
By e-mail to SANCO-EFSA-fees@ec.europa.eu 
 
14 February 2007 
 
Re: Comments on the EFSA 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 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
Valspar is a company which has submitted two dossiers to EFSA for evaluation of 
substances for food contact applications for coatings. This response is a Valspar 
position and does not necessarily represent that of any other coating company or any 
other organisation.  
 
I would like to comment on the consultation paper about charging fees for 
evaluations. I strongly believe that there should be no charge for evaluating dossiers 
for substances for direct food contact, for the following reasons; 
 
The current system lists substances which once approved can be used by anyone else. 
The petitioner(s) funds the approval process for which others, particularly non-EU 
based companies may benefit.  
 
The process of submitting dossiers to EFSA for evaluation to ensure the safety of food 
is fully supported by Valspar. However, the compilation of a dossier is an expensive 
process and if fees for evaluation were to be charged as an additional cost, then 
innovation may be reduced further, because not all substances for which dossiers are 
submitted are commercially successful. An approval is needed before a product can be 
trialled for food contact applications and only after testing over a period of time is it 
clear whether the product will be successful.  
 
In the area of coatings, particularly can coatings, there have been some issues over the 
recent years about migrants from can coatings. In some cases, the media have, in the 
opinion of some in industry, distorted the facts resulting in unwarranted ‘food scares’. 
If EFSA were to receive funding for evaluating dossiers for food contact materials, 
my concern would be that the media would accuse industry of ‘buying’ EFSA 
approvals, thereby undermining EFSA’s independence. Although this is an obvious 
mis-perception, it could be accepted by the general public as fact, thereby damaging 
both EFSA and industry’s reputations. 
 
If the proposal to charge fees were to proceed, then I would publicly argue that any 
approval of a substance funded by a company or consortium of companies should be 
proprietary to the company or companies. Any other company wishing to benefit from 
the use of such an approval should be legally bound to re-imburse the petitioner(s) a 
proportion of the costs of the dossier and any approval fees as compensation.   
 
Yours sincerely 
 
P.K.T. Oldring 
Director Regulatory Affairs – Europe. 


