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The Dutch association ‘Natuur- & gezondheidsProducten Nederland’ (NPN), represents the 
interests of importers, producers, and distributors of food supplements and other healthy 
food products in the Netherlands. We represent over 100 health product manufacturers, 
mostly SMEs, and cover more than 80% of the food supplement market and other healthy 
food product market in the Netherlands. We are grateful for the opportunity to reply to the 
Commission consultation on the feasibility and advisability of presenting a legislative 
proposal enabling EFSA to receive fees for processing authorisation files.  
 
We would like to comments to the consultation paper with the following:  
 
1 & 2.  Tasks rendered by EFSA and scope of the consultation 
 
In the majority of the cases, the submissions made are of a general nature and intended to 
culminate in the granting of an approval and addition to a general positive list of substances 
that benefit all operators. No exclusivity, nor protection of proprietary data is provided to the 
submitter, thereby making it difficult to identify a specific direct benefit for the applicant.  
 
Therefore we are of the opinion that the legislative texts requiring authorisation procedures 
for foods or ingredients, and involving an evaluation by EFSA, are mostly resulting in the 
granting of general approvals for the benefit of all food operators. These should not be 
subject to fees.  
 

4. Options for identifying those liable to pay fees 
 

4.1 & 4.2 - Options 1 & 2 
Option 2, i.e. that only applicants with profits specifically vested in the authorisation must pay 
fees, is preferred. Indeed, we believe fees should possibly only be charged for applications 
where the applicant would have a monopolistic advantage and also provided that a realistic 
and low fee structure is applied to SME applicants who form the majority of the supplement 
industry. 
 
5. Options – advantages & disadvantages of charging fees 
 
5.1.2 - Option 1 - Disadvantages 

 
SMEs are already often lacking the necessary procedural expertise to prepare dossiers for 
submission to EFSA and must have recourse to external expertise for preparing files. They 
would be further penalised if EFSA would also charge them for its review of the files. So 
preparing a file entails a real financial risk for a SME, even without EFSA fees.  



5.2.1 – Option 2 - Advantages 
 

We would like to point out that the lack of resources of EFSA in the 2007-2013 budget is the 
result of the budgetary restrictions voted by the Council and the Parliament and that industry 
should not have to pay the costs of the lack of support from the national governments and 
parliamentarians. Our sector is supportive of an overall increased budget for EFSA through 
the general budget, given the key role EFSA has to play in relation to the general public 
health and notably food safety. Also if fees are adopted, we think that practical specific 
measures for SMEs must be considered.  
 
5.2.2 – Option 2 - Disadvantages 

 
The Consultation paper also indicates that the size of the European market reduces the 
economic impact of the fee as firms granted a centralised authorisation would have access to 
all 27 member states market. This is not the case for SMEs who often do not have the 
resources to market in more than one or two neighbouring countries because of the costs 
incurred. This also ignores the fact of existing barriers to trade for food products in various 
non-harmonised areas preventing SMEs to enter other markets.  

 
5.3 Questions  

 
Therefore NPN has to prefer Option 1 (5.1), i.e. no fees for processing authorisation files, 
with the proviso that modest fees could possibly be applied to applications for the 
authorisation of proprietary substances / claims where the applicant benefits from a direct 
advantage over its competitors, although this determination remains very difficult in practice.  

 
In general 
 
NPN firmly believes that the lack of funding for EFSA should be resolved through an increase 
in the General Community Budget and not through the setting up of a general fee system for 
the delivery of EFSA’s opinions.  
 
We consider that there are no compelling arguments in the consultation paper justifying the 
charging of fees for authorisation files benefiting all operators and that where fees could be 
justified for an applicant gaining a specific advantage, specific measures for SMEs applicants 
should be envisaged.  
 
We are very concerned that a fee charging policy would be particularly detrimental for SMEs 
and would not encourage innovation.  
 
With kind regards, 
 
Natuur- & gezondheidsProducten Nederland (NPN) 

 
 

Ms. S. Geurts 
Director  
 
E-mail: saskiageurts@npninfo.nl
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