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AMFEP answer to the EU Commission’s consultation on the feasibility 
and advisability of presenting legislative proposal enabling the 
European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) to receive fees for processing 
authorisation files 
 
 
 
Dear Sir,  
 
 
The EU Commission has issued a consultation paper on the feasibility and advisability of 
establishing legislation on fees for processing authorisation files at EFSA∗. 
 
The Association of Manufacturers and Formulators of Enzyme Products (Amfep) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the paper. 
 
While Amfep is not necessarily opposed to certain fees for processing individual companies’ 
product authorisation files, as previously practiced and established by national and community 
legislation, we feel EFSA has a special and independent scientific role which would make a fee 
system problematic. 
 
Amfep’s overall position is therefore to advise against a legislative proposal enabling EFSA to 
receive fees for processing authorisation files. 
 
This means that we are not able to support any of the fee options suggested in the Commission 
Staff Working Paper and consequently we cannot answer the questions raised under 4.3 and 5.3 
in the paper. 
 
The arguments for advising against the establishments of a fee system are given in the following: 
 
As already mentioned above EFSA has a special role as a scientific and independent adviser to 
the Commission. Amfep considers the financing of EFSA’s activities as a public responsibility, 
and we find that  the European Parliament should ensure the political support for proper funding.  
 

                                                 
∗ http://ec.europa.eu/food/consultations/fees_efsa_en.pdf 



 

 
 

On a more practical level Amfep fears that there would be a risk of confusion between the funding 
of different EFSA activities such as assessment of authorisation files, general interest activities, 
and funding of national food safety authorities. 
 
We are also concerned that a fee system could eventually lead to biased competition between 
holder-specific and generic products in cases where one legal entity would be charged for 
activities which benefit several, non-identified entities and that  there would be a competition bias 
between innovative products (heavy evaluation workload) and “ me-too” products (light evaluation 
workload).  
 
The level of fees could also introduce a biased competition in the sense that a “nominal” fee level 
would cost as much to administer as it would bring funds, whereas a “higher level” fee might lead 
to a competition bias in particular for SMEs  where high level fees might prevent them from 
submitting files for new products. 
 
Finally Amfep would like to underline that it is our experience that companies strive to file 
submissions of good quality, considering the complexity and cost of the entire process, so the 
argument on ill-prepared files is not credible and we would like to draw the attention of the 
Commission to the fact that by putting a new product on the market a company brings value to 
the society (sustainable production, environment, jobs, user's benefits, more taxes), not just value 
to the company and therefore it seems fair enough that the cost of evaluating such products is 
done by public funding. 
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