
Comments on the consultation paper on the feasibility and advisability of 
presenting a legislative proposal enabling the EFSA to receive fees for 
processing authorisation files 
 
Binab is a manufacturer of bio-control products (MPCP). Please find our response to your call for 
opinions on “Food Safety Fees” with the deadline 15-02-2007, below. 
 
  All EFSA considerations are interesting and relevant especially for large multinational 
"mammoth" corporations (MMC). However basic assumptions like "biggest is best" are inaccurate 
historically in biological plant protection products (ppp) development over the past 40 years. 
 
  For example steady lasting progress in the development of Trichoderma based 
biofungicides was not accomplished by the likes of BAYER, KODAK or W R GRACE but by shoe 
string budget innovative SME’s and Universities. MMC funded Trichoderma biofungicides 
development for a few years, used their involvement for PR purposes and abandoned the endeavors 
as lacking quick money profits.  
 
  Since SME´s are prime progress promoters in the development of certain ppp 
development, EFSA should not concern itself exclusively with the regulation of MMC but also with 
specifics concerning financial life and death compulsory fees for EU registration by SME´s. 
 
  But EFSA makes no comments about SME´s other than: "measures taking into 
account the specific situation of small and medium-sized business should be taken (exemption or 
reduction systems)". page 14 (5.2.2). "All applicants are treated equally. Lastly, as with the EMEA, 
SME can be given special status". page 9 (4.1 Option 1). 
 
  There is no option about EU registration for SME manufacturers of ppp. Passed year 
2008 the EU registration is compulsory even for (previously registered) marketing in the national home 
market. The EU registration is presumed to be financially profitable for SME´s because "the EU 25 
Member States have a major advantage which makes the fee more acceptable." 
 
  The EFSA authorization is no guarantee of profits not even in the national home 
market, largely because of the EU rejection of the "substitute principle" for toxic chemical ppp "to save 
jobs in the German chemical industry". With that rationale we should still be felling forest trees with 
axes and harvesting cereals with scythes. For passenger cars the same fairy tale is now heard to keep 
carbon dioxide emission up. With relatively few exceptions growers want to deal with as few ppp 
sources as possible to save time and effort. Unless compelled to do otherwise they trade preferably 
with one source for ideally all ppp. This means usually chemicals only from one MMC distributor. 
Binab avoided the distribution problem by concentrating mainly on a one niche market: the treatment 
of nearly ripe strawberries against the gray mold (Botrytis). This amply proven safe and effective 
treatment has not been accepted by distributors in France or the UK in spite of local national 
registrations authorizing Binab’s Trichoderma ppp. 
 
  The increasingly dubious profitability in the European ppp business has already 
resulted in the shut down of 5 out of 9 Swedish SME´s who started with an EU registration application 
according to Lennart Romert, toxicologist at the Swedish National Chemicals Inspectorate, in an 
article in the Swedish Daily Newspaper, Svenska Dagbladet dated Feb. 4th, 2007. Obviously these 
companies were not impressed by "the EU market 25 Member States...which makes the fee more 
acceptable" as claimed by EFSA. These defunct companies may well have been discouraged by the 
increase in marketing costs from national to EU level. For SME’s the new compulsory costly EU 
registration is not necessarily an advantage especially when they are not even informed of the costs 
they have to face up to in the application process. 
 
  Yours sincerely, 
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