
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Association of Veterinary Consultants (AVC) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the 
consultation paper on the feasibility and advisability of presenting a legislative proposal enabling 
the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) to receive fees for processing authorisation files 
(Commission staff working paper 2006).  
 
 
 
1. FOCUS ON FEED ADDITIVES. All AVC members have been consulted and their input co-
ordinated and summarised here by members of the AVC Working Group on Feed Additives. To 
date, managing and compiling feed additive applications are the main EFSA-related activities 
involving AVC members. Nevertheless several of the comments below, especially with respect 
to administrative efficiency and e-technology, could be applicable to food-related dossiers in the 
future. 
 
 
 
2. AVC PREFERRED OPTIONS:  
 
 
CONSULTATION POINT 4. - QUESTIONS RELATING TO OPTIONS FOR IDENTIFYING 
THOSE LIABLE TO PAY FEES: 
 
The AVC prefer option 1: all applicants for an authorisation must pay a fee.  
 
The EFSA fees should be modest and linked to administrative performance. The main reasons 
why the AVC support option 1 are: 

 Administrative fees promote efficiency, effectiveness and economy in processing dossiers, 
 All applicants are treated fairly and make an equal contribution to administrative costs, 
 A flat, all-inclusive fee system is simpler to administer,  
 Fees, even modest fees, prevent frivolous applications,  
 The main EFSA funding is central and ensures independence and scientific excellence, 

whereas administrative fees are just that – to promote efficient dossier processing. 
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CONSULTATION POINT 5. - OPTIONS – ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF 
CHARGING FEES: 
 
The AVC prefer option 2: EFSA is entitled to charge fees for processing authorisation files. 
 
Factors mitigating against disadvantages: 

 Risk of perceived reduction in EFSA independence: Flat-rate, all-inclusive administrative 
fees are fair to all. EFSA’s independence is guaranteed by existing procedures and also by the 
principle of majority public funding. Modest administrative fees are clearly set to cover 
administrative costs and reduce bureaucratic delays in dossier handling. Modest administrative 
fees for dossiers are not high enough to distort or reduce EFSA’s scientific independence. 

 

 Additional cost to companies applying for authorisation: The cost of compiling a feed 
additive dossier, even a simple technological dossier, is considerable in an industry with lower 
profit margins than the food or pharmaceutical sectors. Hence an administrative fee linked to 
efficiency of dossier processing is not a great additional burden, provided that it is modest and 
performance-linked. Industry has every right to expect an efficient service from public bodies. 
Fees improve efficiency all-round, as both applicants and EFSA have an incentive to improve. 
Applicants will improve dossier presentations and EFSA will improve dossier processing. 

 

 EFSA fees may not guarantee a stable annual EFSA budget: Firstly, the principle of majority 
public funding will offset any such effect. Secondly, the more likely threat is increased EFSA 
inefficiency in the future. This is due to dossier workloads expected in the next 5 to 20 years. In 
2004 over 11,000 notifications of existing substances or products used as feed additives were 
received, and manufacturers of many of these are expected to submit dossiers before November 
2010. Food additives and enzymes will be subject to dossier evaluations in the future, as will 
many nutritional and health claims on foods. Fees for dossier processing are essential to enable 
EFSA to cope with the administrative burden expected. 
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3. FURTHER AVC SUGGESTIONS FOR FEED ADDITIVES: 
 
 
Suggestion 1: Link CRL and EFSA. Fee systems involving EFSA and the CRL should commit 
both bodies to improved administrative performance and adoption of best practices. From the 
applicant’s point of view, one-stop shopping in fee payment and dossier processing would be 
ideal. A single flat-rate fee should cover both CRL and EFSA tasks related to a dossier. 
Communication between CRL and EFSA should be improved. The CRL should set a target to 
inform EFSA and the applicant in less than 1 week after the results from the analytical validation 
are available. 
 
 
Suggestion 2: E-technology and performance evaluation. Set administrative performance 
parameters and commit further to e-technology. For example, time can be saved between 
physical arrival of a dossier to EFSA and Clock Zero, if EFSA would accept e-PDFs of official 
letters from the EU Commission requesting evaluation. The time between physical dossier 
submission and Clock Zero could be measured as an administrative parameter. (On e-
technology, we note that feed additive authorisations, valid throughout the EU are posted on Eur-
Lex as unsigned PDFs.)  
 
 
Suggestion 3: BSA (Brand-Specific Authorisations). Introduce applicant-linked authorisations 
for all feed additives. The compilation of high quality applications for feed additive dossiers is 
expensive. The EFSA evaluation focuses on product-specific attributes, even in the case of 
generic dossiers (e.g. manufacturing process and quality control procedures). The CRL requires 
the submission and maintenance of 3 samples of each additive, also a product-specific 
requirement. Product-specific evaluations should lead to applicant-linked authorisations and is in 
the public good. Generic additives (e.g. trace minerals) are a common cause of food chain 
contamination with dioxins and heavy metals. Linking each feed additive authorisation to the 
holder is a simple way to strengthen the link between food safety and food business operators. It 
also provides applicants with an incentive to compile and submit feed additive applications and 
to benefit from such investment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Submitted on behalf of the Association of Veterinary Consultants by the General-Secretary. 
 
 
 
 
          15th February 2007 
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