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Study on evaluation index system of food safety demonstration city in Zhejiang Province
CHEN Xiaoyan] , SUN Lu’, LI Haitao', GUO Yan', MAN Zhengyin1
(1. Zhejiang Pharmaceutical College, Zhejiang Ningbo 315100, China;
2. State Administration for Market Regulation Development Research Center, Beijing 100088, China)

Abstract; Objective To construct a set of scientific, reasonable and operable index system for municipal food safety
supervision, to provide a reference for the precise evaluation of food safety supervision level of various cities. Methods

Based on the experience of establishing food safety demonstration counties in Zhejiang province, the evaluation index system
was determined by using balanced scorecard theory and network analytic hierarchy process ( AHP) through field research
method, literature and expert interview. The system was applied to evaluate 11 cities in Zhejiang province. Results The
weights of the four first-level indicators of work performance, relevant stakeholders, internal management and learning and
growth are 0. 107 6, 0.343 9, 0. 488 3 and 0. 062 1 respectively. Under the first-level indicators, there are 10 second-level
indicators and 51 third-level indicators. The evaluation result of 11 cities are consistent with the evaluation result of
Zhejiang food safety work in 2020. Conclusion The evaluation index system can scientifically and objective ly evaluate

and reflect the level of food safety supervision in each city.

Key words: Food safety supervision; evaluation index system; balanced score card; analytic network process method
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Table 1  Evaluation index composition of food safety
demonstration city in Zhejiang province
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Table 2 Details of work performance dimension evaluation indicators
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Table 3 Details of relevant stakeholders dimension evaluation indicators
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Table 4 Details of internal management dimension evaluation indicators
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Table 5 Details of learning and growth dimension evaluation indicators
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Table 6 Four dimension judgment matrices in control layer

A Al A2 A3 A4
Al 1 1/5 1/5 3
A2 5 1 172 5
A3 5 2 1 5
A4 1/3 1/5 1/5 1
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Study on the management mode of new food contact substances

in China and the European Union
ZHANG Hong, LI Qianyun, XING Hang, ZHU Lei
(China National Center for Food Safety Risk Assessment, Beijing 100022, China)

Abstract; The risk assessment and risk management of new substances in food contact materials ( FCMs) are of great

significance for ensuring food safety and promoting industry innovation.

This study compares the advantages and

disadvantages of FCMs risk management institutions, regulatory framework, raw material management mode and risk

assessment of new substances in FCMs in China and the EU, sorts out the strengths of the EU mode, and makes

recommendations for optimizing the risk assessment and risk management mode of new substances in FCMs in China.

Key words: China and EU; new food contact substances; risk assessment; risk management
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