in most
of the languages of the union at the era of publication and they are also poor in details.

31 | P a g e

As mentioned above, beside EU sources, there are also relevant national documents
available either as legislation or guidelines. These documents include detailed product
specification. For British products, product specifications are presented as guidelines for
the use of the protected food names, these documents are provided by department of
Environment, Food & Rural Affairs and they can be accessed through the governmental
portal (“GOV.UK - Protected food name scheme: UK products,” n.d.). For the Italian
products, national product specifications are available in national legislation and accessed
through the website of Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry (Ministero delle
politiche agricole, n.d.). Finally, for Greek cheese products, national product specifications
are also available in national legislation and they can be accessed through the portal of
State Printing (“Government Gazette Portal,” n.d.). A tree diagram of all the described
documentation is depicted in the Figure 3.1.
Considering the multiple and different sources of information available for products
specifications, the different level of details provided in each of them and the fact that the
same type of documents is not available for all products, it has not been possible to have
an 100% uniform data set as regards the type of documentation used. This is mainly due to
the different requirements on information inclusion in the EC publications among the
three EU quality scheme regimes. What is more, the verification process of Content
Analysis showed that the two initially selected data sets (a. only SDs - when available - and
when not, other type of document with priority to keep the same detail level and b. only
national documentation) were not adequate for the project because not all documents of
the same type included the same kind of information.
For all the above reasons and considering the nature of the content analysis project that
demands access to as much detail as possible, for Product Specifications Content Analysis,
it has been chosen to work with a combination of documents, decided case-by-case
according the availability and quality of the documentation for each product. The validity
of the selected documents is verified by cross checking the information provided in DOOR
register and EUR-Lex about the administrative procedures that each protected name has
undergone (dates of documents with dates of registration, dates and number of
amendments etc.).
For the Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended Product Specifications of the
content analysis, publications of amendment applications are used. There has been
conducted examination of the kind of the nature of the amendments – only product
specification related changes were relevant - and the justification for the requested
changes. This means that for Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended Product
Specifications the 25 amended applications and the new specification documents have
been examined against the older versions of the product specifications. A list of the
analysed documents and their web link are provided per sub-project in Annex III.
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3.1.2. Variables definition
As mentioned above, to define the variables used in Content Analysis, legal resources on
EU food safety requirements and literature on cheese technology and safety as well as
artisan cheese production methods have been studied to understand in depth which parts
of cheese productions and which equipment and ingredients are related to food safety
problems and which are important for the character of cheese.
The heat treatment of the milk (basic raw material for cheese) (Beuvier & Buchin, 2004)
and the materials of the equipment used are of high importance for the safety of the final
product (Di Grigoli et al., 2015; Didienne et al., 2012), while in the same time are crucial for
its typicity. Crucial factors for origin cheese products’ typicity are also the source and the
nature of microorganisms involved in cheese manufacture as they determine the origin
link of these products (Chamba & Irlinger, 2004).
The variables that need to be defined for the content analysis are the “primary document
families”, the “codes” and the “family codes”.
The primary documents are the product specification documents (in any of the forms
presented above) and they have been divided according to a) the type of quality scheme
under registration, b) their country of origin, c) to the EU quality scheme regime under
which cheese name has been registered (or last amended), d) the source of the documents
(national or EU), e) the type of the document (application, publication of application or
amendment), f) the level of information inclusion (detailed applications or summaries and
amendment applications including SD or not) and finally g) whether they have been
published in the OJ or not (applicable only to EU documents). In total, 21 primary
documents families have been created. As for EU quality scheme regime under which
cheese name has been registered, 45 of the products specifications are according to 1st
legal regime (1992), 24 with the 2nd (2006) and 19 with the 3rd one (2012) while the primary
documents division according to their country or scheme is depicted in Figure 3.2 below.
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Figure 3.2 – Primary documents’ division as for a) the quality scheme and b) the country of origin.

As for Product Specifications’ Content Analysis and for food safety examination, 1 family
code with 19 codes have been created with the intention to cover all those points of cheese
production that could possibly include processes, material and/or ingredients that are
related to food safety issues. Origin link has been another family code with 16 codes. Some
of these codes are related or even refer to the same topic with codes used for food safety
examination but they are approached in a different way: In origin link examination, we
approach many of the food safety topics as to identify whether they alter or compromise
the typicity of origin cheeses. The above two codes families with their codes are depicted
in Table 3.1 & Table 3.2 below.
The additional codes: Number of milkings & Milk storage time, Raw milk labelling
requirements, GMPs & Hazards’ control, Cheese crust treatment under food safety family
and the codes Animal origin rennet and Vegetative rennet & similar functionality enzymes
resulted from the first coding process. The new codes emerged from the decongestion of
the codes “Others (safety)” and “Others (origin)”, as analysing the quotes under these
codes, it has been observed that there were frequently reported issues that could form
independent codes.
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Table 3.1 – Coding System followed in Product Specifications Content Analysis for the identification
of Food Safety issues presence in the product specifications
Family Code
Codes
Pasteurized milk

Food Safety

Heat treatment
Technically pasteurized cheese
Raw milk
Both raw & heat treated milk
Non-microbiological hazards
Microbiological hazards
Microbiological Characteristics
Product Characteristics
Standards & Law
Equipment & in contact surface materials
Ripening <60 days
Ripening ≥ 60 days
Preservatives
Other (safety)
Number of milkings & milk storage time
Raw milk labelling requirement
Good Manufacturing Practices (GMP) & Hazards’ Control
Cheese crust treatment

Table 3.2 – Coding System followed in Product Specifications Content Analysis for the identification
of Origin Link related issues in the product specifications
Family Code
Codes
Additives & non-traditional raw materials / acceptable use
Additives & non-traditional raw materials / prohibition of use
No-origin cultures
No-added cultures
Inherent to the creamery cultures
Inherent to the production area cultures
Inherent cultures’ contribution
Animal origin rennet
Origin Link
Vegetative rennet & similar functionality enzymes
Traditional materials & equipment
Modern materials for equipment, in-contact surfaces& packaging
Pasteurized milk
Raw milk
Both raw & heat treated milk
Cheese crust treatment
Other (origin/tradition)

35 | P a g e

A third family code refers to production requirements but this time with the perspective
of their effect on the inclusion of small and artisan cheese producers to quality schemes.
In this family, codes represent requirements that when included in the product
specification could consist a possible barrier for small and artisan cheese producers’
participation to the scheme. Artisan farmers play a vital role in the preservation of the
typicity of the products and so, their exclusion from the scheme may alter product’s
specific character by underestimating important methods and links with tradition and the
area of production while small producers’ exclusion is a sign of inequalities and of potential
power exploitation form a specific stakeholder in the scheme. This category has 4 codes
presented in Table 3.3.
Table 3.3 – Barriers for small and artisan farmers’ inclusion to a quality scheme & Independent
codes
Family Code
Codes
Safety standards & Legal requirements / Safety & Law code – food
safety family
Pasteurized milk / those quotes from the code used above that
Barriers
imply the exclusive use of pasteurized milk
for small and artisan
Modern materials for equipment & in-contact surfaces / Modern
producers’ inclusion
materials, equipment & packaging code - origin link family
Other barriers

In Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended Product Specifications there have been
used 12 codes. The Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended Product Specifications
codes (Table 3.4) have been adapted from Product Specifications Content Analysis with
new been introduced during open coding process. Many of them are still quite like the
codes used for food safety and origin link to Product Specifications Content Analysis. All
codes in this part represent issues and requirements for which changes in comparison to
the first product specification have been requested.
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Table 3.4 – Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended Product Specifications codes: changes
in specification documents
Family Code
Codes
Additives
Crust treatment
Heat treatment
Labelling requirement
Comparative
Extra legal requirements
Analysis of Original
Materials for equipment & in-contact surfaces
and Amended
Number of milkings & Milk storage conditions
Product
Other - food safety
Specifications
On-safety arguments
Small & artisan producers’ inclusion
Culture
Typicity

In total, under the 19 food safety codes recorded 511 quotations, under the 16 origin link
codes recorded 468 quotations, under barriers to small and artisan producers’ inclusion
recorded 117 quotations under 4 codes while, in the Comparative Analysis of Original and
Amended Product Specifications, 76 quotations recorded under 12 codes in 25 amendment
applications.

3.1.3. The function of the different variables.
Primary documents families.
Primary document families have been chosen in such a way as to be able to categorize the
documentation used (and consequently the cheese products specifications under
examination) according those document characteristics that are important for the content
analysis. From the different primary document families presented below, three are utilised
in conclusion, while the rest helped in the articulation of the content analysis project a
documents’ selection. formation Documents are categorized in three families according
the scheme they belong: PDO, PGI and TSG. Documents are further categorized in three
families per their country of origin: Greece, Italy and United Kingdom. This categorization
helps us to identify possible differences in the examined factors that present MS-specific
perception or interpretations.
Primary documents are also separated in three categories according the three different
EU quality scheme regimes. The categorization is not following strictly the date of each
document or the enforcement periods of the three EU regimes on quality schemes. This is
because a lot of products while applied for protection to one regime, they were eventually
examined or registered under the next one. For this reason, the categorization is based on
the date (and regime) that the product specification has been adopted and he product
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name registered. For example, an application of amendment published at 11.04.2003 and
approved at 23.12.2013, will not be categorised at the regime of application but at the
regime under which the amendment has been approved. The three regimes are formed
according the different EU regulations covering quality schemes for agricultural and food
products from 1992. The necessary information for this categorization has been sourced
through DOOR Database and EUR-Lex portal.
Another four primary document families have been created according the technical
characteristics of the used documentation. So, documents have been categorized on
whether they come from national or EU sources and to a) whether the document has been
published in the OJ or not, b) the type of the document: applications, publications of
applications and publications of amendment applications16) and c) to the level of
information inclusion: detailed applications and applications’ summaries, publications of
applications, publications of amendment applications including or not SD/Summary.
Codes – Product Specifications Content Analysis
Food Safety codes are used to identify safety issues that are discussed, mentioned or dealt
within the examined documents. Such issues are usually found under those parts of the
application forms and/or SD that describe product characteristics and production method.
Pasteurized milk: This code is used when the cheese is produced exclusively with
pasteurized milk. Pasteurization is important from a safety point of view, as it is used to
decrease the microbial content of the milk. For this code, pasteurization is identified by all
its equivalent in time & temperature heat treatments (21 CFR 133, n.d.; Chandan & Kapoor,
2011; Regulation (EC) No 853/2004). However, technical pasteurization of the products, as
defined in EU legislation is considered an independent code. The process is usually
described as high temperature pasteurization at 72°C for 15sec or law temperature
pasteurization at 63 for 30min pasteurization (Drosinos & Siana, 2007).
Heat treatment: This code addresses mainly the thermization process (heating at ~65°C
for 15sec) and any other lower to pasteurization heat treatment applied to the milk for the
reduction of milk’s microbial load but having a lower to pasteurization effect on the milk
characteristics (Chandan & Kapoor, 2011; Patrick F. Fox & Guinee, 2013).

16

In a few case, the examined document has been the implementing regulation approving the registration
or the product specification’ amendment. As these cases are very few, they have been also categorized
according to their reference document (registration or amendment application) and not in a separate family.
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Technically pasteurized product: Heating processes that include long time cooking over
~55°C reduces microbial load and give negative phosphatase reaction (Patrick F. Fox &
Guinee, 2013). This heat treatment is usually referred as scalding or cooking and it is typical
in hard cheese production. In many cheese production methods, although raw milk is used
initially, there is a later process stage where the semi-finished product undergoes a heat
treatment giving the same result as when pasteurized milk is used. This is scientifically
referred as “technical pasteurization”, but this is not a commonly norm, for example, US
Federal Code has no such interpretation of pasteurization. For this reason, technically
pasteurized products, when identified, are categorized under a separate code.
Raw milk: this code is used when cheese is exclusively produced with raw milk. In the EU
law, raw milk is considered the milk which has not been heated above 40°C or received any
treatment having equivalent effect (Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013). Raw milk is an
important factor for food safety as may contain various hazards.
Both raw & heat treated milk / no indication: Under this code are categorized those
cheese products that can be produced from either raw or pasteurized (and heat treated)
milk. Under this code are also gathered those specifications that do not explicitly state the
kind of the implemented heat treatment of the milk (if any).
Non-microbiological hazards: most of the hazards related to cheese products are hazards
deriving from the main cheese ingredient, the milk. Hazards could be of three kinds:
physical, chemical and microbiological. Physical hazards are objects naturally present in
raw materials or accidentally occurring due to their handling (ex. metal, plastic or glass
pieces). Chemical contaminants can be also either naturally occurring or added during the
production (Drosinos & Siana, 2007). This code is used to identify only physical and
chemical hazards potentially present in cheese production. Microbiological hazards are
categorised separately.
Microbiological hazards: Pathogens, microbial toxins and parasites responsible for human
foodborne diseases are the potential microbiological hazards of cheese (Drosinos & Siana,
2007). Microbiological hazards are the most important in cheese safety and they are
related to the debate on raw or pasteurized milk use in cheese production, as
pasteurization is the method commonly used to eliminate these hazards in milk. Discussion
on microbiological hazards or reference on processes to control them, could reveal an
awareness of the issue and the intention to avoid and/or prevent their presence in the final
products. The present code is used when microbiological hazards are mentioned in other
than microbiological characteristics’ section of product specification.
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Microbiological characteristics: This code is used to identify if references to the microbial
content of the cheese product are included in the product specification. Microbiological
characteristics, as described in theory part, is the only potentially safety-related
requirement to be included in the product specifications document. With this code, it is
intended to investigate the notion of microbiological characteristics as perceived in the
various cheese product specifications. The extend in which product specifications include
numerical limits for the microbial content of the product and if these limits match with the
legal ones posed by the European food safety legislation is also examined.
Product characteristics: This code is used in order to mark references to product
characteristics, such as the shelf life or the cheese categorization as soft or hard
(considered to be more vulnerable to deterioration due to their high water content), that
are related to the safety of the product (Chandan & Kapoor, 2011). Some other crucial for
food safety characteristics, such as water activity (aw), salt content (Patrick F. Fox &
Guinee, 2013) and acidity (low pH) (Chandan & Kapoor, 2011) are not examined. This is
because it is difficult to draw any conclusion by just recording this information.
Standards & Law: This code is used when a document refers that the cheese production
methods follow private food safety standards or that the product complies with specific
national or EU food safety legal requirements. The reference of compliance with standards
related to food safety inside product specification gives to these standards extra power.
This is because private standards are gaining an “obligatory” character, while the legal
requirements (that do not consist requirements under the quality scheme regulation) are
also rendered a prerequisite for product’s certification.
Materials for equipment & in-contact surfaces: the materials used for the equipment
(vats, stirring tools, molds etc.) and in contact surfaces (ripening shelves, draining surfaces
etc.) are crucial for the safety of the product. Wooden surfaces are friendly to
microorganisms (mos) growth as mos can survive captured on rough surfaces of wooden
equipment that are more difficult to clean in comparison to stainless steel or plastic
surfaces. However, except from pathogens, desirable pathogen-inhibitory mos may also
adhere to the wooden equipment. For this code and due to comparatively big number of
quotations recognised in the first screening of the documents, multiple references to the
same topic in the same product specification have been abolished.
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The two ripening codes (Ripening <60-days & Ripening ≥60-days): The 60-days ripening
has been selected as a benchmark for cheese product categorization on base of US food
law requirements and it is crucial for cheese products from unpasteurized milk. This is
because USA does not allow many types of raw-milk cheese (such as soft ripened raw milk
cheese, blue cheese, hard cheese, washed curd and soaked curd cheese and others) to be
marketed unless they have “cured at not less than 35°C for at least 60 days” (21 CFR 133,
n.d.). Although the ‘60-days rule’ is not articulated as a general obligation for all cheese
products, it can be found as a clause under the most of the specifications for cheese
product categories included in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). Though the latter
effect could be valid for most of the cheese products in US market.
This code will be used for a hypothesis on the protected cheese products marketability in
the US market (see section 3.2 below), as it has been considered interesting to find out
how many of the examined products could be excluded from the US market which is one
of the bigger markets for EU GI products (Chever, Renault, Renault, & Romieu, 2012). It is
important to add that the two codes are not used exclusively. The latter is the case when
the same product is marketed in both fresh and ripened type and so different types of the
same product do not necessary comply both with the 60-day rule.
Preservatives: This code has been created to identify preservatives used for the
improvement of product’s safety. This is another factor that can highlight the food safety
discourse in product specifications. The code name does not comply with any legal
definition of preservatives and may also cover substances as mould inhibitors and
antibiotics.
Other (safety): This general code is created with the intention to group quotations on
issues that although related to food safety, they do not fit in one of the existing codes.
This code undergoes a quotation-by-quotation qualitative evaluation at the end of coding
to extract any conclusions and find out if new codes may be formed.
Codes created after the first coding:
Number of milkings & milk storage time: This code has been created to categorize
references related to the number of milkings from which milk could be mixed in the same
cheese processing. The time difference between the milkings (ex. morning and afternoon
milk) and the storage time till processing are also coded here. The short waiting time from
milk collection to cheese making does not let the extensive growth of undesirable bacteria
in the raw milk. On the other hand, when milk is cooled and held in transport, the
opportunity for pathogen growth, particularly of psychrotrophic ones, is increased
(Donnelly, 2004; Grappin & Beuvier, 1997).
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Raw milk labelling requirements: According the European legislation17, raw milk and
products made from raw milk should state it in their labelling. This code gathers the
references this legal requirement and any other raw milk labelling requirement. The code
is important as the latest guidance of the Commission for the SD compilation advises
applicants to refrain from labelling requirements repetition (European Commission, n.d.a).
Good Manufacturing Practices (GMPs) & Hazards’ Control: All processes and procedures
conducted on safety purpose and refer to good practices (ex. cleaning of equipment) or
safety management procedures (ex. refrigeration of raw milk or of the final product) are
collected under this code.
Cheese crust treatment: The treatment of cheese crust is a common practice to protect
the cheese from external infections. Crust treatments could vary from the use of natural
substances like wine and vinegar to lye (water mixed with cinder) and the use of antimould chemicals and the paraffin waxing of the crust.
Codes used for the examination of the origin link factor aim mainly to identify how product
typicity is depicted into the product specifications of the protected under quality scheme
products. There have been created several different codes reflecting the preservation or
altering of the traditional production methods and raw materials used. Issues related to
food safety are also examined under the codes as for their interference with the origin link
of the cheese products.
Additives & non-traditional raw materials / acceptable use: The use of modern ingredients
for both technological and safety purposes it is an intervention on traditional production
methods. This code is formed to identify the use of substances that were not typically used
in the past and though could affect product typicity. Such substances would be colours,
bleaching agents, mould inhibitors, processed milk and others.
Additives & non-traditional raw materials / prohibition of use: this code is used when
reference is made to the same substances described in the previous code, but this time
there is a prohibition on the use of these ingredients.

17

EU legislation (Chapter IV of Section IX of Annex II to Regulation (EC) No 853/2004
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No-origin cultures: The use of starter or non-starter (usually commercial) cultures – other
than those physically occurring in the milk or the production environment affects the
character and the typicity of the product. The necessity of using bacterial cultures not
inherent to the place of production may reveal also a disconnection or loss of the link of
the product with its origins (Luca Settanni & Moschetti, 2014). The use of added cultures
is a consequence of milk pasteurization which lowers the content of desirable mos in the
milk and implies also a step forward to a more standardised production (Luca Settanni &
Moschetti, 2014).
No-added cultures: Records stating that no cultures are added or that coagulation is
promoted only by the cultures already existing in the milk or unintentionally colonize the
production place.
Inherent to the creamery cultures: When the cultures should derive only from previous
processes inside the same creamery and the cheese maker can keep mother cultures from
previous processes to inoculate the next cheese making (back-sloping).
Inherent to the production area cultures: This code is for those cases where natural starter
cultures produced from the combination of milk and mother cultures of different
creameries that belong to the designated area of production. Another case covered by this
code is the use of natural starters or specific isolated strains (autochthonous to the
production area) produced by local consortia laboratories.
Inherent cultures’ contribution: This code is created to group quotations in which it is
explained the contribution and value of the inherent to the production environment
cultures for product’s character.
Traditional materials & equipment: this code is used when traditional materials such as
wood, cooper, rush, ceramic and others are used for equipment and in-contact surfaces in
the creamery. The use of wooden materials, as described in theory part, is beneficial for
the shaping of a complex and unique character of cheese as desirable mos are easier
transferred to the milk during cheese processing form the biofilms created in wooden
surfaces (Licitra et al., 2007). The possibility to diverge from the required smooth,
washable corrosion resistant and non-toxic materials (point 1 (f), Chapter II, Annex II,
Regulation (EC) No 852/2004) is also indicative to the extent that the flexibility concept is
employed for traditional products as provided in several pieces of the EU food safety
legislation.
Modern materials for equipment in-contact surfaces & packaging: These two codes have
been created in order to examine if new type of materials, like stainless steel and plastic
for equipment and in contact surfaces - and modern packaging such as vacuum sealing are included in origin cheese production. These materials are comparatively new in food
processing and their use for equipment manufacturing is quite recent in comparison to
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wood, rush or copper materials. The new materials interact in different ways (or do not
interact at all) with the natural microflora of the milk or of the environment and though
play also an important role in shaping cheese characteristics.
Pasteurized milk: This code is used in the same way as in food safety family: coding those
products that are produced only by pasteurized milk. However, milk pasteurization is
studied here form a different point of view: Pasteurization is a relative new technology
applied commercially after 1884 in comparison to cheese making that counts centuries of
existence (P.F. Fox, 2011b). Although specific cheese making methods implemented heat
treatments in the past and in several cases with equivalent to pasteurization effects, this
process was not called ‘pasteurization’ and its derivative ‘pasteurized milk’. Pasteurization
is a term not used before 1862 (Bromberger, 2006). So before that era, the heat processing
could not be corresponding to the very specific interpretation of ‘pasteurization’ in
scientific language (temperature, time and effect on microbial load) as there was no such
definition available then. In this sense, the pasteurization is a method that becomes
considerably important for the origin link of the product when it is included in OPs’
specifications as an obligatory process. The milk pasteurization influences the cheese
typicity by affecting the sensory cheese characteristics (Beuvier & Buchin, 2004).
Pasteurization lead to more flat and less diversified flavour and taste by reducing the milk’s
microflora. Additionally, pasteurization, by reducing inherent to the milk cultures’ loosen
final product’s origin link (Grappin & Beuvier, 1997).
Raw milk, both raw & heat treated milk, crust treatment: These 3 codes are the same as
for food safety. As described for ‘pasteurized milk’ code, here the gathered quotations will
help to identify the technology involvement and its possible impact on the link of cheese
products to their origin.
Others related to tradition: This code has the same function as described above for the
correspondent code in food safety family code. There is the necessity for an “open” code
under which important information are coded, although they do not fit in one of the
already discussed codes. This code needs also a quotation-by-quotation quality evaluation
to extract any conclusions.
Codes created after the first coding:
Vegetative rennet & similar functionality enzymes: The use of vegetative rennet or
synthetic enzymes produced through DNA recombination is considered a technological
change in cheese production where animal origin rennet was almost exclusively used in
the past. Vegetative rennet is reported to be introduced on consumers’ demand for
vegetarian cheese (Bromberger, 2006). This code has been created to identify those
product specifications allowing for the use other than animal origin rennet.
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Animal origin rennet: This code is created in antithesis to the previous code to identify
those product specifications that pose the obligatory use of animal origin rennet.
In the third family code, barriers for small and artisan producers’ inclusion to a quality
scheme, belong 4 codes. Three of them are already existing codes used in one of the two
previous families and have been selected as their inclusion into product specifications can
potentially lead to the exclusion of small farmers and/or artisan producers from the
scheme.
Safety standards & Legal requirements: The inclusion of private safety standards or food
safety legal requirements other than those provided by quality scheme regulatory
framework consist of an extra barrier for small farmers that do not have the financial
means or lack the knowledge for sophisticated food safety management implementation.
Pasteurized milk: The exclusive use of pasteurized milk could also be a barrier for those
artisan farmers that follow old recipes that use raw milk. This requirement renders
pasteurization the only acceptable control measure against microbiological hazards while
nowadays there are a lot of different measures to select from to implement safety
management in dairy production.
Modern materials for equipment & in-contact surfaces: The use of modern materials can
also work as a barrier for small and artisan cheese producers for both financial and
tradition related issues. Modern materials equipment – if not already used – imply an extra
investment that may not be necessary and affordable for small producers. As mentioned
above in the code description, modern materials can also imped the product
characteristics development that is related to mos’ functionality and hence imply the use
of added cultures and result to an altered product typicity or exclude those artisan
producers that decide to follow older cheese production practices.
Other barriers is the forth code created in this category and it is an open code that serves,
as in the previous two families, the classification of issues not fitting in the above codes.
Codes - Comparative Analysis of Original and Amended Product Specifications
Additives: This code has been used to record changes in the use of additives. Changes may
include, among others, the permission or prohibition of use of an additive but also changes
in the conditions of use of the additives.
Crust treatment: This code used to track changes in crust treatment. The introduction, the
abolishment or changes in these practices are recorded.
Heat treatment: In contrast of the content of the code with the same name in Product
Specifications Content Analysis, here heat treatment refers to any change in the status of
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milk about its heat treatment. Both clarifications or introduction/abolishment of such
requirements are recorded here.
Labelling requirements: This code is used to record the introduction of labelling
requirement– mainly for raw milk – focusing on those cases where introduction of such a
requirement is reasoned on food safety.
Extra legal requirements: This code includes all quotations referring to the introduction to
the product specification of legal requirements other than those deriving from the quality
scheme regulatory framework.
Materials for equipment & in-contact surfaces: Here are categorized all the changes
related to the materials and the equipment used in cheese making.
Number of milkings & milk storage conditions: As for materials & equipment code, this
one is used to track changes in the number of permitted milkings per day and the time or
other parameters of milk storage.
Other - food safety: A general code for the categorization of quotations on food safetyrelated changes to methods or materials used but are not present in a frequency that
would justify the formation of separate codes.
On-safety arguments: Categorization of quotations including justification of amendments
on safety grounds.
Cultures: All changes in the type and terms of use for starter and non-starter cultures,
yeasts & enzymes are coded here.
Typicity: A code for any change affecting the origin link or the typical characteristics of the
cheese. All typicity issues are categorized under the same code as there are many different
parameters of typicity affected and none of them has presented such a density to justify a
category on its own.
Small & artisan producers’ inclusion: Code for the categorization of changes that could
have a positive effect on small & artisan farmers’ participation in the scheme
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3.2. Classification Model: Protected cheese products’ marketability in the
US market – GI recognition and compliance with safety standards
The results of the content analysis of the product specification that refer to the heat
treatment of the milk (raw, pasteurized, low heat treated or technically pasteurize) and
the ripening period, are used to approach marketability scenarios for the examined cheese
products in the US market. Three categories of products are recognized according to the
requirements of the US Federal Code on cheese products’ safety (21 CFR 133, n.d.):
a) Products banned from the US market. These are the cheese products that are made
with raw milk and undergo no or less than 60-days ripening.
b) Products partially excluded from the US market. The products under this category are
produced either from raw or pasteurized milk or exist in both “fresh” (less than 60 days
ripening) and “matured” (more than 60 days ripening) types. The “partial exclusion” is
defined because these products’ marketability depends on producers’ decision (to use or
not raw milk) and on the fact that a part of the production – usually the fresh type of the
cheese - is excluded from exports to the US due to incompliance with safety standards.
Under the second category have been also classified those products that there was lack of
information as for the type of milk used.
c) Marketed products. Products that are eligible for marketing in the US due to being
produced exclusively from pasteurized milk or pass through a compulsory maturing
process of minimum 60-days.
Finally, the latest available information on CETA conclusion and TTIP negotiations as for
the products that are likely to maintain their protection under the two free trade
agreements, are used to see how many of the examined products could benefit from legal
protection in Canada and US market. In particular, it has been advised the Annex 1 to the
EU's paper on geographical indications in transatlantic trade (European Commission,
2016a) containing EU’s proposal on foodstuffs to maintain full GI protection under the TTIP
free trade agreement and the final version of CETA (Outcome of the legal review of the
Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) onducted by the Canadian
Government and the European Commission, 2016).
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4. Results
Results show that safety requirements are indeed included in product specification
documents as such or are implied through references on safety related legal requirements
referring to the process hygiene, raw materials’ microbiological status, the permitted
contact materials, the premises’ requirements etc. About origin link, a big variation to the
level of adhesion to the traditional methods and materials used is observed. Specification
documents refer to both prohibitions of the use of new substances as well as to new
methods introduction while the origin of the cultures and the type of the rennet used is
usually not well defined and less often restricted to the geographical area of production.
It has been found that food safety and production modernization have a two-ways
interrelation where new technologies are introduced on the necessity to guarantee food
safety and hygiene while in other points, food safety and hygiene are deemed guaranteed
due to the extensive use of new technologies (like automated machines for milking and
milk skimming). Several of the food safety and origin related recordings demonstrate also
possible barriers for small and artisan producers’ participation quality schemes. Such
issues are the power dominance of a single dairy company on product specifications or the
inclusion of private standards within product specifications. Finally, through the case study
on the marketing of cheese products in US market it has been found that approximately
75% of the examined cheeses could face restrictions if exported to the US.

4.1. Food Safety in Specification Documents
Content analysis results show an extensive description of specific food safety issues and
requirements in the product specifications. Results also depict the interaction of EU food
safety law with quality schemes through the inclusion of EU and national food safety legal
requirements into the product specification documents. The most famous among the food
safety issues are related to the materials used for equipment and in-contact surfaces, the
cheese ripening (used as a hygiene control measure), process hygiene as the milk storage
conditions and the microbiological and chemical safety of raw materials and the final
product. Other reported issues are related to specific standards & laws on food safety
while, issue like the use of preservatives and the cheese product characteristics are
reported rarely.

4.1.1. Milk and other raw materials (4 codes – 79 quotes)
The type of milk (as for its heat treatment: raw, thermized, pasteurised) used in cheese
making is discussed extensively in product specifications. All the examined cheese
products have been categorized under three big categories: a) those produced only with
raw milk – 33 products, b) those for which milk pasteurization is compulsory – 11 products
and c) those made either with raw or pasteurized milk (thermization of the milk is also
categorized under this group) – 44 products. The extensive reference in the heat
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treatment of milk reveals the centrality of the issue in the discourse on the safety and the
quality of the final product. On the other hand, the great flexibility given to half of the
examined products on milk pasteurization, may be interpreted as pasteurization not
being, eventually, so critical for the safety of cheese products. Other than milk ingredients
related to food safety are not common. There have been found only a couple of products
for which preservatives are used in crust treatment.

4.1.2. Ripening as a hazard control measure (3 codes - 100 quotes)
The content analysis showed that 41 of the examined products are ripened for 60 or more
days and 23 products ripened for less than 60 days18. Another 19 products are produced in
both forms and for 5 products there is no indication in their specification documents
regarding ripening process (Formai de Mut dell’ Alta Valle Brembana) or its duration
(Ragusano & Spressa dele Giudicarie i.a.). The perception that the ripening, except from
technological impact (sensory characteristics development), is further regulated in the
specification documents for its impact on the safety of the cheese products is depicted in
Xygalo Siteias specification document in which it is explicitly stated that the products made
with raw milk must be kept for 2-months in storage before marketing. What is more, in the
amendments of product specifications, we also record changes referring to the definition
of minimum maturation periods for Asiago & Caciocavalo Silano cheese products.

4.1.3. Product characteristics, hazards and process hygiene (6 codes – 39
quotes)
Although Microbiological Characteristics and Product Characteristics consist distinctive
sections of the product specification document, information is rarely included for both.
Microbial characteristics are further interpreted in different ways from country to country
and from case to case in the 13 related quotations recorded, while through amendment
procedures, chemical and microbiological characteristics are determined in a later to
registration time only for Asiago cheese. Eight products include in microbiological
characteristics limits for specific pathogens19. It is remarkable that although food safety
issues are widespread in specification documents, the specific sections are
underdeveloped and provide usually no information of the microbiological and other
cheese product characteristics. Even less product specifications (5 in total) include general
product characteristics. Three products refer to the shelf life of the product (Buxtone Blue,
Dovedale & Xygalo Siteias) and two (Bra and Graviera Naxou i.a.) indicate the non-edible
character of the rind (or crust) of the product. Three product specifications mention

18

For 4 of the products categorised as ripened less than 60 days - Mozzarella (PDO & TSG), Manouri & Katiki
Domokou – lack of explicit statement as for their ripening period. Categorisation has been based on other
data included in the specification documents (ex. the description of production method).
19
Asiago, Fossa di Sogliano, Buxton Blue, Dovedale, Orkney Scottish Island Cheddar, Traditional Ayshire
Dunlop, Yorks Wensleydale include numerical limits for several pathogens (i.a. E. Coli, S. Aureus, Salmonella)
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control measures of microbial content of raw materials (Graviera Agrafon & Montasio) or
of the finished product (Xygalo Siteias). In the case of Montasio cheese, hygiene control
measures are justified on EU legal requirements20. For Stelvio or Stilfer, authorisation to
use bactofugation for the decrease of the microbiological content of the milk is given
through amendment procedure. In amendments, a few quotations that refer to raw
material and processes related to food safety (prohibition of use of colostrum - Casatella
Trevigiana, cleaning of molds with alkaline solution - Salva Cremasco etc.) are also recorded.
About other than the microbiological hazards, the few references recorded deal with the
absence of foreign matters (Buxton Blue), on processes (like filtration) for foreign matters’
removal from milk (Xygalo Siteias & Piacentinu Ennese) and on the presence of notdesirable inhibitory substances & antibiotics – Stilton and Fossa di Sogliano.
Quite extensive is also the presence of food safety management and hygiene control in 35
product specification documents. Most of the findings refer to the storage conditions of
milk and cheese (Teviodale, Puzzone di Moena, Pecorino Sardo & Xygalo Siteias i.a.). The
different aspects of GMPs recorded, focusing mainly on staff training, premises’ hygiene,
cleaning processes (Formaggio di Fossa di Sogliano) and the hygienic conditions of milking
process (Graviera Agrafon). Other recorded safety control measures refer to filtration - for
foreign particles’ removal (Bra & Piacentinu Ennese i.a.) – tests on raw materials and
inspections (2nd or 3rd party) on the food safety management systems’ in place (Stilton,
Mozzarella and others) and monitoring and record keeping (Kopanisti and Orkney Scottish
Island Cheddar i.a.).

4.1.4. Food safety legal requirements & private standards (39 quotes)
Although references to specific laws (either national or European) is not so common,
phrases like “according to the law” or “as in current laws” or “according to existing
normative provisions” that indicate a specific process to be conducted as provided in food
safety law (ex. milk’s refrigeration or the use of a specific additive) are often encountered
in cheese product specification documents. This is the case mainly for old product
specifications before Regulation (EU) No 1151/2012. In current DG AGRI guidelines for Single
Document compilation (European Commission, n.d.) applicants are deterred from
referring to national and EU legislation. Many quotations in this category focus in hygiene.
Most of the legal requirements mentioned deal with raw milk storage, milk hygiene status,
the sanitary conditions of cheese making process and the authorization of premises (both
farm & processing level). Legal requirements on milk storage conditions are often in Greek
cheese product specification documents which include the phrase “[the milk] from milking
till curding shall be stored under controlled temperature conditions according the
applicable provisions”. Private standards are also present in two UK cheese product

20

Regulation EC No. 853 of 29th of April 2004, Annex III, Section IX, Chapter III, Point 3 a) i)
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specifications (Buxton Blue & Dovedale) including in the documents that the products are
“tested in accordance with Dairy Crest Standard Methods”.
Other regulatory requirements, spontaneously mentioned in product specifications, deal
with labelling rules, packaging & equipment materials and to the terms of use of additives
(like lysozyme) and crust treatment products (mainly anti-mould substances). Raw-milk
labelling requirement is found in four different product specifications. In the two of them
(Xygalo Siteias & Kopanisti) is presented as such, while in the other two (Mozzarella di
Bufala Campana & Formaggio di Fossa di Sogliano) reference is made to the compliance with
the EU food safety legal requirements.

4.2.New technologies touching on GI cheese’s typicity and traditionality
4.2.1. The cheese cultures (5 codes, 89 quotes)
The origin of the cultures (starter or not) it is one of the most discussed typicity topics with
references corresponding to 67 different cheese products. There are many different types
of cultures used and they differ in their nature and origin. A minority of specification
documents prohibits the addition of cultures (6 products - Kopanisti, Pecorino Picinisco and
Ragusano i.a.) or restricts it to natural cultures deriving from a previous cheese making
processing in the same creamery (7 products – Parmigiano Reggiano, Pecorino Crotonese,
Stelvio i.a.) while, amendments in 12 products introduce the addition of starters, nonstarters, yeasts & enzymes. 23 products refer to the use of natural cultures deriving from
creameries inside the defined geographical area of production or the use of specific and/or
autochthonous strains that they are considered part of the local microflora and are
available through local consortia21.
Many quotations acknowledge the contribution of microflora - inherent to the raw milk or
colonizing the creamery facilities – to the development of cheese’s character. In 21 product
specifications are found arguments on the value of autochthonous (to the production
area) microbial cultures for the development of the cheese typicity. These references of
use of inherent culture contribution justify their importance for the origin link of the
product with its production area with Taleggio product specifications explicitly stating that
restrictions in the cultures’ origin and type are posed to respect the traditional cheese
production method.
On the other hand, the origin and the type (natural or not) of the used cultures is not
specified for 31 cheese products. For all the 15 UK cheese products. While, for many cheese
products like Fontina, Raschera, Pecorino Toscano and Gorgonzola i.a. the curd inoculation
with cultures is a necessity justified on the decreased bacterial content of milk and/or the
21

Consortia is the Italian name for are producers’ groups that establish, regulate and govern the use of a GI
(Dentoni, Menozzi, & Capelli, 2012).
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thermal processing of the milk. Content analysis has also revealed that the terminology
used for different cultures’ types varies widely and it has been observed that the term
“natural inoculum” is given different meanings when used in different product
specifications.

4.2.2. Additives
Additives are not commonly used in the examined GI cheese products. Through the
approved amendments, four quotations have been recorded on the prohibition of
additives use (i.e. artificial colourings in Grana Padano). Although additives presence is
restricted, another two quotations that refer to the regulation of use of lysozyme (Asiago
& Grana Padano) and to the permission of added lactic and citric acid in the protection
liquid of Mozzarella di Bufala Campana, present a situation where additives could find their
way to traditional cheese production.

4.2.3. The nature of rennet: animal rennet, vegetative & bacterial rennet
discussed issue with references found in 53 product specification documents. The use of
animal rennet is dominant among the examined cheese products (44/53). For some
product specifications, it is either permitted to use either types or there is no clear
definition. Only 2 products (Pecorino delle Balze Volterrane & Exmoor Jersey Blue) are made
exclusively with vegetative rennet. As for Pecorino delle Balze Volterrane, the practice is
rather in line with traditional recipe than an alteration as the rennet comes from a plant
typical to the production area.
In many specifications, it is also restricted the geographical origin of rennet that must
originate from inside the cheese production area (ex. Pecorino Romano & Pecorino
Picinisco). For animal rennet, it is often regulated also the specific animal (bovine, lamb,
kid) from which rennet should come from (Asiagoand Caciocavallo Silano i.a.). Rennet’s
nature is mostly regulated for Italian products. Only 7 Greek and 2 UK products refer in the
type of rennet and for most of them it is permitted to use several or any type or rennet.

4.2.4. New trends and technologies introduced in GI cheese product
specifications
Although a few of the approved amendments introduce statements of implementation of
traditional practices and in some of them it is recognized the importance of traditional
practices for origin cheese characteristics, there are many more establishing changes that
alter the existing traditional recipes and where traditional practices are abandoned and
new methods and materials influence the typical cheese making process. The shift from
traditional to modern techniques is based on higher food safety standards, on cost
effectiveness and the technological modernization.
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Some of the proposed amendments follow consumers’ demands, like the permission of
use of vegetative rennet for Kosher certification (Pecoriono Toscano), the introduction of
salting in brine instead of dry-salting – Raschera and the abolishment of crust oiling –
Parmigiano Reggiano – for more pleasant appearance. Other amendments are proposed in
basis of technological developments (mechanical skimming – Bra & Toma Piemonetese)
and technical restrictions to the production according the traditional recipe (i.e. rennet
initially obliged to originate from inside the production area allowed as to be just
“produced following a traditional method” due to being difficult for producers to obtain
the necessary rennet form the designated area – Stelvio or Stilfer).
Only a few amendments reinforce the typicity and traditionality of the cheese products.
Such examples are the specifications for raw milk’s use in Fontina cheese and the
introduction of alkaline phosphatase analysis for verification of raw milk use in Grana
Padano22. An example that worth also mentioning is the amendment proposing the
inclusion of a microbiological tracers in Grana Padano cheese. These tracers that function
as indicators for fraud detection are inactive lactic bacteria, already present in the milk
used and deriving from the production area and do not affect product characteristics.
Although tracers can be detected and guarantee the origin of the product, the amendment
was not eventually adopted23. The interesting points here are a) the fact that the proposed
anti-fraud system protecting product authenticity, strengthening origin link and
protecting producers’ interest from unfair competition was not finally approved and b)
the fact that there can be found no justification for the non-adoption of this proposal in
any of the EU or national documents available. May the proposal have been withdrawn
before reaching EC scrutiny but still no clue is available on which procedures or delegations
kicked of this proposal and for which reason.
The importance of local factors (such as the microclimate) for cheese typicity is obvious
even where modern technologies are introduced. Quotations referring to producers’
efforts to simulate the original traditional conditions with the help of modern equipment
(caves microclimate is reproduced by air conditioning facilities - Fontina) and the use of
aids (addition of CaCl2 or starter cultures due to milk pasteurization - Feta) are examples
acknowledging the contribution of local and traditional practices and factors to the special
characteristics of GI cheese products.

22

Alkaline phosphatase detection in high levels indicates raw milk or milk slightly thermized while low levels
of this enzyme indicate higher temperature treatment of milk and the analysis could be used in order to
define the proper pasteurization of the milk.
23
The non-adoption has been confirmed with a cross check of the amendment application and the valid
specifications document.
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4.3. Food Safety and Production Modernisation challenging GI cheeses’
origin link
4.3.1. Number of milkings & milk storage conditions
This is another topic of high interest discussed in 57 product specification documents.
Most of the Italian products and half of the Greek ones specify for the number of milkings
and milk storage duration & conditions. Nevertheless, only a few UK products include
referencing for milking and milk storage. Many quotations define the permitted number
of milkings per day without however being clear if milkings shall be restricted in number
or not. The maximum permitted number usually varies from 1 to 4 milkings per day
(characteristic examples are: Kalathaki Limnou, Castelmagno, Fontina, Piave i.a.) and may
be also present a restriction of using only milk from successive milkings while many
quotations use vague phrasing (ex. “from one or more milkings”, Canestrato di Moliterno
or “from two or more daily milkings” Raschera) and though do not pose a minimum
acceptable number of milkings per day.
The permitted number of milkings is also addressed in several amendments of
specification documents (Castelmagno, Mozzarella di Bufala Campana, Provolone
Valpadana, Stelvio or Stilfser, Toma Piemontese, Grana Padano, Montasio). Most of the
amendments introduce an increased number of permitted milkings per day and longer
storage period before processing. This is justified on the alleged better contemporary
technological means in place that allow the safe storage of milk until processing
(refrigerating equipment) without however, providing – at any case - evidence on the
number of farms and/or creameries participating into the schemes and are properly
equipped.

4.3.2. Materials for equipment & in-contact surfaces
The materials from which the different equipment and the surfaces that are in contact with
the foodstuffs are manufactured, is one of the most discussed topics with the recorded
quotations corresponding to 50 different product specifications. The types of equipment
identified as crucial both for food safety and for the origin and traditional cheese making
are in particular a) the milk containers (vats & basins) and cheese making vats and boilers,
b) other equipment necessary through cheese making (molds and baskets, muslins to help
draining in the molds, shovels, harps i.a.), c) the ripening area and infrastructure, mainly
focusing on the materials for shelves on which cheese rests during maturation and d) the
packaging and marching materials.
The composition & quality of equipment and materials used in cheese making is probably
the most controversial and densely reported issue in product specification documents. 55
quotations refer to the use of traditional materials like wood and copper for vats, ripening
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and cheese store shelves, stirring & cutting equipment; leather and natural fibres for sacks
and draining bags; rush for baskets (baskets are used as molds for cheese shaping) and
the use of acidic whey as a detergent for cleansing of boilers. Another 43 quotations refer
to the use of modern materials and equipment such as vats, boilers and other hand
equipment from stainless steel, synthetic fibres for cloths, food grade plastic for working
surfaces and packaging. There are also quotations referring to the use of modern
equipment and/or machinery such as the automated skimming of milk, machinery for curd
cutting and vacuum packaging. However, only for a few cheese products the modern
methods or materials are compulsory according product specifications. This is the case of
Teviodale where stainless steel or aluminium basins are used and of Gorgonzola where the
cheese is packaged only in goffered aluminium foil. In the examined amendments, have
been found also a few quotations where modern packaging materials are introduced
(plastic film – Pecorino Sardo, plastic or paraffin wraps – Provolone Valpadana) and that
authorise the substitution of fabric sacks with food grade synthetic ones (Kopanisti) as the
latter are alleged to be easier and less time consuming in cleaning. The impact of food
safety laws on the origin link of the GI cheese products through regulating the materials
and equipment used is profound in Pecorino Crotonese specification document where the
use of plastic molds used in cheese shaping is attributed to the “relevant food safety legal
requirement”.
The use of traditional or modern materials is often justified. For modern materials’ use,
justification in usually based on the better hygiene status (ex. materials that are easy to
clean and disinfect), while the use of traditional materials is justified on their long history
of safe use and on their link to the local traditions and heritage. In some cases, as for
Pecorino Siciliano, Formai de Mut and Spressa delle Giudicarie equipment have special
names in the local dialect. Examples are given below in Figures 4.1 and 4.224.

“For the removal of the cream that rises to the top are used basins of stainless steel, small of
1.5 hl, or large with capacity of 5-10 hl, which are better from a hygienic-sanitary point of view”
Spressa delle Giudicarie
Figure 4.1 – Quotation on the use of specific materials

24

Quotations are in translation of the original from Italian language.
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“rotula (sort of a wooden rod, carrying at the one end a disc which serves for curd cuuting)”
Pecorino Siciliano
“la fasséra = form or hoop of wood to form the cheese;
i scalére = wooden shelves on which you can put cheese to mature”
Formai de Mut
“The wood to produce heat is still used in a traditional private frame with the old "pentoloni"
or "paioli" in copper, hanging from a beam with the wood fire underneath, but in the more
modern dairies are used larger boilers with a double bottom of stainless steel, steam heated,
with a modern and hygienic tool kit.”
Spressa delle Giudicarie
Figure 4.2 - Quotation on the use of specific materials

Except form the clear distinction of modern and traditional materials on basis of their
contribution to the cheese making process, it has been observed that there could be much
flexibility on the selection of either type of materials. In 18 product specification
documents, traditional and modern material’s use coexist and in several cases the
producer is the one to make the choice.

4.3.3. Raw VS pasteurized milk and other milk heat treatments
The milk pasteurization, is described as part of the typical recipe of a specific type
production process only for a couple of pasteurised milk cheese products, like Gorgonzola.
Although the cheese products produced exclusively with raw milk are three times in
number of those produced only with pasteurized milk. The products in “grey zone” that
can be produced from either type of milk are the half of the examined products without,
however, the provided flexibility in decision making to be always explicitly stated and with
ambiguity on which is the norm in several product specifications.
The category of products using either type of milk is splitted further to sub-categories.
There are products which specifications explicitly mention that both types of milk (raw or
pasteurized) can be used. This is the case for most of the UK and Greek cheese products
under this category. Italian cheeses’ specifications present a variance on how this flexibility
is expressed. There are specification documents where pasteurization is presented as a
“permitted” action (Tallegio & Salva Cremasco i.a.) or others in which it is implicitly stated
that the milk can be “possibly sanitized” (Bra, Pecorino Sardo & Toma Piemenontese)
without indicating which sanitizing methods are permitted. In several specification
documents, there is lack of precise information and vague phrasing makes it hard to
conclude which type of milk is used. For example, Monte Veronese and Raschera
specifications state that after milking or skimming (if applicable) the milk undergoes
coagulation in low temperatures (±30°C). In total, there are detected 9 products where
raw milk’s use can be assumed as the sequence of processes does not involve any heat
treatment. Finally, the products Xynomyzythra Kritis and Caciocavallo Silano include no
indication of milk’s heat treatment in their specifications.
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Content analysis shown that heat treatments with lower than pasteurization effect are not
so common in GI/TSG cheese production. Thermization is the only method, recorded for
four products. Thermization is presented as the adequate heat treatment for Provolone
Valpadana (the “picante” type). In other product specifications that thermization is
mentioned (Asiago d’ Allevo, Pecorino Romano & Squacquerone) it is presented as an
optional process or as an alternative to pasteurization.
Milk heat treatment and especially pasteurization is a hazard control process and is linked
to human health in GI cheese specification documents. Feta & Kalathaki Limnou
specifications include quotations where pasteurised milk is said to be a prevailing choice
among producers due to “public health concerns”. The negative impact of pasteurisation
on cheese typicity is admitted by the author(s) of Kalathaki Limnou specifications which
states that this practice results to loss of sensory characteristics.
In the amendments of product specifications there are two quotations where it is
proposed the introduction of specific rules for the type or the heat treatment of milk.
Another two amendments confirm the explicit use of raw milk in Fontina and of
pasteurized milk in Gorgonzola. In some other cases like Gorgonzola and Raschera, rules on
milk’s heat treatment are introduced for the first time as the old version of the
specification does not include any indication on heat treatment.

4.3.4. Food Safety: A Trojan horse for changes in traditional cheese
production
Many of the proposed amendments of product specifications are based on safety
arguments. This fact demonstrates that food safety is used as a Trojan Horse to introduce
new technologies and production methods in GI/TSG cheese product specifications. New
methods, like the introduction of bactofugation prior to milk separation (optional process
for Stelvio or Stilfer, permissions for milk pasteurization or milk heat treatment and the
cheese crust anti-mould treatments (Provolone Valpadana & Pecorino Sardo) are proposed
to guarantee cheese products’ safety. These amendments impact the typicity of the
product and loosen the origin link of the cheese products by introducing new methods and
materials in the place of the traditional ones.
Another safety related requirement affecting origin products’ typicity is the voluntary
exemption of Grana Padano from a derogation provided in Italian legislation on the germ
content and somatic cell count. By refusing the inclusion of Grana Padano under this
derogation, the applicant foresees to “a significant step forward in the process of constantly
raising the qualitative level of Grana Padano cheese”. This is because by excluding
themselves form the derogation, Grana Padano producers will have no more the margin to
produce cheese from milk with high bacterial & somatic cell content but they will be forced
to obey the legislation as the rest of the cheese producers. Derogations in food safety law
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are provided where there are no major safety issues. This means that while the milk
hygienic status is improved by lowering germ content, in the same time there may be loss
of inherent bacteria important for cheese character development and so what referred as
“raising the qualitative level of Grana Padano” is not totally true as while the one quality
factor improves, other important for cheese quality factors are deteriorated (taste, odour,
texture – unless cultures are added artificially).

4.3.5. Non-traditional raw materials & modern production methods
Technological aids and preservatives
Quotations from 19 product specifications permit, regulate or prohibit the use of additives
& non-traditional raw materials (i.e. powder milk). Some Greek cheese products permit the
addition of calcium chloride (CaCl2). In Italian cheese products, the use of lysozyme is also
permitted while for Pecorino Sardo, Buxton Blue and Orkney Scottish Island Cheddar,
colorants are used. The use of non-traditional raw materials is observed only in Dorset Blue
in which production skim milk powder can be utilised. Prohibitions of non-traditional raw
material use are often present in specification documents. With 29 quotations referring to
the prohibition of various substances (condensed and powder milk, milk proteins, casein
salts, colorants, preservatives, antibiotics i.a.). These prohibitions are present mainly in
Greek and Italian products. In all Greek product specifications, it is recorded the same
statement that indicates the prohibition of “condensation of milk, addition of milk powder,
milk proteins, casein salts, as well as the addition of colorants preservatives and of antibiotic
substances”. In Taleggio cheese, it is explicitly stated that non-traditional ingredients are
prohibited to follow the traditional methods of production. On the other hand, Dovedale
specification document just regulates the use (does not prohibit) of additives by restricting
their addition only when declared on the label according the relevant legal requirements.
As regards the approved amendments, the requests for prohibition of use of nontraditional substances are more than the introduction of the use of the latter. So, content
analysis concludes that traditional practices still prevail in some extent to the use of
artificial substances in origin and traditional cheese products.
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Cheese crust treatment
It is a common practice that hard cheeses undergo crust treatment to protect the external
part of the cheese from moulds and degradation. A mix of traditional and modern
practices are used in crust treatments and the brushing and washing of the cheese crust
are the commonest. For rind- washing, pure water (Ladotyri Mytilinis), soot water
(Canestrato di Moliterno & Pecorino delle Balze Volterrane) or mix of natural substances
such as wine and vinegar (Pecorino di Filiano & Pecorino Picinisco) is used. The oiling of the
crust with edible oils is also common for moulds growth prevention. Waxing and paraffin
are from the modern substances used for crust treatment (Swaledale, Kasseri, Beacon Fell
Lancashire i.a.). For a few cases (6 in total - Pecorino Sardo, Pecorino Romano, Provolone
Valpadana i.a.) preservatives like E 202, E 203, E 235 and anti-mould substances use is
permitted. Modern practices in crust treatment, may not be extensively implemented for
GI/TSG cheese products but they have found their way into origin and traditional cheese
recipes.
Crust treatment practices are also introduced with amendments in five cheese product
specifications (Asiago, Bra, Caciocavallo Silano, Pecorino Sardo & Provolone Valpadana),
while only one of the recorded quotations refers to the abolishment of the practice (oiling
the cheese surface in Parmigiano Reggiano) due to be neither attractive to consumers nor
widely implemented by the scheme producers.

4.4. Challenges for small and artisan cheese producers
Many of the discussed topics related to food safety and new technology interventions
affect typicity of GI cheese products in a second implicit way: through imposing greater
burdens for small and artisan cheese producers’ inclusion into the schemes. While in a few
product specifications, the human factor contribution– through her skills and experience
– is acknowledged for cheese typicity, there have been recorded quotations that, in
contrast, admit the use of non-traditional practices and in which it is explicitly stated the
possibility to use modern practices and technologies which put craftsmanship aside.
The main issues representing potential barriers for small and artisan cheese producers’
inclusion into the quality schemes have been already mentioned in the previous findings.
These are the enclosure of legal requirements into product specifications – other than
those deriving from the EU quality scheme legislation - the compulsory use of modern
equipment and materials and the pasteurization of milk25. In total 41 of the examined
cheese products are affected from the above-mentioned barriers.

25

For milk pasteurization must be noted that t can be a barrier where it is not recognised as part of the
traditional cheese recipe.
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A less burdensome for small and artisan producers requirement, is the one of labelling.
Bra, Gorgonziola and Raschera cheese products must indicate on their label that the cheese
crust is not edible, while Asiago must label the maximum storage period of the product,
while these requirements relate o food safety re not obligatory by the parallel EU
legislation covering cheese products.
Except from the above requirements that could have a negative impact for small and
artisan producers’ inclusion in quality schemes, there are three specific recorded examples
recorded that clearly demonstrate power imbalance and unfair benefit sharing among
participants of scheme:
Grana Padano producers, voluntary exempt their products from a derogation on
microbiological criteria
As presented before, there is a derogation in the Italian legislation relevant to the germ
content and somatic cell count for Grana Padano cheese which the Grana Padano
producers asked not to be applicable on them to increase their products’ quality. The
submitted and approved amendment does not include any data or explanation on why the
derogation is not any more necessary. With this amendment producers of Grana Padano
put stricter microbiological criteria on themselves while this is not justified on product’s
safety.
Dairy Crest controling Buxton Blue & Dovedale product specifications
Another example corresponding to Buxton Blue and Dovedale cheeses, refers to the
manipulation of the power to include/exclude new parties from the scheme. In Buxton Blue
and Dovedale specifications there is an obligation to inform the “Crust Dairy” company in
light of any change to the product specification. The specification document states that
“No changes to occur to product specification without prior agreement from Technical
Services Department, Dairy Crest, Cridgington, Telford, Shropshire TF6 6HY”. In practice, this
means that the specific company – a single actor in the food supply chain - has a privileged
position in any decision related to the product specifications and consequently to whom
can or cannot be included in the scheme and benefit from the GI certification.
Sophisticated quality and safety management systems
Finally, a third example refers to the possibility of creating a dominant position for bigger
producers within a scheme through the inclusion of strict quality controls for milk
reception. British cheese products include extensive descriptions of quality and safety
management procedures. Among them, there are third-party laboratory controls for milk
reception, traceability systems and quality assurance systems for milk delivery which
include the use of IT supported systems. The costs imposed by the implementation of
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sophisticated quality and safety management systems raise concerns for the margins left
for small and artisan producers and farmers to participate in the scheme.
However, apart from the barriers to small and artisan producers’ inclusion in quality
schemes, there have been recorded a few quotations (3) that justify the corresponding
amendments on the better inclusion of small & artisan producer into a scheme. All the
three quotations (Pecorino Toscano, Robiola di Roccaverano & Toma Piemontese) deal with
amendments on the climate conditions of maturation premises. For Pecorino Toscano it is
proposed the broadening of limits on temperature and humidity levels to reduce small
cheese makers’ penalization due to failure to maintain different temperatures within the
same building. Robiola di Roccaverano & Toma Piemontese amendments justify the
establishment of broader limits for ripening conditions on the absence of air-conditioned
premises (caves, cellars etc.) to avoid seasonal variations.

4.5. PDO, PGI and TSG cheese products’ marketability in the US market
According the classification model presented in section 3.2, 13 cheese products identified
as made exclusively from raw milk and less than 60 days ripened. Another 26 products are
made from raw milk but marketed in different maturing levels and so some of their types
do not fulfil the 60-days rule. In these 26 products are also included those for which the
use of raw milk is on producers’ discretion.
38 of the rest 49 examined cheese products coud be normally marketed in US. The
remaining eleven products have been recognised as technically pasteurized. In the cheese
making of these products, cheese curd undergoes treatment with high temperature
(usually over 80°C) hot water and this process is essential part of the specific cheese
technology. The descriptions and the process parameters used (time & temperature
implemented), indicate that the final products would give a negative phosphatase analysis
as the pasteurized milk cheese products. Therefore, these products are technically
pasteurized. For these 11 products, it cannot be concluded what will have been their
destiny in US market as US law does not considers the technical pasteurization.
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5. Conclusions & Discussion
Increased hygiene, including extensive cleanliness along through cheese production, the
use of metallic and plastic equipment and raw milk sanitation sacrifices origin link and
traditional cheese making for extra food safety and guarantees of compliance with food
safety legal requirements. Legal requirements, process hygiene, food safety management
and other food safety related issues are extensively present in the product specification
documents of the examined GI cheese products. The same is valid also for modern
technologies (like vacuum packaging, bactofugation, automatic milking i.a.) which are
included in the initial versions of origin and traditional cheese making specification or
added afterwards with amendments. Food Safety issues are used to enclose specific
hygiene control measures although flexibility is officially provided through EU legislation,
especially to facilitate traditional production and while justification on the necessity and
adequacy of the selected food safety control measures is generally missing.
Food safety clauses and the new technologies proposed interact with each other. In many
cases, new methods (ex. bactofugation) and materials (ex. antifungal substances) are
introduced to increase the safety of cheese products and vice versa. What is more, due to
the increased sterilization of the cheese making environment and the milk heat treatments
which besides the pathogens, reduce also the beneficial for cheese making microflora,
technological aids (i.e. starter cultures and CaCl2) find their way into GI/TSG cheese making
to compensate for the naturally present to the ilk and environment but lost compounds
which are necessary for cheese formation and development. Comparative content analysis
of old and new versions of the product specification documents and the analysis of the
adopted amendments has further verified this situation. In many cases, modern
production processes are introduced in GI/TSG cheese making while it is often the
loosening of restriction which protect products’ typicity.
Both unnecessary food safety clauses and modern technologies used in GI cheese making
present potentially negative impacts for the origin link of cheese products. This happens
through the distortion of typicity and traditionality and the loosening of the link of the
products with their geographical origin (direct impact) and the potential impediments and
unnecessary burdens for small and artisan producers’ participation into quality schemes
(indirect impact). In the latter case, artisan and small cheese makers that follow the
traditional recipes or it is likely that they do not have the financial capacity to implement
sophisticated food safety management systems and invest in new technologies, face the
danger of exclusion and so those actors reproducing heritage and traditional knowledge
are less involved in origin cheese production. Power dominance on quality schemes makes
it hard for small and artisan producers to follow the GI/TSG certification although they have
legitimate interest on the protected names.
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In addition to all these challenges, small and artisan cheese producers and the GI/TSG
cheese products they produce, face extra barriers in exporting to one of the most
important markets for European GI products (Chever et al., 2012) due to differences in food
safety perception and lack of proper protection under the free trade agreement between
EU and US.

5.1. Food safety and production modernisation requirements find their
way into product specification documents
Given the fact that the Regulation (EU) No 1151/2012 (and its predecessors) does not
provide for any obligation to include food safety and hygiene criteria and specifications
into the product specification documents and given the flexibilities that European food
law provide for the fulfilment of the appropriate hygiene level in traditional food
production, it would be expected that food safety issues have not been so densely
reported in cheese specification documents. However, the result was the opposite as
content analysis showed that many topics related to cheese products’ safety that are
present in many parts of the product specifications. Records cover all the stages of
hygiene implementation from “farm to fork” and focus mainly to the control of the
microbiological hazards related to cheese production, as milk-derived microbiological
hazards are of high importance for the safety of the end product (Donnelly, 2004). Many
of the topics recorded (equipment, materials, milking, milk storage etc.) address the
primary production hygiene and the prerequisite programmes implementation in cheese
making rather than hazards’ control and HACCP.
Hygiene & flexibility
EU legislation provides - since 2004 - the possibility for MSs to grant individual or general
derogations to traditional food business operations on the hygiene requirements given in
the Hygiene Package. These derogations and adaptations provided in light of the
creamery’s environment and cheese making equipment contribution to traditional food
production – Art.7 (2)(a)&(b) of Regulation (EC) No 2074/2005. Although the provided
flexibility targets hygiene requirements for premises and equipment, equipment and
materials are the most frequently recorded in the examined GI/TSG cheese specifications.
Despite the existing context allowing for less burdensome hygiene implementation and
fewer restrictions for traditional food production, the many references on the equipment
and contact surfaces materials recorded in this study, reveal that – the three examined
MSs – have not made use of the provided flexibility for GI/TSG cheese production. The lack
of flexibility implementation is reinforced from the fact that although half of product
specifications have been first drafted or amended in 2007 and after, equipment and incontact materials are still an important issue in specification documents as well as from
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the fact that although guidelines for single documents26 compilation dictate to avoid
references to national or European legislation and repetitions of labelling requirements
several of the recently compiled single documents do refer and repeat non-relevant to
quality schemes’ legal requirements.
It is also remarkable that although there is an extensive report on the specific materials
used for cheese production, critical control points and hazard analysis are missing. This
reveals that product specifications focus more on making obligatory very specific
measures – materials for in-contact surfaces, machinery, antifungal products etc. – rather
than focusing on hazards and risk analysis to alternative solutions and better control of
the critical production points.
“Product characteristics”
In contrast to the high density of requirements for in-contact surface materials, equipment
and prerequisite programmes, the “product characteristics” of the GI/TSG cheeses are
underreported. The physicochemical properties of the cheese as well as categorization in
soft & hard cheeses and fresh & ripened ones were rarely completed in the specification
document. If this information provided, it may be able to evaluate accurately the adequacy
and necessity of the hygiene and food safety management measures present within the
product specifications27.
However, this is not the case for the examined GI/TSG cheese where we meet the paradox
of product specifications focusing a lot on prerequisite programs and good hygiene &
manufacturing practices while hazards and critical control points proper identification is
generally missing. And where critical control points are (explicitly or implicitly) identified,
product specifications regulate a very specific control measures (ex. heat treatment for
milk sanitation) with no margins for implementation of alternatives.
Automation & New technology in origin and traditional cheese making
Apart from food safety related issues, content analysis showed that modern technologies
are also commonly used in several GI/TSG cheeses. Aids (CaCl2, artificial rennet and
commercial cultures), machinery (automated milking and skimming, bactofugation
machine, high pressure filtration etc.) and materials (stainless steel, food grade plastic
etc.) that are quite recent technological developments are used in great extent for GI/TSG
cheese products. However, many of the GI cheese products examined declare a history of
more than a century and connecting their typicity and special and unique characteristics
with traditional production methods, human craftsmanship and the extensive

26

The short version of the product specification
if examined in conjunction with the microbiological characteristics of the cheese products which are also
underreported
27
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contribution of environmental factors (microclimate, locally developed bacterial cultures,
local fauna i.a.), which does not align with the extensive use of modern technologies.

5.2. Food safety dogma prevails on typicity preservation: traditional
methods are abandoned and new technologies are introduced
Some of the recorded food safety issues impact the special character of the cheese, its
typicity. This is because several food safety control measures intervene in the method and
the materials used in cheese making. For example, the obligation to pasteurize milk or the
use of stainless steel vats and basins explicitly imply the use of only specific materials and
equipment. The same is valid for processing aids introduced in traditional and origin
cheese making like the use of commercial cultures and rennet.
Right or exception? The language used in introducing traditional equipment use
The use of traditional materials (like wood) promotes the function of the inherent to the
environment microflora and enhance cheese quality and taste (Di Grigoli et al., 2015). The
content analysis revealed great flexibility in using both traditional and modern materials
and equipment although the fact that explicit statements of prohibitions of modern
materials prevails to the permissions of use (with both covering a small number of
products). In many of the examined documents the use of wooden equipment and
surfaces and copper boilers and containers is presented as a “permission” or “exception”
to the rule, which is the modern materials like stainless steel and food grade plastic. This
is a clear shift to the utilisation of modern technologies in traditional cheese making. The
way traditional materials are presented - as an exception to the regularly used modern
ones - leads to the conclusion that the former, although important for the development of
cheese and its characteristics (Licitra et al., 2007), is not considered ‘proper’ or it is issued
as a state of exception. The same moderate approach prevails also for crust treatment. In
this case, traditional treatments with oil, vinegar, wine and lye coexist with waxing and the
use of antifungal agents.
When food safety dogma is self-refuting
Another interesting to discuss paradox is the argumentation accompanying the
amendments requesting the increase of number of allowed milkings per day and the
extension of storage time from milking to processing, for which restrictions once
introduced to increase food safety. Although both number of milkings and the storage
time are important factors for milk hygiene, they are here underestimated on the
assumption that farmers and producers involved in Montasio cheese making use widely
refrigeration machinery, allowing for the safe storage of milk till processing, and hence
providing a hygienic enough production environment. What is more, the argumentation in
favour of this change does not refer directly to the safety of the proposed practice. The
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author further assumes that the automatic milking is a common practice among farmers
and so argues that the extra flexibility proposed (use milk from more milkings) would not
affect negatively the safety of the product.
This example contradicts to the safety dogma that prevails in most of the specification
documents and that argues for stricter hygiene rules and better food safety control in
cheese production while sacrificing the traditional character and the origin link of GI/TSG
products (pasteurization, use of modern techniques like bactofugation and easy to clean
and disinfect materials like stainless steel and food grade plastic etc.). Here, the food
safety issue is overlooked – although relevant – to facilitate other aspects of the
production (for example, increased daily production volume).
“Initially, the milk delivered within the 48 hour period came from only traditional milkings, which
were 4 in number. With the introduction of automatic milking, the number of consecutive
milkings possible in a 48 hour period can be increased. The time period has therefore been
maintained; only the total number of milkings has been changed. From a technical and scientific
point of view, the use of automatic milking systems does not affect the properties of the milk; in
particular, its composition is statistically comparable, in terms of fats and protein content, to
that of milk obtained by traditional milking. The cows’ health is even improved, since these
systems eliminate the stress caused, during peaks of high lactation, by the practice of only two
milkings. The possibility of obtaining large quantities of milk more than twice a day also has the
effect of subjecting the udder and teats to less stress, improving the microbiological quality of
the milk and reducing the occurrence of mastitis”
1st amendment, ANNEX I, Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 1127/2013 of 7
November 2013 approving minor amendments to the specification for a name entered in the
register of protected designations of origin and protected geographical indications (Montasio
(PDO)), Official Journal of the European Union, 13.11.2013
Figure 5.1 – Quotation from Montasio specification on milkings & milk storage

This example proves that the food safety is not always priority and that deviations could
exist in light of other legitimate interests. However, typicity preservation and
strengthening of origin link seem not to be such accepted legitimate interests in GI cheese
production.

66 | P a g e

The milk heat treatment
The heat treatment of milk controls the microbiological hazards present in raw milk
(Rukke, Sørhaug, & Stepaniak, 2011). Pasteurization and lower heat treatments are present
in most the examined cheese product specifications with pasteurization to be found either
under production method part (as a processing step) or under raw material characteristics
(raw or pasteurized milk identified in the ingredients’ list). Milk heat treatment – and more
specifically pasteurization - is the most common sanitation method for raw milk in the
examined GI/TSG cheese specifications. It is also a representative example of how a
specific hazards’ control measure, relatively new to cheese making technology, is
introduced in product specifications without being part of the traditional recipe nor an
obligatory food safety legal requirement.
A significant number of cheese products is produced only with pasteurized milk without
pasteurization being part of the traditional cheese making28. However, most of the
examined cheese products can be produced, theoretically, also with raw milk. This is valid
for most of the Greek cheese products. Although content analysis results present clearly
that pasteurization does not kick raw milk entirely out of the traditional cheese
production, in none of the examined product specifications, the impact of milk heat
treatment on cheese characteristics – other than on product’s safety – is demonstrated or
taken into consideration.
In Kalathaki Limnou specification, it is stated that the inclusion of pasteurization in
production process is based on public health concerns although also admitted that
pasteurization deteriorates the sensory character of the final product. The introduction of
milk heat treatment clearly deprioritizes the survival of traditional methods in shake of
food safety within the quality schemes’ legal framework and not just as a parallel food
safety legal requirement challenging origin cheese making practices. As raw milk’s
contribution to the cheese typicity is of great importance for the link of the product with
its production area (Beuvier & Buchin, 2004), there is a huge risk that this link is about to
loosen.
What is more, as presented in results, the phrasing used for some of the products that are
made either from raw or from pasteurized milk is vague and unclear. For example, Bra,
Pecorino Sardo and Toma Piemenontese product specifications refer that milk can be
“possibly sanitized” while in other cases as for Monte Veronese and Raschera, the use of
raw milk can be only assumed according the sequence of processing which does not
include any reference to heat treatments. Where production processes sequence is not
clear or pasteurization is not explicitly forbidden, there are margins of different
interpretations.

28

Gorgonzola is an exception.
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Both ambiguity in phrasing or explicit statements that producers and farmers can choose
between either raw or pasteurized milk encloses the risk that pasteurized milk prevails on
raw milk due to providing a higher level of compliance with hygiene regulations (Feta &
Kalathaki Limnou). The latter is an important factor in those national food safety systems
where the provisional flexibility on EU hygiene rules is not properly implemented and so a
level playing for both raw and pasteurized cheese products, in light of official controls, is
not guaranteed. Characteristic example is the Greek, hygiene guide for small creameries
(EFET - Hellenic Food Authority, 2012). This guide, provides cheese making flow charts and
CCPs where milk pasteurization is presented as an essential step in the production of Feta
and Manouri although these two cheeses can be made also with raw milk according their
product specifications.
Microbiological characteristics
Where microbiological characteristics section is interpreted as a requirement to state the
product-specific microflora, the interpretation strengthens the link of the product with its
origin by connecting the product special characteristics with the local microbial strains
partially responsible for cheese’s character and restricts the use of other than local
microflora. However, in several product specifications, under microbiological
characteristics section, the EU food safety law hygiene criteria for pathogens’ presence in
cheese products are just repeated. This way, food safety factor is given extra power within
the product specifications, while typicity is overlooked.
Rennet’s origin
Through the qualitative content analysis, it has been observed that the older the
application for the scheme acquisition, the more often was the exclusive use of animal
origin rennet. This observation addresses in particularly Italian cheese products apart from
1-2 Italian cheese products for which the vegetative rennet is a traditionally used raw
material. However, in many cases the origin of the rennet is not stated (so any kind of
rennet could be possibly used) and in a few cases, rennet from modified bacteria can be
even used. So, rennet loses its capacity to link the product with its local environment and
is rendered another processing aid that has no potential to shape the cheese typicity.
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Cultures
As bacterial cultures addition aims in curd formation (first steps of cheese making)
(Parente & Cogan, 2004) but also in flavour development of the final product during
maturation period (adjunct cultures) (Chamba & Irlinger, 2004), the type of cultures used
in cheese making determine in quite some extent the product’s characteristics and so
cultures are related to cheese technology and traditional recipes. The addition of noninherent to the milk or creamery environment cultures has increased through the years as
milk sanitation processes have a negative impact on milk’s desirable microflora.
Many products do not refer in the nature and origin of the cultures used. In practice, this
means that either typical strains of the region or commercial ones can be used. This way,
the character of the cheese products that it is strongly related to the microflora is altering.
And as results of amendments content analysis showed, the changes implemented into
the specification documents regarding the nature of the microbial cultures used, identify
a shift towards extensive use of starter cultures (due to milk pasteurization) which origin
is not always restricted. Only Italian products valorise significantly the contribution of
cultures – starters or not - in cheese characteristics. In Italian product specifications, it is
usually indicated that the cultures used should be natural and inherent to the local
environment, but this is not the case for the other two examined MSs. For Italian cheeses,
the link with the local environment is achieved through making use of mother cultures
coming from previous cheese making processes in the same creamery (back-slopping) or
from creameries from inside the geographically restricted production area.
From the one hand, proper heat treatment of milk increases cheese safety but on the other
hand cheese technology is negatively affected, aids rendered necessary ingredients and
the product risks to lose in organoleptic characteristics (Beuvier & Buchin, 2004). The
introduction of starters is justified on these grounds in many products among which are
Fontina, Pecorino Toscano, Raschera and Bitto. For Bitto, in particular, the amendment
proposal argues on the necessity to introduce indigenous starter cultures in Bitto’s cheese
making process on the fact that there is scarcity of enzymes in milk due to “greater
cleanliness and hygiene of the various production stages” and “the use of metal or plastic
recipients and utensils rather than wooden ones” acknowledging that “while these
practices resolve problems of a hygiene/health variety, they also strip the milk of bacteria
that aid cheese production by reducing the number of microorganisms in it”. This
statement concentrates in one sentence many different factors studied in the present
essay and presents a holistic view of its conclusion.
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5.3. Barriers to artisan and small producers’ inclusion
Expensive & Sophisticated hygiene control
When product specifications refer explicitly to the use of modern materials & equipment
(stainless steel boilers, food grade plastic in-contact surfaces etc.) make it difficult for
small and artisan farmers to meet the requirements of the scheme. For small farmers, the
potential barrier is related to the expenses (irrespectively on whether they want to keep
the traditional equipment or not) of new equipment. Artisan producers that recognize,
valorise and consciously prefer the use of traditional materials and techniques in cheese
making may be excluded due to following practices out of product specifications. In this
way, products that deserve the added value of GI/TSG certification and protection, may
not eventually benefit from the latter due to incompliance with the product specification
and so not qualifying in legal terms for protection. The exclusive use of pasteurized milk
and the inclusion of legal requirements from parallel pieces of EU food-related legislation
also imply an unnecessary strict hygiene management that small and artisan cheese
producers cannot implement. This is because the inclusion of safety requirements into the
product’s specifications bring into the front issues for which flexibility is provided in EU
food safety legislation for small and traditional food production. These burdens can lead
into situations similar to that of Stilton where the obligation of milk pasteurization
excludes till today an artisan producer making cheese following the recipe used before
1989 – which includes raw milk use - due to not following the product specifications and
hence his products are not eligible of being named “Stilton”(Steafel & Levy, 2015).
Microbiological characteristics
Where microbiological characteristics term is perceived as the obligation to include the
EU hygiene microbiological criteria into product specifications, an extra burden emerges
for small and artisan farmers. May the compliance with these criteria is a horizontal
obligation under EU food safety legislation for all cheese products, but at no case,
compliance with hygiene criteria is an obligation for quality scheme attribution and
though, by including the microbiological criteria in product specification, the latter is
rendered a prerequisite also for the inclusion of a producer to the specific quality scheme.
Private standards integration in product specifications
The inclusion of private standards into product specification, raises concerns of unjustified
exclusion for small and artisan producers from a collective intellectual property right.
Requirements obliging producers to test their products using the methods of a specific
dairy company, labelling requirements for raw milk and imposing specific packaging and
equipment materials could function as artificial barriers for small and artisan producers.
The artificiality of these barriers is justified on the fact that they do not derive from the
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quality schemes’ specific legal framework on the establishment, attribution and
management of protected foodstuff names.
Where requirements are optional, they open the way to deviate from traditional practices
and alter products’ typicity and further create unfair competition within the scheme for
artisan farmers that choose more authentic production methods. Where they are
compulsory, they become also barriers for small farmers that do not have the capacity to
implement them.
The case of the two British cheese products (Buxton Blue & Dovedale) in which
specifications is stated that the product is “tested in accordance with Dairy Crest Standard
Methods”, specific private standards are imposed on the total of the production under a
whole scheme. The controls executed on milk receipt in the dairy, the connection of
control results to the price paid to the farmers, requirements for third party controls and
high technology traceability systems in place, raise concerns for the margins left for small,
artisan and even medium dairies and farmers to enter the scheme.
The fact that the abovementioned British cheese products attribute extra power on the
management of the scheme to a single company through controlling the product
specifications, it is warring for the collective character of the quality schemes, as it raises
concerns about the inclusion or exclusion of other producers in the quality scheme. Even
if these products are produced by this single company at the time of product
specifications’ establishment, the power given to the Dairy Crest on product specifications
is contradicting the norm of the “collective” property of the scheme and raises concerns
as for the scope that the GI/TSG scheme serves.

5.4. Challenges of marketing a GI cheese in the US market
As presented in results, the discretion to decide between raw & pasteurized milk is mainly
on producers as for most of the examined products. If this is combined with the rhetoric
of risks for raw milk (Yoon et al., 2016) and the restrictions that US market poses to
unpasteurized cheese products, it is likely that pasteurized milk is preferred for cheese
making for several reasons. As the export value of the EU GI cheese products is significant
(Chever et al., 2012), the dependence of the protected cheese products exports to
marketing and safety standards of the trading partners is a parameter that can lead to the
restriction of use of the raw milk as a non-acceptable practice in the exporting market.
The classification pattern used, showed that 13 products cannot theoretically be marketed
in the US. For another 26 products, some of their types (fresh vs. ripened or when
produced with raw milk) it is likely that they may not be accepted in US market. In total,
almost half of the examined products could face restrictions from being marketed in the
biggest market for EU GI products (Chever et al., 2012). It can be hence concluded that the
raw-milk debate - based on equivocal scientific opinion for milk pasteurization’s efficiency
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to protect human from cheese-borne diseases - affects traditional and origin cheese
products both in terms of marketing and typicity.
The differences of EU and US policies on the marketing of the examined GI/TSG cheese
products, go further than food safety, up to the legal protection system for GIs (sui generis
collective IPRs vs trademarks). Except from the non-compliance with the US product
standards, most of the examined cheese products will not benefit of legal protection
under the TTIP agreement. The latest EU position on the negotiation of the TTIP
agreement (European Commission, 2016a) show that EU intends to include only 22 out of
the 88 protected cheese products that exist in the three examined MSs. This means that
the rest of the products would not get benefit of the same level of protection unless they
have already registered as trademarks under the US law or their name is not deemed
generic and can apply from now and on for a trademark.
The recently finalized text of CETA agreement presents the same picture. Only 15 of the
examined products are protected under CETA. Some of the most famous in the EU
cheeses products originating from Italy and Greece: Asiago, Fontina, Gorgonzola and Feta
are names that remain unprotected from being used by market entities using the terms
before the bilateral agreement and they are further exempted from protection of
imitations - “like” or “type” uses of the names (European Commission, 2014). All these
facts present multiple obstacles for the growth of protected cheese products’ market and
diminish the value of quality schemes as a rural development tool that could enhance rural
economies.

5.5. Documentation: Lack of uniformity across member states and
language restrictions
The EU official documentation examined presents many differences among the same type
of documents. Although the product specification as a document (and its predecessor, the
application form) has several obligatory sections to be filled by the applicants, the
provided information eventually varies from product to product as well as varies the
perception of the different requirements. Many SDs do not include the obligatory
reference to the online version of national product specifications or refer to a non-valid
web links.
British Documents
National documentation is identical to the SDs. Though the former is cited as the detailed
product specification in the latter (reference is made into the Summaries & the Single
Documents). Therefore, public access to more detailed information on product
specifications is limited. In many cases, cheese making process is described very briefly.
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This is not in line with quality scheme regulatory framework that provide for detailed
information on product specifications to be available through national sources.
Italian Documents
Italy is the MS that has applied for the most amendments in product specifications. In
contrast to the limited information inclusion for British products, all the specifications of
Italian products are available through the portal of the Ministry of Agriculture. Some of the
products are also protected in national level and their specifications have the validity of a
national law (mainly the early-protected products). Although detailed product
specifications are available through the Italian State portals, the information available in
languages other than Italian is limited.
Greek Documents
There is a great lack of information in English through both the DOOR database and the
national online sources. Most of the products have acquired protection under the first
quality scheme regime (before 2006) and since then, specification documents have never
been updated or even adjusted to the new technical requirements. National register is well
updated with all product specifications. As for Italian products, most of Greek cheese
products are protected with laws at national level.

5.6.

Variation in legal interpretation

Studying products from different MSs it can be concluded that there are different
perceptions of safety and origin link among the three MSs. British product specifications
refer extensively to food safety with a strict approach on food safety control
management. Italian products present great variation even among them on the
interpretation of specific requirements such as that of “microbiological characteristics”.
On the other hand, Greek documents are not only uniform but some of them identical (use
the same phrasing and requirements – i.e. on ingredients specifications) giving the
impression that a massive application process has taken place including many cheese
products and documents’ compilation has been conducted by a centralised actor (a state
authority or a national producers’ association).
Through the recorded quotations from several products referring to the same definitions
and terms, it is clear that there is great lack of consistency and cohesion on the
understanding of the product requirements and terms. The most characteristic examples
of varying interpretation are the ones of ‘microbiological characteristics’ and ‘proof of
origin’ requirements and of the term ‘natural inoculum’ which are discussed below.
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“Microbiological Characteristics”
The perception of the terms is not consistent among the three MSs and sometimes neither
inside the same national framework. This creates a patchwork of legal interpretations and
inequalities for different cheese producers. In five British cheese products and most of the
Italian ones, “microbiological characteristics” is interpreted as the requirement to indicate
the hygiene criteria and the limits for pathogens and undesirable microorganisms content
in the milk used in cheese making (including somatic cell counts – ex. Fossa di Sogliano).
On the other hand, other Italian cheese specifications interpret the requirement of
microbiological characteristics as the necessity to indicate the desirable non-pathogenic
microflora of milk and cheese and especially of those species & strains locally available that
contribute to the special character of the product (and hence to cheese typicity). This is
the case for Formaggella del Luinese, Fontina, Mozzarella, Silter and Strachitunt.
“Proof of origin”
Proof of origin is a section of SDs which is also included in many national specification
documents. Proof of origin requirement is interpreted also in various ways. The most
dominant interpretation of “proof of origin” is the presentation and explanation of the
system or elements of the production and marketing procedures (records keeping,
traceability systems and special coding and marks in the label) which can guarantee that
the marketed products originate from the designated geographical area. In other words,
“proof of origin” is perceived as the “farm to fork” traceability system that safeguards the
origin of the product – perceived as in the EU food labelling requirements and referring
the location of production and not as origin is interpreted for origin products in rural
sociology context. This specific interpretation can be found in many product specifications
among which: Provolone del Monaco, Canestrato di Moliterno, Formagella del Luinese,
Castelmagno, Gorgonzola, Kpanisti, Graviera Naxou and West Country Farmhouse Cheddar.
However, some British products give a different meaning and content to “proof of origin”
requirement. Exmoor Jersey Blue specification document refers to the history of the dairy
initially producing this type of cheese. In Single Glusester specification it is explained the
necessity that leads to a shift of using cow milk from other than the traditionally defined
breeds. In Orkney Scottish Island Cheddar under “proof of origin” it is explained the link of
the product with each production area. And finally, Staffordshire Cheese specification gives
under “proof of origin” information for the sourcing of local materials from the designated
geographical region.
“Natural Inoculum”
It has been observed that the term does not refer to a common set of characteristics. In
the recorded quotations, “natural inoculum” is given different characteristics from
product to product. For example, in Bra specification “natural inocula” is accompanied by
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the definition “milk starter or whey starter” into brackets. For Caciocavallo Silano “natural
whey inoculum” should be “prepared in the same production facility as the milk to
maintain the organoleptic properties of the product” while for Mozzarella di Bufala
Campana the same aid should be “taken from earlier processing of buffalo milk in the same
holding or in neighbouring holdings”. These examples show that the “natural” word is not
given one specific meaning.
The variation in the interpretation of requirements has both a legal and a practical
dimension. From a legal point of view, this phenomenon could be linked with a lack of
clarity and prioritization of the aims of the quality scheme regulation as well as with the
lack of proper guidance for quality scheme regulation’s implementation by the EC. A
guidance for the completion of applications for quality schemes acquisition covers only
the last regime: from 2012 and on. This guidance refers only to the compilation of the Single
Document29 but not to the extensive product specification documents and it limits in
technical and legalistic issues and do not deal at all with the interpretation of notions and
requirements – i.e. what is tradition, proof of origin, what means natural etc. The multiple
interpretations may be also related to the different perception of legal requirements from
both applicants and the competent authorities at MSs level as product specification
documents are formed by the former and pass a first scrutiny by the latter. Competent
authorities check if the application is justified and meets the conditions of the respective
scheme - art.49 of Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012, art.5 of Regulation (EC) No. 509/2006 and
art.5 of Regulation (EEC) No. 2081/1992.
The wide margin of interpretation of the different requirements leaves, in practice, vital
space for varying level of protection of the traditional production methods and the
authenticity of origin products that could also allow for the alteration of product’s typicity
and loss of its origin link. Important points with various interpretations are the precise
description of the local bacterial strains involved in cheese flavour and texture
development, the history of production of the cheese in the designated area and the
contribution of small and artisan producers’ (through their knowledge and craftsmanship)
to the final product character.
However, from the way quality scheme regulation is articulated, with great focus on the
legitimacy of the actors that could apply for the scheme acquisition and on the protection
of the product name as intellectual property, it is concluded that it is not likely that the
legislator had in mind to protect the nature of traditional and origin foods at first point,
although in last years it is acknowledged that this traditional/origin-linked character of the
protected products is the one responsible for the GI/TSG products’ specific quality and
added value that deserve legal protection – art.1(2) of Regulation (EU) No. 1151/2012. Here

29

Guidance provide only for the structuring of the summarized document to be submitted in EU and not for
the detailed specifications governing the food production process.
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it should be also mentioned that the link between the added value of OPs and their legal
protection is explicitly established only in the last regime of quality schemes. The two
former regimes focus more on the benefits of protection for rural development rather
than on the preservation of product character and its link with tradition and/or origin, as
an essential factor.

5.7. Study Limitations & Future Research
•

A product specific case study: The present project conclusions have a value
applicable and limited to a specific product category within the agricultural
foodstuffs specific legislation of quality schemes. The situation for other
agricultural products – such as meat products, olive oil etc. – may differ significantly
in many parameters including the safety presence and the actors tending to
dominate the schemes.

•

A scheme specific study: Due to lack of products registered under TSG for the three
examined MSs, the study conclusions are not representative for TSG scheme as
only Mozzarela has been examined. What is more, as TSG differs significantly to the
other two examined schemes, where discussion is related to protection, it is quite
irrelevant to TSG products.

•

Cheese specificity: Except from being the only food product category examined,
cheese has special characteristics from a safety point of view: Several types of
cheese can be perishable and sensitive to spoilage and degradation depending on
their water content and acidity. So, the increased presence of food safety issues in
cheese product specifications cannot be deemed representative of all GI/TSG
products and the role that safety and production modernisation play in shaping
protected origin cheese typicity and traditionality cannot be generalised in other
foodstuffs.

•

Data sources: As the various documents related to product specification have been
the only type of documentation and source of information examined, the results
depict an important but single aspect - the legal - of GI/TSG products. It should be
recognized the lack of empirical data allowed for limited discussion and conclusions
as for the real impact of the various safety requirements and production practises
recorded on the origin products and the local actors involved in latter’s valorisation
circle.

•

Quantification of results: The results of content analysis are useful only as
qualitative data as the lack of uniformity of the data set used both in terms of
format and input language of data into the Atlas.ti software, did not allow the
quantification of the outcomes.
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•

Literature limitations: Literature related to the interrelations or impact of food
safety and production modernization on origin and traditional food is not a wellstudied field and though it has been difficult to build a solid base for the
development of the present study.

•

The notion of tradition: Tradition is approached only as a static notion and in need
of protection – as presented in the EU legislation. However, it is not de facto that
any alteration of products’ typicity and traditionality is always a negative result and
not an unavoidable and desirable evolution of environment and society. The latter
is based into the consideration that the notion of tradition as regards its static or
dynamic character is debatable and changes in the “traditional” recipes through
the years may be natural consequences and necessary adaptations to the
constantly changing societies and environment (Bromberger, 2006).

On these grounds, other sources of information shall be studied in order to approach the
role of food safety & hygiene requirements on origin food products. Field research is
required to investigate and gather information on cases of food safety impediments to
origin and traditional cheese production and the impact food safety legal requirements
have on small and artisan producers’ inclusion in the EU quality schemes.
Other sets of data to be studied could be the results of official controls on quality scheme
foodstuff producers on compliance with food safety and hygiene legal obligations, as well
as records of the controls to certified producers as for the compliance with product
specifications. Both studies would be interested to be contacted in MS and EU level.
The views of the same the producers and other actors involved in the valorisation circle of
the protected origin and traditional cheese products on the influence of food safety on
product typicity and the quality schemes, could be also a more adequate source of
information to approach the sociological concerns raised through this study.
What is more, it would be important to study the role and power of the competent
authorities (both in European and national level) on registrations’ approvals of new
products and the registration of producers under an existing quality scheme (certification
procedure). Studying the point of view of competent authorities could give also insights
on the evolution of the legal requirements’ interpretation included and a better
understanding of the several terms used through the years within the European quality
scheme legal framework.
A better understanding of the daily function of the EU quality scheme could allow for an
adjustment of the current practices to better serve the scope and aims of the quality
scheme regulation and provide for a level playing field for all actors involved in the
valorisation protected GI/TSG origin food without allowing for the arbitrary prevalence of
a specific interest on other important and legitimate interests.
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Annex I – Single Document & Product Specification of a Traditional
Speciality Guaranteed Templates
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SINGLE DOCUMENT
[Insert name, as in 1 below:] '…'
EC No:

[for EU use only]

[Select one, “X”:] PGI ( )

PDO ( )

NAME(S) [OF PDO OR PGI]
'…'
MEMBER STATE OR THIRD COUNTRY
….
DESCRIPTION OF THE AGRICULTURAL PRODUCT OR FOODSTUFF
Type of product [listed in Annex XI]
…
Description of product to which the name in (1) applies
…
Feed (for products of animal origin only) and raw materials (for processed products only)
….
Specific steps in production that must take place in the identified geographical area
….
Specific rules concerning slicing, grating, packaging, etc. of the product the registered
name refers to
…
Specific rules concerning labelling of the product the registered name refers to
...
CONCISE DEFINITION OF THE GEOGRAPHICAL AREA
….
LINK WITH THE GEOGRAPHICAL AREA
….
Reference to publication of the specification
(the second subparagraph of Article 6(1) of this Regulation)
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PRODUCT SPECIFICATION OF A TRADITIONAL SPECIALITY
GUARANTEED
[Insert name, as in 1 below:] '…'
EC No:

[for EU use only]

Member State or Third Country '…'
NAME(S) TO BE REGISTERED
'…'
TYPE OF PRODUCT [AS IN ANNEX XI]
….
GROUNDS FOR REGISTRATION
Whether the product:
 results from a mode of production, processing or composition corresponding to
traditional practice for that product or foodstuff
 is produced from raw materials or ingredients that are those traditionally used.
[Provide explanation]

Whether the name:
 has been traditionally used to refer to the specific product
 identifies the traditional character or specific character of the product
[Provide explanation]
DESCRIPTION
Description of the product to which the name under point 1 applies, including its main
physical, chemical, microbiological or organoleptic characteristics showing the
product’s specific character (Article 7(2) of this Regulation)
…
Description of the production method of the product to which the name under point 1
applies that the producers must follow including, where appropriate, the nature
and characteristics of the raw materials or ingredients used, and the method by
which the product is prepared (Article 7(2) of this Regulation)
…
Description of the key elements establishing the product's traditional character (Article
7(2) of this Regulation)
…
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Annex II – Amendment Templates

IV | P a g e

APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE
PRODUCT SPECIFICATION OF PROTECTED DESIGNATIONS OF
ORIGIN/PROTECTED GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS WHICH IS
NOT MINOR
Application for approval of an amendment in accordance with the first subparagraph of
Article 53(2), of Regulation (EU) No 1151/2012
[Registered name] '…'
EU No: [for EU use only]
[Select one, “X”:] PDO ( )

PGI ( )

APPLICANT GROUP AND LEGITIMATE INTEREST
…
MEMBER STATE OR THIRD COUNTRY
….
HEADING IN THE PRODUCT
AMENDMENT(S)

SPECIFICATION

AFFECTED

BY

THE

 Name of product
 Description of product
 Geographical area
 Proof of origin
 Method of production
 Link
 Labelling
 Other [to be specified]

TYPE OF AMENDMENT(S)
 Amendment to product specification of a registered PDO or PGI not to be qualified
as minor in accordance with the third subparagraph of Article 53(2) of Regulation
(EU) No 1151/2012.
 Amendment to product specification of registered PDO or PGI for which a Single
Document (or equivalent) has not been published not to be qualified as minor in
accordance with the third subparagraph of Article 53(2) of Regulation (EU)
No 1151/2012
AMENDMENT(S)
….
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APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE
PRODUCT SPECIFICATION OF TRADITIONAL SPECIALITIES
GUARANTEED WHICH IS NOT MINOR
Application for approval of an amendment in accordance with the first subparagraph of
Article 53(2), of Regulation (EU) No 1151/2012
[Registered name] '…'
EC No:

[for EU use only]

APPLICANT GROUP AND LEGITIMATE INTEREST
Name of the group:
Address:
Telephone: +
e-mail address:
[Provide a statement explaining the legitimate interest of the group proposing the
amendment].
MEMBER STATE OR THIRD COUNTRY
….
HEADING IN THE PRODUCT SPECIFICATION
AMENDMENT(S)

AFFECTED

BY

THE

 Name of product
 Description of product
 Method of production
 Other [to be specified]

TYPE OF AMENDMENT(S)
 Amendment to product specification of registered TSG not to be qualified as minor
in accordance with the fourth subparagraph of Article 53(2) of Regulation (EU)
No 1151/2012.
AMENDMENT(S)
….
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APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF A MINOR AMENDMENT
Application for approval of a minor amendment in accordance with the second subparagraph
of Article 53(2), of Regulation (EU) No 1151/2012
[Registered name] '…'
EU No: [for EU use only]
[Select one, “X”:] PDO ( )

PGI ( )

TSG ( )

APPLICANT GROUP AND LEGITIMATE INTEREST
…
MEMBER STATE OR THIRD COUNTRY
….
HEADING IN THE PRODUCT
AMENDMENT(S)
 Description of product
 Proof of origin
 Method of production
 Link
 Labelling
 Other [to be specified]


SPECIFICATION

AFFECTED

BY

THE

TYPE OF AMENDMENT(S)
 Amendment to product specification of registered PDO or PGI to be qualified as
minor in accordance with the third subparagraph of Article 53(2) of Regulation (EU)
No 1151/2012, that requires no amendment to the published single document
 Amendment to product specification of registered PDO or PGI to be qualified as
minor in accordance with the third subparagraph of Article 53(2) of Regulation (EU)
No 1151/2012, that requires an amendment to the published single document
 Amendment to product specification of registered PDO or PGI to be qualified as
minor in accordance with the third subparagraph ofArticle 53(2) of Regulation (EU)
No 1151/2012, for which a single document (or equivalent) has not been published.
 Amendment to product specification of registered TSG to be qualified as minor in
accordance with the fourth subparagraph of Article 53(2) of Regulation (EU)
No 1151/2012.
AMENDMENT(S)
….
UPDATED PRODUCT SPECIFICATION (ONLY FOR PDO AND PGI)
…
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Annex III – Product Specification Documents used as Primary
Documents in Content Analysis
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Documents used per product in “Product Specifications’ Content Analysis”
British cheese products
Beacon Fell Traditional Lanchashire Cheese – National Specifications https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271080/p
fn-beaconfell-lancashire-cheese.pdf
Bonchester Cheeese – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271082/p
fn-bonchester-cheese.pdf
Buxton Blue – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271204/p
fn-buxton-blue.pdf
Dorset Blue – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271184/p
fn-dorset-blue-vinny-cheese.pdf
Dovedale Cheese – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271206/p
fn-dovedale-cheese.pdf
Exmoor Blue Cheese – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271186/p
fn-exmoor-jersey-blue.pdf
Orkney Scottish Island Cheddar – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271289/p
fn-orkney-scottish-island-cheddar-pgi.pdf
Single Gloucester – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271209/p
fn-single-gloucester.pdf
Staffordshire Cheese – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271085/p
fn-staffordshire-cheese.pdf
Stilton Blue & White – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271252/p
fn-stilton-cheese.pdf &
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https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271255/p
fn-stilton-cheese.pdf
Swaledale Cheese – Nationals Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271257/p
fn-swaledale-cheese.pdf
Swaledale Ewes Cheese – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271259/p
fn-swaledale-ewes-cheese.pdf
Teviodale Cheese – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271187/p
fn-teviotdale-cheese.pdf
Traditional Ayshire Dunlop – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/422459/t
raditional-ayrshire-dunlop-pgi-140922.pdf
West Country Farmhouse Cheddar Cheese – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271260/p
fn-west-country-farmhouse-cheddar.pdf
Yorkshire Wensleydale – National Specifications:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271290/p
fn-yorks-wensleydale-cheese-pgi.pdf

Greek cheese products
Anevato – National Law - 313060/14.01.94 (ΦΕΚ 24/18.01.94), (last accessed 14/03/2017)
Batzos – National Law - 313057/17.01.94 (ΦΕΚ 25/18.01.94), (last accessed 14/03/2017)
Feta – Specifications in English available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=876
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
Formaella Arachoval-Parnassou – National Law - 313063/17.01.94 (ΦΕΚ 25/18.01.94), (last
accessed 14/03/2017)
Galotyri – National Law - 313031/11.01.94 (ΦΕΚ 8/11.01.94), (last accessed 14/03/2017)
Graviera Agrafon - Specifications in Greek available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=805 ,
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
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Graviera Kritis - Specifications in Greek available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=806,
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
Graviera Naxou – Specification available through Hellenic Republic - Ministry of Rural
Development and Food in: http://www.minagric.gr/images/stories/docs/agrotis/POPPGE/prodiagr_grabiera_naxou%20.pdf, (last accessed 14/03/2017)
Kalathaki Limnou – Specifications in Greek available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=816
Kasseri - Specifications in Greek available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=818,
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
Katiki Domokou – National Law - 313048/14.01.94 (ΦΕΚ 16/14.01.94), (last accessed
14/03/2017)
Kefalograviera – National Law - 313032/11.01.94 (ΦΕΚ 8/11.01.94), (last accessed
14/03/2017)
Kopanisti - Specification available through Hellenic Republic - Ministry of Rural
Development and Food in: http://www.minagric.gr/images/stories/docs/agrotis/POPPGE/prodiagrafes_kopanisti.pdf, (last accessed 14/03/2017)
Ladotyri Mytilinis - Specifications in Greek available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=838,
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
Manouri – National Law - 313028/11.01.94 (ΦΕΚ 8/11.01.94), (last accessed 14/03/2017)
Metsovone – National Law - 313070/18.01.94 (ΦΕΚ 23/18.01.94), (last accessed 14/03/2017)
Pichtogalo Chanion - Specifications in Greek available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=858,
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
San Michali – National Law - 313070/18.01.94 (ΦΕΚ 23/18.01.94), (last accessed 14/03/2017)
Sfela – National Law - 313056/17.01.94 (ΦΕΚ 25/18.01.94), (last accessed 14/03/2017)
Xygalo Siteias - Specification available through Hellenic Republic - Ministry of Rural
Development and Food in: http://www.minagric.gr/images/stories/docs/agrotis/POPPGE/prodiagr_Xygalo_Siteias.pdf (last accessed in 22/09/2015)
Xynomizithra Kritis - Specifications in Greek available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=853,
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
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Italian cheese products
Asiago, Bra, Bitto, Caciocavallo Silano, Casatella Trevigiana, Fiore Sardo, Formaggio di
Fossa di Sogliano, Grana Padano, Montasio, Murazzano, Parmigiano Reggiano, Pecorino
Crotonese & Pecorino delle Balze Volterane, Pecorino di Picinisco, Pecorino Romano,
Pecorino Siciliano, Pecorino Sardo, Pecorino Toscano, Piacentinu Ennese, Piave, Puzzone
di Moena or Spretz Tzaori, Quartirolo Lombaro, Provolone Valpadana, Ragusano,
Raschera, Salva Cremasco, Robiola di Roccaverano, Squacquerone di Romagna,
Strachintunt, Toma Piemontese, Valle d’ Aosta Formadzo, Valtellina Casera, Vastedda
della valle del Belice, Silter, Stelvio or Stilfser & Spressa delle Giudicarie- Specification
available through Ministero delle politiche agricole, alimentary e forestali in:
https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/3340, (last
accessed 14/03/2017)
Casciotta d’ Urbino - Specification available through Ministero delle politiche agricole,
alimentary e forestali in:
https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/3340, (last
accessed 14/03/2017)
& Specifications in Italian available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=210,
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
Canestrato Pugliese - Specification available through Ministero delle politiche agricole,
alimentary e forestali in:
https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/3340, (last
accessed 14/03/2017)
& Specifications in Italian available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=182,
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
Canestrato di Moliterno - Publication of an application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2009/C 235/07), (last
accessed 14/03/2017)
Castelmagno - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2009/C 320/14), (last
accessed 14/03/2017)
Fontina - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2010/C 123/09), (last
accessed 14/03/2017)
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Formaggella del Luinese – Publication of an application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2010/C 220/10), (last
accessed 14/03/2017)
Formai de Mut dell’ Alta Valle Brembana - Specifications in Italian available in DOOR
database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=316,
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
Gorgonzola - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2008/C 111/17), (last
accessed 14/03/2017)
Monte Veronese - Specification available through Ministero delle politiche agricole,
alimentary
e
forestali
in:
https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/3340, (last
accessed 14/03/2017)
&
Specifications
in
Italian
available
in
DOOR
database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=464,
(last accessed 14/03/2017)
Mozzarella di Bufala Campana - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to
Article 6(2) of Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical
indications and designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2007/C
90/03), (last accessed 15/03/2017)
Mozzarella - Commission Regulation (EC) No 2527/98 of 25 November 1998 supplementing
the Annex to Regulation (EC) No 2301/97 on the entry of certain names in the ‘Register of
certificates of specific character' provided for in Council Regulation (EEC) No 2082/92 on
certificates of specific character for agricultural products and foodstuffs, (last accessed
15/03/2017)
Nostrano Valtrompia - Publication of an application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2011/C 304/10), (last
accessed 15/03/2017)
Provolone del Monaco - Publication of an application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2009/C 140/04), (last
accessed 15/03/2017)
Pecorino di Filiano - Publication of an application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
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designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2007/C 85/03), (last
accessed 15/03/2017)
Taleggio - Specifications in Italian available in DOOR database:
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=686,
(last accessed 15/03/2017)

Documents used per product in “Comparative Analysis of Original and
Amended Product Specifications”
British cheese products
-

Greek cheese products
Kopanisti - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2012/C 186/09), (last
accessed 01/04/2017)

Italian cheese products
Asiago - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2006/C 321/08), (last
accessed 01/04/2017)
Bitto - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2009/C 87/07), (last
accessed 01/04/2017)
Bra - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 50(2)(a) of Regulation
(EU) No 1151/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council on quality schemes for
agricultural products and foodstuffs (2014/C 205/10), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Caciocavallo Silano - Publication of a request under Article 9 of Regulation (EEC) No
2081/92 to amend one or more parts of the specification of a name registered under Article
17 or Article 6 of that Regulation (2002/C 203/02), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Casatella Trevigiana - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of
Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2012/C 322/04), (last
accessed 01/04/2017)
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Castelmagno - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2009/C 320/14), (last
accessed 01/04/2017)
Fontina - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2010/C 123/09), (last
accessed 01/04/2017)
Gorgonzola - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2008/C 111/17), (last
accessed 01/04/2017)
Grana Padano - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of
Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2009/C 199/11), (last
accessed 01/04/2017)
Montasio - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2010/C 212/07), (1st
amendment), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 1127/2013 of 7 November 2013 approving
minor amendments to the specification for a name entered in the register of protected
designations of origin and protected geographical indications (Montasio (PDO)), (2nd
amendment), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Mozzarella di Bufala Campana - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to
Article 6(2) of Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical
indications and designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2007/C
90/03), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Parmigiano Reggiano - Commission Regulation (EC) No 1571/2003 of 5 September 2003
amending the specifications of a name appearing in the Annex to Regulation (EC) No
1107/96 (Parmigiano Reggiano), (1st amendments), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of Council Regulation
(EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and designations of origin
for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2009/C 87/06), (2nd amendment), (last accessed
01/04/2017)
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Corrigendum to publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of
Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (Official Journal of the
European Union C 87 of 16 April 2009) (2011/C 215/16), Corrigendum to the 2nd amendment),
(last accessed 01/04/2017)
Pecorino Romano - Commission Regulation (EC) No 1030/2009 of 29 October 2009
approving minor amendments to the specification of a name registered in the register of
protected designations of origin and protected geographical indications (Pecorino
Romano (PDO)), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Pecorino Sardo - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of
Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2010/C 162/04), (1st
amendment), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 50(2)(a) of Regulation (EU)
No 1151/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council on quality schemes for
agricultural products and foodstuffs (2013/C 318/08), (2nd amendment), (last accessed
01/04/2017)
Pecorino Toscano - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2) of
Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2009/C 188/12), (1st
amendment), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 50(2)(a) of Regulation (EU)
No 1151/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council on quality schemes for
agricultural products and foodstuffs (2015/C 18/04), (2nd amendment), (last accessed
01/04/2017)
Provolone Valpadana - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2)
of Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2012/C 64/15), (last
accessed 01/04/2017)
Raschera - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 50(2)(a) of
Regulation (EU) No 1151/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council on quality
schemes for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2013/C 109/08), (last accessed
01/04/2017)
Robiola di Roccaverano - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2)
of Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2010/C 168/09), (1st
amendment), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
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Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 855/2014 of 4 August 2014 approving minor
amendments to the specification for a name entered in the register of protected
designations of origin and protected geographical indications (Robiola di Roccaverano
(PDO)), (2nd amendment), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Toma Piemontese - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 50(2)(a)
of Regulation (EU) No 1151/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council on quality
schemes for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2014/C 310/03), (last accessed
01/04/2017)
Stelvio or Stilsfer - Publication of an application pursuant to Article 50(2)(a) of Regulation
(EU) No 1151/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council on quality schemes for
agricultural products and foodstuffs (2013/C 77/10), (last accessed 01/04/2017)
Spressa delle Giudicarie - Publication of an amendment application pursuant to Article 6(2)
of Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 on the protection of geographical indications and
designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs (2009/C 238/08), (last
accessed 01/04/2017)

XVII | P a g e

