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Subject; Certilicate of Official Recognition of Efficacy Testing Facilities or Organisations in Hungary

Having received the application submitted by the Anadiag Hungary Merzdgazdasagi Szolgiltaté Kit. (H-2921
Komirom, Petifi Siandor at 67, Hungary), the client, for completing a centification procedure of {irst instance
concerning the Official Recognition of Efficacy Testing Facilities Organisations, Le. Good Experimental Practices
thereinafier: GEP), 1, acting s the food chain control body. has made the following

DECESTONG
1 issue the client’s GEP certificate for ity premises at Komidrom, Petifi Sandor 6t 67 for carrving o elficacy

trials for awthorisation pumoses. The GEP certificate is effective for § vears from the entry into force of this
Decision.

The client’s GEP certificate is given for the following categories of products and cultivation:

sproduct categories: herbicides. fungicides and bactericides. zoocides, growth regulators and vield enhancing
substances. additives:

scultivation categories: {ield crops, vegetables, fruits, grapevines, omamentals, others,

I inform you that the present certification is without prejudice to either the licences concering the
operation follow-up of activity laid down in other provisions of legislation or the client’s obligation for oblaining
them.

The client is obliged to notify the competent authority. within 15 days, of any important changes concerning the
cenified activity of the testing facility.

I call your attention that respeet of the provisions laid down in the legislation on GEP centification and in this
Decision shall be randomly controlled by my eompetent authority. I during the official inspection it is stated that
the testing facility does not meet the relevant GEP requirements, the competent authority may suspend the activity
related to the category specified in this Decision for maximwn 2 months or may revoke the GEP-certilicate.

If durmg the official inspection it is found that seme details sre mussing in relation o a particular trial, the
campetent authonity responsible for authorization may exclude the trisl, depending on the extent of missing data,
from those that may be accepted for authorization.

The fee of the present procedure is 230,000 HUF (i.c. two hundred and fifty thousand Hungarian Forints) paid by
the client.

No further complaint shall be lodged agamst the present Deeision, effective by its publication, through state
administration, though with reference to infringement of law, judicial review of the Decision may be requested at
the Capital Administrative and Emplovment Court, The claim note shall be submitted to my competent authority
within 30 days of the communication of the Deeision,

1 inform you that the court shall judge the case out of court, but shall carry on a lawsuil al the request of any of the
parties. The client mav ask for carrying on a lawswi, but in default of so doing, no verification is accepted,
Subnussion of the elaim note hos no delaying foree on the implementation of this Decision.
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In its application of 29 August 2016. the elient submited an application 10 1he competent authority for a procedure
of GEP cenification.

As a follow-up to this application. the competent authority made a local inspeetion at the client’s facility of
Komirom. Pettfi Sandor 4t 67 on 31 August 2016, Statements made during the local inspection are reporied in the
protocol Nr. 04.2/6149-473016. Based on the results of the local inspection the competent authority concluded that
the client’s testing facility does not meet the requirements concerming the efficacy trials specified in Article 22 of
the Decroe 892004 (V. 150 FUM on the anthorization of placing on the markot and wse, ax well as on the
pachaging, labelling, storage and transpore of plant profection products (hereimafter: Decree $9/2004) and in the
Decision Nr. 04.26149-5/2016 it ealls the client to fil] the data gaps.

Article 2263) of Decree 8923004 - Based on reguest, the Compercar authorine shafl make local inspections ar the
festing factlity and decide on the GEP qualification of the fe sting facility. The decision shall include the produce
cutegorics and ifie culitvarion eategories for shich the testing facility obained the GEP-certificar:

(61 The validity of GEP-coriification is 2 yvears in case of the first Fegrest aned maximum 3 years in case of renewal
of the ecrrification, :

(714 fee laid doven in specific legisation shatl be paid for the GEP-cerrification procedure,

(81 The resting faciline faving G, erfification sl nodifi the competent authorire, within 13 devs, about i
imporian changes concerning the cernifivd werivin of the resting facifipy.
%4 The compercnr quidricy sholl randomfv conal the tosting faciliey having GEP-ecriification, Ifit is towund thar
the tesiing fociliny does ot meer the velovam GEP requirements, the competent athor{iv may suspend e gcriviny
refaivd o the catveory specifivd n iy Deeision for maxmmgon 2 menhis ar gty reveke the GEP-ceriificate, IV
during the official inspection it is eseablished that some details are mis vt an relation tooa trial, the conpetent
authority respansible for authorizenion may exclude the il depending on the extont of nis
that may be accepled fir authorization,

g deita, from those

Cliem filled the nussing data gaps and reported on it in the letter of 20 September 2016, therefore | made the
Degision as specified in the first part. Therefore | stated that conditions for issuing the certificate specified above
aremet. so I made the Decision as specified in the first part,

The fee of the present procedure is HUF 250.000 and was established in accordance with point 8.19.2 of Annex 1
1o the Decive 632002 (VI 2.) VM on the extent of administrative servicing fees due for the procedures by the
agricultural administrative bodies of the Narional Food Chain Sufery Office and the county goverment offices and
ot the rules of paving the administrative servicing fees. The client paid the fee.

I made this Decision within my jurisdiction laid down in Anicie 3 paragraph (1) and Article § pomnt ¢j of
Government Decree 222012, (11 29, coneerning the National Food Chain Safery Office, Anticle 3, Anicle 22
paragraph (1) of Decree 892004 and in compliance with Articles 71 paragraph (1) and Article 72 paragraph (1) of
Act CXL of 2004 on general rules of administrative official procedure and service (hereinufter: Aot CXL of 2004),

Fexeluded the possibility of appeal in compliance with Article 100 paragraph (1) point e} ol Act CXL of 2004 and
provided the possibility of judicial review in compliance with Article 109 paragraph (1) of Act CXL of 2004 and
Article 330 puragraph (2) of dor I o7 1952 on Crvil Procodure.,

on behalf of
dr. Ménon Oravecz
president
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djrccmr},
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