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SANCO CONTRIBUTION TO IMPACT ASSESSMENT 'CAP TOWARDS 2020' 

 

This background paper serves as a working document for internal discussion and can 
under no circumstances be considered the official Commission opinion. 

As part of the Impact Assessment (IA) 'CAP twd 2020' exercise, AGRI has requested 
the assistance of Commission services who are also members in the IA Steering group 
(IASG) to contribute to the analysis by establishing thematic Working groups.  

SANCO responded to this call by creating the project for 'Assessing the impacts of EU 
rules in the area of animal health and welfare, plant health, consumer choice, food and 
feed safety and public health on agriculture and the food sector'.  

The exercise was performed by an intra-SANCO Steering group comprising all relevant 
units, coordinated by Lorenzo Terzi. In addition, a workshop comprising stakeholders 
from the economic sector and civil society as well as external experts was organised on 
17 February 2011.  

The background of this work was established by an SANCO intra-service steering group 
in spring 2010, notably the general objectives which have been submitted to AGRI. 

The objective of this background paper is to summarise the findings of the assessment 
project in order to provide input for the elaboration of the IA Final report.   

1. CONTEXT  

The provision of safe, nutritious, high quality and affordable food to Europe's consumers 
is the central objective of an extensive EU policy and legislative framework. It covers all 
stages of the supply chain, notably including agriculture and thus, the CAP. At the same 
time, like all EU policies the CAP is called to 'ensure a high level of public health' 
reflecting the provisions of the Treaty (Art. 168 TFEU). 1  

Public health is reflected in all three CAP instruments existing today:  

                                                 
1 "A high level of human health protection shall be ensured in the definition and implementation of all Union 

policies and activities" (Art. 168 TFEU) 
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• Direct Payments2, Statutory Management Requirements (SMR) as part of the 
system of cross compliance (CC) provide a link between 13 legislative acts of 
Consumer and Health policies and CAP support through payment reductions in case 
of non-compliance;  

• Rural Development3 allows Member States within their National Rural Development 
Programmes through several axes (e.g. modernisation and diversification) to provide 
support to e.g. on-farm/FBO investment in food safety and animal health and welfare;  

• Market intervention4 funds the provision of access to healthy nutrition through active 
promotion measures such as the School Fruit Scheme (SFS) and also, for the 
compensation of animal and plant disease outbreaks (veterinary and plant health) 
and training (BTSF).  

Table 1: SANCO legislation as part of CAP policy and AGRI implementation 

Policy tool 
 

Budget p.a. SANCO policy  Legislation 

Single Farm Payment 
(SFP) 

Approx. 65% of total 
CAP expenditure  
€30Bio 

13 (out of 19) legislative acts 
define cross-compliance (CC) 
system 

Regulation (EC) No 73/2009 
annex II 

Rural Development 
(RD) 

Approx. 20% of total 
CAP expenditure 
€9Bio 

Three axes defining content of 
RD Plans on MS level  

Regulation (EC) No 
1698/2005  

Veterinary & Plant 
Health expenditure 

Budget line  
€350Mio approx. 

Funding for eradication & 
surveillance programmes,  
emergency (veterinary & plant) 
health measures & other  

Decisions 2009/470/EC, 
2009/470/EC, 2009/470/EC, 
Dir. 2000/29/EC   

Better Training for 
Safer Food (BTSF) 

Budget allocation for 
direct management 
€15Mio 

Design and management of 
workshops & trainings mainly 
for MS officials  

Regulation (EC) No 
882/2004 Art. 51 

Source: SANCO 02 compilation, AGRI budgetary envelop 2010 (food and feed control not included) 

2. ISSUES AT STAKE  

2.1. Lack of Prevention  

In the area of Animal Health, EU measures related to outbreaks of epidemic livestock 
diseases exist which are now funded by the 'Veterinary Fund'. These include co-
financing of veterinary emergency measures such as the slaughter of animals (direct 
losses) and under a different legal framework (AGRI) exceptional market support 
measures that provide support to farmers/breeders affected by restrictions imposed by 
the veterinary authorities (consequential losses).  

About 4 million animals were culled following the Foot and Mouth disease (FMD) outbreak in 
2001 in the EU. The total cost of the outbreak in the UK was £3 billion to the public sector and £5 
billion to the private sector. In total, the direct economic cost to the UK economy of FMD 
amounted to over 1% of its GDP. Animal movements were the main responsible for spreading 
the disease across the UK before it was detected. The FMD spread in The Netherlands and 
France due to the same factors. The cost for maintaining the vaccination bank at the EU level is 
roughly €1,400,000 per year. The total value for antigen stored in the vaccine bank is 
€10,600,000 from 2012 onwards. These antigens last for 5 years.5   

The financing of the non-EU compensated part of the direct losses differ between EU 
Member States. The total costs in the period 1997-2009 are approx. €1.1Bio of which 

                                                 
2 Regulation (EC) No 73/2009 annex II and III 
3 Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 
4 Regulation (EC) No 1234/2009 
5 Anderson, Ian 2008: 'Foot and Mouth Disease 2007 - A Review and Lessons Learned', 2008 
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86% are related to the major livestock diseases FMD, CSF (Classical Swine Fever) and 
Avian Influenza (AI).  

EU expenditure to Member States from the emergency fund ranged from €1.7Mio in 
2006 to €424Mio in 2002, the year after the major FMD outbreak in UK. 

Regarding the Community Plant Health Regime (CPHR), the recent evaluation6 
demonstrates that the entry and spread in the EU of quarantine pests of plants has 
major impacts on agriculture, forestry, natural environment and landscape. The costs of 
future non-action have been estimated to be up to billions of euros annually, depending 
on the quarantine pest involved. In addition, the establishment of quarantine pests in the 
EU may result in very significant disruption in exports to third countries.  

The cost-benefit of rapid preventive action against quarantine, including the necessary 
financial EU expenditures, is further evidenced by the following examples: 

Western corn rootworm (WCR/Diabrotica) is the most important insect pest of maize in the world 
(causing US$1Bio losses annually in the USA) and induces the highest insecticide use in the 
world. Up to 1992, the pest was absent from Europe. Since its introduction, it has spread across 
most of eastern and central Europe. The damage caused by this new pest for the EU-27 is 
estimated to amount to €5.6-6.3Bio over the next 25 years7. Costs associated to the eradication 
of isolated new WCR outbreaks in Member States that are WCR-free vary from €240.000 to 
€3,610.000. The WCR case shows that effective prevention of the entry of the quarantine pest 
into Europe would have been by far the most cost-effective measure (billions of euros savings).. 

Plants have a key strategic value for the Union economy but the availability of plant 
resources cannot be taken for granted. Pests and diseases adapt continuously to 
resistant varieties and plant protection products and will pose growing threats to the 
Union's plant resources. Scientific studies show that this will be exacerbated by climate 
change. Together with the increasing global population and the loss of arable land from 
population pressure and climate change, this means that the Union's plant resources for 
agriculture and forestry will be increasingly under pressure. 

 

2.2. INCONSISTENT DELIVERY 

Main objective of EU Animal Welfare policy8 is that farmers/Food Business Operators 
must respond to the demands of EU citizens, including those concerning animal welfare. 
As part of a sustainable food production, and to ensure the competitiveness of the 
agricultural sector, farmers/FBO have to respect high standards relating to 
environmental, food safety, quality and also, animal welfare objectives9.  

Improving animal welfare is an area where EU legislation leads. In line with EU citizens' 
expectations, requirements are set to ensure adequate welfare standards for animals. 
The administrative cost identified for the animal welfare proposal on the transportation of 
animals was estimated at approximately €2.3billion10. Often, as there is no economic 
incentive to transport animals under good welfare conditions (losses in mortality or 
injuries are deemed as not to have significant economic consequences) the cost cannot 
be easily offset.  

                                                 
6 Food Chain Evaluation Consortium, 2010. Evaluation of the Community plant health regime. Final report. 
7 Food Chain Evaluation Consortium (FCEC), 2009. Analysis of the economic, social and environmental 

impacts of options for the long-term EU strategy against Western Corn Rootworm, IA report, Annex 
8 "…since animals are sentient beings, pay full regard to the welfare requirements of animals …"(Art 13 

TFEU) 
9 Directive 98/58/EC on the protection of animals kept for farming purposes 
10 Revision of Council Regulation (EC) No 1/2005 on protection of animals during transport as regards 
travelling times and space allowances- Impact assessment (internal document, not published yet) 
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A Eurobarometer survey11 (2007) showed that 77% of surveyed EU citizens believe their 
authorities should do more to improve farm animal welfare in their country. The study indicates 
that animal welfare is a worry for 64% of the respondents. On the other side the highest market 
share of animal welfare friendly products are usually not exceeding 20% in national markets and 
in most cases much lower. 

The recent evaluation of the EU policy on animal welfare12 concluded that EU legislation 
to protect animals has improved the welfare of many Europe's farm animals and has, in 
general, helped to reduce competitive distortions in the internal market. EU welfare 
requirements have imposed additional costs which do not affect the economic 
sustainability of the sector. 

Food safety has emerged as an important concern of EU citizens. This was largely due 
to food emergencies, increased consumer awareness, globalisation of the food trade 
and a lack of fully harmonised implementation of food law and official controls.  

In a 2010 survey, the majority of respondents associate food and eating with pleasure, such as 
selecting fresh and tasty foods (58%) and with enjoyment of meals with friends and family (54%). 
Food safety (37%) is less commonly associated with food and eating as such. Similarly, in the 
context of other potential risks which are likely to affect them personally, the economic crisis 
(20%) and environmental pollution (18%) are viewed by more respondents as risks very likely to 
affect their lives than food-related problems (11%). However, concern regarding food possibly 
damaging one’s health has increased by 3% since 2005.13  

These factors, allied to the need to support the development of the Internal Market, led 
the EU to overhaul its food law so that Member States’ food and feed law, animal health 
and welfare rules and plant health rules are now almost entirely based on EU-level 
legislation.  

It is necessary to apply this body of law effectively and in a harmonised way across the 
EU to ensure the same level of protection for all consumers and a level playing field for 
businesses, thereby allowing the Internal Market to function properly. Training and 
information exchange of relevant national-level control staff plays a key role in achieving 
the aim of consistent enforcement and compliance. 

 

2.3. Insufficient knowledge and information 

The EU consumer policy puts consumers' interests and protection at the core of 
Europe's policy. It aims to provide better and more complete information to consumers, 
to promote intra-European purchases and make consumers aware of their rights. The 
goal is to empower consumers by raising awareness and protecting them by making 
sure that products and services sold in the EU are safe, helping national governments to 
apply EU rules, building a strong voice for consumer organisations, and understanding 
consumers better through research and dialogue.  Priorities include increasing 
consumer confidence in the internal market, strengthening consumers’ position in the 
marketplace and ensuring that consumer concerns are taken into account in all EU 
policies.14  

                                                 
11 http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/welfare/survey/sp_barometer_fa_en.pdf  
12 http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/welfare/actionplan/2%20Executive%20Summary%20-%20SANCO%20-

%20Animal%20Welfare%20Evaluation%20final.pdf 
13 Eurobarometer No 354 'Food related risks', 2010 
14 Consumer Policy Strategy 2007-2013  

http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/welfare/actionplan/2 Executive Summary - SANCO - Animal Welfare Evaluation final.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/animal/welfare/actionplan/2 Executive Summary - SANCO - Animal Welfare Evaluation final.pdf
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Food labelling is one of the most effective tools to grant an informed choice to the 
citizen/consumer. The estimated additional administrative cost15 of the EU new food labelling 
proposal16 is expected to be €104Mio17. However it is considered that the provision of transitional 
periods and the fact that the legislation aligns with most of business' current practices will mean 
the majority of these costs will be absorbed into every day running costs.  

As a consequence of changing global diets and lifestyles the world is now experiencing 
two different nutrition problems - one associated with hunger or nutritional deficiency 
and the other with dietary excess often in the same country, even community. The focus 
on food is no longer only related to food safety or quantity but rather what is now 
deemed the 'dual burden of malnutrition'18. Crucially, both underweight and 
overweight individuals may lack important dietary nutrients – minerals and vitamins – 
that are needed for good health. 

Both under-nutrition and over-nutrition are linked with a range of adverse health conditions. 
The underweight are susceptible to poor maternal and infant health as well as childhood growth 
problems and compromised mental development. Meanwhile, obesity is associated with such 
chronic diseases as stroke, hypertension, cardiovascular disease, type-2 diabetes, and certain 
forms of cancer.  

Together, obesity, cardiovascular diseases (CVD), cancer and diabetes collectively pose the 
greatest burden of disease (77%) in the WHO European Region19. 

Scientific evidence shows that the access and availability of healthy food have an 
immediate and short term positive influence on health and well being. In particular it has 
been proven to decrease the risk of obesity, reduced risk of chronic illnesses such as 
cardiovascular diseases, various forms of cancer, type II diabetes and obesity in later 
life. Studies evaluating fruit & vegetables interventions in schools reveal that such 
schemes can be a very effective mechanism for improving fruit & vegetables 
consumption by children.20 

3. OBJECTIVES 

The underlying reason to reform the CAP from a SANCO perspective is to allow better 
alignment with the demands of consumers and ensure that the CAP delivers sufficient, 
affordable, safe, healthy, high quality food, feed and healthy plants and animals 
produced in a sustainable and high animal welfare responsive way. 

• Resilient systems in animal and plant production and along the food chain 

• Coherent enforcement and consistent compliance across the food chain 

• Access to innovation for all actors along the food chain and information to 
citizen/consumer 

                                                 
15 Administrative burden – keeping records, notifying authorities, applying for approval, providing information 
to third parties (http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/better-regulation/administrative-burdens/action-
programme/index_en.htm) 
16 Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the provision of food information to 
consumers 
17 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the Action 
Programme for Reducing Administrative Burdens in the EU Sectoral Reduction Plans and 2009 Actions 
18 http://www.who.int/oral_health/action/risks/en/index.html  
19 WHO Regional Office for Europe: Fact sheet: Tackling Europe's major disease: the challenges and the 
solutions. World Health Organization, Copenhagen, 2006 
20 de Sa, J., Lock, K. 2008: Will EU agricultural policy for school fruit & vegetables improve public health? A 
review of school fruit & vegetable programmes. European Journal of Public Health, 18(6), pp. 558–568. 

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/better-regulation/administrative-burdens/action-programme/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/better-regulation/administrative-burdens/action-programme/index_en.htm
http://www.who.int/oral_health/action/risks/en/index.html
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3.1. Resilient systems 

The principle of prevention is defined as measures to decrease occurrence and 
transmission of animal diseases by farming and food chain practices and animal 
transport in order to ensure a high level of animal health, public health and food safety 
including limiting the incidence of Zoonoses in humans and other biological risks. It is 
enshrined in the Animal Health Strategy, calling for concrete measures to be integrated 
into the policy and funding framework, thus providing for active surveillance biosecurity 
and penalties and incentives for all actors along the food chain. 

The main tools and instruments of prevention are: 
• Monitoring and surveillance (Member States),  
• Bio-security measures (disinfection, segregation, cleaning) 
• Containment and eradication measures (Veterinary Fund). 

In the case of animal disease outbreak (such as FMD), possible prevention and control 
strategies: includes import movement restrictions legislation (in line with the OIE International 
Animal Health Code), control of animal movement across national borders, ban of swill feeding 
(leftovers of human consumption), international travel facilities (aircraft or ships), containment of 
herds to avoid the contact with animals at risk.  

At the same time, contingency plans should include among other elements training 
programmes for veterinarians and animal health staff (including stakeholders and traders), 
strengthening laboratory capacity for a rapid and certain diagnosis, establishing contact with 
Reference Laboratories and surveillance. 

For Plant health, the principle 'prevention is better than cure' applies notably to keeping 
quarantine pests from other continents out of the EU as European plants are generally 
very susceptible to them. Worldwide, countries make considerable efforts in terms of 
legislation and financial resources to keep foreign pests out. With regards to common 
pests, healthy seeds and propagating material is critical to avoid crop losses from and 
excessive use of plant protection products. The cost-effectiveness of these measures 
covered by the EU plant reproductive material regime is high. In addition, crop rotation 
may be applied to suppress soil-borne pests. It is effective against common pests but 
also helps to prevent the establishment of some quarantine pests. 

In plant health, risk mitigation requires reinforced quarantine pest surveillance by Member 
States, early eradication and effective containment of quarantine pest outbreaks. Establishing a 
Plant Health Fund (like the EU animal health regime) to introduce EU co-financing for 
surveillance of priority pests and for compensating losses of private operators as well as costs for 
Competent Authorities would aim at encouraging private operators to notify outbreaks of 
quarantine pests, which is essential for early action and eradication. 

In addition, incentives could be considered to reduce the probability of quarantine pest outbreaks 
(e.g. by crop rotation) and prevent subsequent economic and environmental damage. For 
European pests, specific farming methods (Integrated Crop Management ICM) could be further 
encouraged. 

Investments in prevention are highly cost-effective for the EU at longer term. EU co-
financing for surveillance for such pests, outbreak eradication and compensation for 
losses of private operators will generate far bigger savings in the long run. An 
improvement of the plant health regime is critical for sustainable and competitive 
agriculture, mitigation of climate change and its impacts, ensuring food security and food 
safety (less use of pesticides) and for forest and landscape protection. Plant health 
problems can be damaging to important economic sectors (such as citrus or potatoes) 
causing enormous economic losses.  
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3.2. Enforcement and compliance 

Consistent implementation of the Union animal welfare requirements is a priority. 
Over the last few years, it appears that Member States have used only part of the tools 
available to them to improve enforcement. Cross compliance controls as part of CAP 
Direct payments are in place to check the Statutory Management Requirements (SMR) 
on animal welfare but very few Member States have introduced animal welfare 
measures in their rural development programmes. It is a concern as it appears that 
better enforcement of the Union standards can be achieved when farmers are supported 
to make the necessary structural changes to improve the welfare of animals.  

As an example, the Commission inspection service21 concluded in a report on animal welfare 
following a mission carried in Czech Republic that the Czech pig sector was well prepared for the 
future implementation of group housing of sows by 1 January 2013 as two thirds of pig farms are 
already implementing this requirement. Czech authorities provided financial support to help 
farmers implement this requirement through their rural development programme. 

Farmers can get support for animal welfare through Rural Development22 for meeting 
animal welfare standards which have been newly introduced or restrictions to farming 
practice which have a significant impact; also, there is support for farmers making 
animal welfare commitments on a voluntary basis beyond mandatory standards. And 
finally, there are information and promotion measures for agricultural products and their 
method of production23. 

The challenge is therefore for the EU to provide support to farmers to meet the current 
minimum standards and maintain their competitiveness while at the same time allowing 
those farmers who want to go beyond EU welfare standards to develop innovative 
schemes and benefit from them.  

As traceability along the food chain becomes more important also in a global market, 
the EU Food Law fosters the 'one step backwards – one step forwards' approach that 
requires operators to identify from whom and to whom a product has been supplied. 
Furthermore, to improve confidence in the supply chain and the competitiveness of EU 
livestock market, the Commission promotes a more preventative approach 

In order to ensure that these rules do not distort integration and competitiveness of the 
agro-food sector, including at the global level, the Commission has launched the 'Better 
Training for Safer Food' initiative. 

'Better Training for Safer Food' is aimed primarily at Member States and third country officials 
involved in verifying compliance with EU food and feed law, animal health and welfare rules and 
plant health rules. Subjects include Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point principles 
(HACCP); Food hygiene and controls for meat, milk and fishery products; Plant health controls; 
Veterinary and food safety control checks in border inspection posts (BIP); Microbiological 
criteria and control of zoonoses and eradication; Animal welfare at slaughterhouses, disease 
control and for religious slaughter and animal welfare during transport; Plant protection products; 
Feed law; Quality schemes;  RASFF, TRACES and other EU-related IT systems.  

The training aims to make controls more efficient and harmonised and ensure that the 
food industry respects EU regulations safeguarding public, animal and plant health. This 
will contribute to providing safer food and feed and raising levels of consumer and 
animal protection. Also, it provides global partners with the necessary skills and 
capacities to use EU and international standards not as barriers but as catalysts for 
development. 

                                                 
21 http://ec.europa.eu/food/fvo/rep_details_en.cfm?rep_id=2558 
22 Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 EAFRD 
23 Council Regulation (EC) No 3/2008 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/fvo/rep_details_en.cfm?rep_id=2558
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3.3. Innovation and information 

In order to allow consumers/citizens the choice for sustainable consumption, the 
provision of information on standards for products and production are important as tools 
of providing transparent information for a risk-aware consumer. 

From a consumer policy perspective, it is essential that quality food products are available at 
affordable prices24. Price is obviously an essential criterion for consumers. A recent study 
showed the different factors of influence on consumer choice for a food store. Price is considered 
as second most important factor, first is proximity of the food shop, and third is the quality of food 
products.25 Quality food products, including organic products, are considerably more expensive 
than conventionally produced food because of a higher cost of production.26  

Consumers find distribution chains often long and they are looking for more overview 
and transparency. In this respect, there is also an increasing interest in regional 
products which consumers connect to different aspects, such as fresh food, support of 
the local economy, short supply chain and knowledge of the origin of the product.27 

Food consumption patterns are constantly evolving, reflecting changing lifestyles and 
individual choices of citizens/consumers. Diets have become more diverse and 
substantial over the last decades. Acceptability requires consumer/citizens knowledge 
and information to make the right choice for healthy food. This includes awareness 
and education but also product information (labeling); while at the same time, ensuring 
quality in production including traditional methods preserving our cultural heritage while 
allowing for responsible innovation.  

In a recent survey28, the majority of respondents considered that public authorities in the EU are 
doing a good job in protecting them from specific food-related risks, such as animal infections 
and diseases and bacterial contamination. But the survey also shows that there is room for 
improvement, in particular with respect to possible risks from chemical contamination and new 
technologies. Even more so, a majority believes that EU public authorities should do more (>80% 
total agree) to ensure that food is healthy and to inform people about healthy diets and 
lifestyles. This view is consistent across all Member States. 

Allowing consumers/citizens access by economic means or rights to acquire nutritionally 
adequate food is especially important for vulnerable social groups, from urban poor to 
landless rural poor. But it also raises the issue of modern supply chains with its 
emphasis on global sourcing and long distance transport versus short supply chains and 
seasonal and local produce and how this affects access to healthy foods. 

4. PROPOSALS 

The objective to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the main SANCO policies in 
the area of animal health and welfare, plant health, food safety, consumers and public 
health within the framework of the CAP leads to the following evidence-based policy 
proposals.  

In Animal health and welfare, this could be reflected in several aspects: 

• Revision of existing tools for EU financing of animal diseases control and eradication 
to reflect a risk-based approach, providing incentives for a more preventive 

                                                 
24 In this context, the Commission will develop guidelines for national web-based and easily accessible retail 
price comparison services for consumer goods (including food) which will be part of a Commission 
Communication on consumer empowerment planned for 2012. 
25 CRIOC, Enseignes, Magasins et Consommateurs, http://www.crioc.be/files/fr/5546fr.pdf 
26 For example, the price difference for comparable products was approx. 40%, for some products like fruit 
juices and chocolate, the difference was 80%-100%. GFK, Ergebnisse der GfK-Studie zum Konsum von 
biologisch produzierten Lebensmitteln, 2008;  http://www.boelw.de/fileadmin/alf/28-bioargumente.pdf 
27 Nestle (editor) 2011: 'Einfluss gesellschaftlicher Veraenderungen auf das Ernaehrungsverhalten', 2011; 
28 Eurobarometer No 354 'Food related risks', 2010  

http://www.crioc.be/files/fr/5546fr.pdf
http://www.boelw.de/fileadmin/alf/28-bioargumente.pdf
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behaviour, including support for on-farm investment in biosecurity measures as tools 
of prevention; 

• Support to EU farmers to meet the current EU minimum standards in animal welfare 
and maintain their competitiveness; establish innovative schemes to support farmers 
who want to go voluntarily beyond EU welfare standards; 

• On farm level, training and awareness should be systematically improved to 
demonstrate benefits of prevention and biosecurity and identify concrete approaches 
in management and implementation. 

In Plant Health, similar measures can be identified: 

• More effective prevention of entry and spread of quarantine pests (fostering 
preventive farming practices, offering training, raising awareness); 

• Establishing mandatory surveillance and control measures on plant health and 
disease prevention for farmers and Member States competent authorities; 

• Introduce EU co-financing of operators losses from eradication measures (“Plant 
Health Fund”) in an early stage against pests with quarantine status. 

In Food safety, continued support for BTSF initiative as a non-legislative tool to improve 
compliance rates with EU legislation, while facilitating enforcement and control across 
EU27 and third country imports is proposed. Within BTSF, certain improvements are to 
be discussed:    

• Train-the-trainers approach: increase dissemination rate of BTSF by making use of 
multiplier effect; 

• Constantly assess and improve impact on Public Authorities control system in the 
Member States; 

• Improvement of knowledge/awareness of EU legislation with public and private sector 
stakeholders;  

• Assess and improve the level of efficiency detected by FVO missions and the RASFF 
system alerts. 

For Consumers choice and Public Health, the provision of food to Europe’s 
consumers/citizens should foster acceptability of nutritional efficient food through quality 
and diversity, innovation and information:  

• Coherence with Nutrition Strategy, link to members commitments of Nutrition 
Platform; 

• Continuing support for promotional and educational activities such as Farmland and 
policy initiatives such as School Fruit Scheme (SFS);  

• Awareness raising for consumers on quality products; 

• Investment aid and training for farmers for fostering quality production and marketing; 
support for short supply chains, direct marketing: linking the consumers to the 
farmers. 

A 'CAP towards 2020' embracing these objectives would truly deliver healthy food for 
healthy citizens, reflecting the European Treaty and its obligation to 'ensure a high level 
of public health' in all policies.  

 
This background paper was elaborated by SANCO ISSG core group: BONAFOS Laurence (G3); 
KROMMER Judit (G3); GBUR Paulina (B1); BAAYEN Robert (E2); BALKAMOS Georgios (E5); REVIRIEGO 
GORDEJO Francisco (G2); PANELLA Lauro (E); VAN LAER Jeroen (B6); FITZPATRICK Tomas (F1); 
coordinated by MITTERMAYER Felix (02) and TERZI Lorenzo (G7); 
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