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Food Safety Questionnaire Results

€& Survey

Survey period: July 14th (9 AM) ~ July 29th (9 PM), 2008

Survey target: Readers of the Food Safety Commission’s e-magazine
Survey method: Online questionnaire

Number of valid responses: 460 samples

Survey Company: Mitsubishi Research Institute,Inc.
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Q “Compared to today, how do you think food safety administration

has changed since five years ago prior to the launch of the Food
Safety Commission? Please select one of the following.”

(n = 460, single-response)

I’'m not sure
12.0%

It has worsened
5.4%

No change

It has improved
23.0%

59.6%
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Q “What do you think has improved? Please choose the

response(s) that best corresponds to your opinion.”

(n =274, multiple-response)

0%

There has been improvement in the lack of a
sense of crisis and the absence of a crisis
management system.

There has been improvement in food safety
administration which favored producers and did
little to protect consumers.

There has been improvement in administrative
institutions with non-transparent policy decision-
making processes regarding food safety.

There has been improvement in food safety
administration which did not appropriately reflect
the views of experts.

There has been improvement in the lack of
thorough information disclosure concerning food
safety and the resulting lack of understanding
among consumers.

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
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Q “Do you think that the people around you understand and
recognize that the framework for food safety administration
changed five years ago? Please choose one of the following.”

(n = 460, single-response)

They have a thorough

They have hardly understanding
any understanding 2 4%
of it all They understand, but
25.4% not adequately
27.6%

They do not understand it

very well
44.6%
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Q “A major feature of the change in food safety administration, which took place five
years ago, was to introduce the approach of risk analysis. Do you think that you
understand the approach of risk analysis? Please choose one of the following.”

(n = 460, single-response)

| hardly understand
it at all

| understand it, but  3.0%
not adequately

12.6%

| understand
it thoroughly

27.8%

| do not understand it
very well

56.5%
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Q “A major feature of the change in food safety administration, which took place five
years ago, was to introduce the approach of risk analysis. How widespread do you
think the understanding of the approach of risk analysis is among those around you?
Please choose one of the following.”

(n =460, single-response) It is becoming more widespread

I'm not sure overall, both among people who
3.5% are interested in food safety and
those who are not

3.3%

It is not widespread at all

17.4%
It is widespread among
people interested in food
safety

35.2%

There is only limited '\
understanding, even among
people interested in food safety

40.7%
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Q "What do you think of the information-sharing and opinion
exchange activities carried out by the Food Safety Commission?
Please select one from each of the following.”

(n = 460, single-response)
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The information
people want is being
conveyed

The information is easy

to understand 63.7%

Opportunities for such
activities are being
maintained

49.8%

Interactive
communication is being

maintained

M | think so O | don't think so
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Q “From the standpoint of sharing information and promoting mutual
understanding among stakeholders, how effective do you think the risk
communication engaged in by the Food Safety Commission has been? Please
select one of the following.”

(n = 460, single-response)
I’'m not sure
1.2% It has been

quite effective

It has not been
2.4%

effective at all

2 6% pe

It has been
It has not been somewhat effective
very effective \ 50.4%

37.4% \
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Q “We would like to inquire about efforts which the Food Safety Commission
should strengthen further in the future. From the following, please select two
that you feel the Commission should undertake.”

(n = 460, multiple-response)
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

With the rapid pace of internationalization, the time has ‘ ‘
come when food safety cannot be ensured only through a
domestic response. The Food Safety Commission should

make an effort to cooperate with domestic as well as 5 6 1%
international organizations and countries around the world
to exchange information and create international standards. |

The Food Safety Commission should actively 12
conduct discretionary assessments.

2%

To understand the approach of risk analysis, the public
needs to have an interest in science. So, the Food Safety 28.7%
Commission should pay particular attention to disseminating '
scientific knowledge and educating the public.

The majority of the public receives its information about
food safety from the media (newspapers, broadcasts, etc.). 62 OO/
The Food Safety Commission should make more of an . Y
effort to provide information using the media.

Information about food safety has a lot of technical scientific
terms and difficult expressions. The Food Safety 28 O°/
Commission should provide information using more easily- . 0
understandable terms and expressions

The Food Safety Commission should provide a variety of
opportunities to exchange views as far as the size of the 1
event or meeting, targeted audience, topics, etc.

w

.0%




