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IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Concerning the draft proposal on the modernisation and simplification of the legislation on the circulation and use of feed

1.
Executive Summary
In 2005, approximately 5 million EU-farmers raised livestock with a total value of the animal products of 129 billion €, representing 42% of the total agricultural output. Feed is for livestock farmers the most significant cost factor amounting to 47%. Next to the direct on-farm use of feed, the purchase of compound feed is the most significant one in terms of quantity. Import and export of compound feed are both below 1%. The EU-compound feed industry had a turnover of 37 billion € in 2005 and employs approximately 100,000 people directly. The European pet food industry makes a turnover of approximately 9 billion € employing 21,000 people directly in 450 establishments. The pet food is sold to 62 million households in the EU with pets, cats and dogs being the most important species with about 60 millions each.

In the late 1990s, a series of crises concerning human food and animal feed (BSE, dioxin, etc.) exposed weaknesses in the food legislation within the EU. In response, based on the “White Paper on Food Safety” of January 2000, the EU established a system for ensuring a high level of protection of human life and health, taking into account the protection of animal health and welfare, plant health and the environment. In line with the new "farm to fork" approach, feed legislation has been crucial as feed is a sensitive element at the very beginning of the food chain. 

Currently, the circulation of feed materials and compound feed is regulated by four main Council Directives and some 50 amending or implementing acts. Whereas the evolution of feed legislation focussing on safety has been intense, the conditions for the circulation of feed, e.g. concerning marketing conditions, labelling or advertising, have received less attention. Indeed some of the relevant legislative requirements date back more than 25 years. The developments both in the feed business and in the legislative environment around the feed sector revealed the need to modernise and simplify the current law in order to;

(
achieve legal clarity and a harmonised implementation, 

(
facilitate smooth functioning of the internal market,

(
simplify technical requirements and remove unnecessary administrative burden,

(
increase competitiveness of the EU feed and farming sector and

(
enable users of feed to make an informed choice without being misled and based on modern labelling principles.

The starting point for the project of revision was an external study published in June 2004 which identified various issues and different policy options to be tackled. Based on this, the Commission launched in November 2005 an Interactive Policy Making online consultation to better identify impacts on the proposed policy options and, more specifically, to gather further information on financial impacts. Expert interviews on the main issues were undertaken to better fulfil the information needs for the impact assessment. The options were constantly being refined with respect to the experience gained in the earlier steps of the project.
The general view of stakeholders during the consultation activities has been that the repeal of the current Directives, with replacement by one concise Regulation, will provide for better clarity, rationality and consistency of enforcement. Whilst there are many issues that need to be addressed, there are four areas which could have major impacts:

Listing of feed materials: The evaluation revealed the need for more feed materials being unambiguously designated and clearly described. The specific characteristics of these materials are essential to ensure the efficacy of the final product. Of most concern are the many feed materials that have emerged over the last decade e.g. the increasingly important co-products of the feed grain and food processing industry or from the bio-fuel industry. 
Authorisation procedures for feed: The current legislation still requires a pre-market authorisation procedure for "bio-proteins". There is concern that the pre-market authorisation procedure for bio-proteins is disproportionate in relation to any potential safety concerns. Further, concern has been expressed that in the current legislation emerging feed materials like products from exotic plants do not require any pre-market authorisation. 
Labelling of compound feed for food producing animals: On labelling of compound feed for food producing animals, the current legislation requires that feed materials used in compound feeds for animals other than pets be listed with the percentages by weight. This system has been controversial since its introduction. The specific recipe for a compound feed is seen by the industry as intellectual property and having to disclose it would lead to unfair competition. 

Labelling of pet food: Concerns have been expressed that the current legislation on the labelling of pet food does not adequately address user needs. This may lead to the customer being confused or misled as to what the feed they give to their pets contains. 

For each of these issues different options containing proposals for de-regulation, retaining the status quo and self-regulation have been assessed for their social, environmental and economical impacts. The different options for each policy issue have been compared to identify the preferred options.

The result is a modernisation and simplification package outlining the added value of the new Community act. The combination of the preferred options results -based on the principles of food and feed safety-in a vision for the rules on the circulation of feed that
(
simplifies and harmonises the legal framework by one legally clear, stringent and consistent Regulation,

(
changes the development of quality-relevant marketing provisions into co-regulation for the stakeholders to encourage entrepreneurial innovation,

(
improves market transparency because there will be more feed materials uniformly and better identified in particular with respect to the current unclear situation on emerging feed materials,

(
removes the burden of a pre-market authorisation procedure for the current category "bio-proteins", simultaneously highlighting the responsibility of the feed business operator for the safety of the feed in combination with the negative list of prohibited feed materials to be the preferred and proportionate approach for the legislator in his function as risk manager and for the control authorities,

(
increases competitiveness and innovation in the EU-feed business because it abstains from the mandatory percentage declaration of feed materials in compound feed and

(
improves the appropriateness of pet food labels so that the average pet owner can understand them better and gets the information he needs.

2.
Procedural issues and consultation of interested parties

Study on revision of the feed labelling legislation
In 2003 the Commission assigned an external contractor, Civic Consulting, to carry out a study on a revision of certain parts of the feed legislation. The final report
 entitled “Assessment of the possible adoption of a new proposal recasting legislation on feed labelling and amending the authorisation/withdrawal procedure for some categories of feed materials” was presented in June 2004. The study identified various issues and different policy options for each issue. It included extensive consultation with all parties who are affected by the policy or have a direct interest.
The following stakeholders were contacted in order to contribute:

· competent authorities of the Member States (MS);

· feed producers, including feed industry, traders and related industries;

· feed users; 

· consumers of food of animal origin;

· consumers using pet food;

· environmental organisations.
The study was the starting point for the project on the revision of the feed legislation.
IPM consultation

In November 2005, the Commission launched with the general public an Interactive Policy Making (IPM) online consultation
 (closing date 16/01/2006) in order to collect information and data on the possible impacts of the main issues under consideration for the revision of the current legislation. The aim of this second round of consultation was to better identify impacts on the proposed policy options and, more specifically, to gather further information on financial impacts. 79 responses to the questionnaire were received. From feed producing organisations and companies many responses were -except the address field- identical so they were counted in the evaluation as one in each group, resulting in 58 accounted responses (see table 1). Except for one answer from a competent authority of an EFTA country all responses originate in the EU.

	Table 1: IPM responses
	No

	Total
	58

	Competent Authorities
	14

	Feed producer organisations (EU or national)
	34

	Feed producing companies
	7

	Farmer organisations (feed users)
	3


Questionnaire on administrative burden

In order to gather information on the implications for MS, of some of the options for revision that had been identified, a questionnaire was sent out in February 2007 with a deadline of 16 March 2007. This focussed on issues relating to administrative costs/burdens, aiming to provide qualitative information on the possible impacts of the various options. The 19 competent authorities returning the questionnaire are listed in Annex 1. 
Ad hoc Consultations 

Expert interviews on the main issues were undertaken to better fulfil the information needs for the impact assessment (see list in Annex 2). This was particularly important as, in the course of time, some new options emerged and others became less relevant. Additionally, the options were constantly being refined with respect to the experience gained in the earlier steps of the project. 

There was also a constructive exchange of views with Switzerland because of the existing agreement EU-Switzerland on trade with agricultural products.

In addition, stakeholder panel discussions on the options were held with the MS in the margins of the Standing Committee on the Food Chain and Animal Health - section animal nutrition (SCoFCAH) in January and February 2007, with the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) and with other stakeholders (those represented in the Advisory Group on the Food Chain and Animal and Plant Health in March 2007). 

Inter-Service Steering Group

A Commission Inter-Service Steering Group on the impact assessment was set up, with the participation of the following services: Secretariat General, Enterprise, Trade, Competition and Agriculture. The group started its work on 7 November 2006 and met five times. 

General Comment on the Consultation Process

Validation and plausibility tests were undertaken in-house, in the margins of the expert interviews from the competent authorities and the stakeholders. In addition, the impact assessment results were scrutinised by the MS` experts, the experts from different Directorates General represented in the Inter-Service Group and experts from relevant stakeholder groups in the working group of the Advisory Group on the Food Chain and Animal and Plant Health.

Impact Assessment Board

The European Commission Impact Assessment Board examined the draft report on the impact assessment for the modernisation and simplification of the legislation on the circulation of feed in its board meeting on 13 June 2007 and gave its opinion on 15 June 2007. The recommendations were taken on board. The report was further developed and improved, in particular, by explaining that the simplification measures are not jeopardising feed safety and that trade obstacles on the internal market and for imports would be rather removed than added. Further, the choice of the legislative instrument was clearer deduced.

3.
Problem identification

3.1.
The European feed sector

Feed can be categorised in:

· feed materials (direct feeding or incorporated in compound feed)
, 

· feed additives
,

· compound feed (mixture of feed materials and additives)
 and

· medicated feed
.

Feed materials and compound feed are by far the most common types of feed used. 

Figure 1 is a flow chart explaining the complexity of the feed industry:
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Whereas the general scheme is the same for the feed for farm animals and for pets, the industries are in practice so differently structured that the analysis in this report separates feed for farm animals from pet food which is overwhelmingly compound feed.

3.1.1.
Feed for farm animals
In 2005, 5.1 million farmers raised livestock with a total value of 129 billion € (Table 2). It is increasingly the case that farms contain a single type of livestock and are run by professional, well qualified farmers. They are knowledgeable about feed, both in relation to the effect it has on their livestock but also the feed market and costs. This is not unexpected, as in relation to the rearing of an animal feed is the most significant cost factor, representing 47% of the value of EU animal products.

	Table 2:
 Farmers with husbandry (EU25, 2005) [Mio]
	5,1

	→ poultry holdings [Mio]
	3,3

	→ cattle holdings [Mio]
	2,4

	→ pig holdings [Mio]
	1,8

	Livestock production (EU25, 2005)
	

	Value [Mio €]
	129 000

	= Share on total agricultural output
	42%

	Milk [Mio t]
	142

	Meat [Mio t] 

→ pork

→ poultry

→ beef & veal
	44,5

21

11

8

	Eggs [Mio t]
	6,5


In terms of quantity, about half of the feed used is roughage produced on farm (48%), followed by purchased compound feed (32%), grains produced on farm (11%) and feed materials purchased directly by farmers (9%). To put this in the context of economics, the compound feed market in the EU was worth 37 billion € in 2005 and was estimated to represent about 5% of the total turn-over of the EU food industry. After a period of steady increase, compound feed production has remained stable since the mid-1990's in the EU and currently represents about one quarter of world production. Currently, there is minimal export of compound feed from the EU (below 1 % of total production) with imports estimated to be even lower. Whether this stays the same remains to be seen, not least as whilst the overall market is still small, compound feed production is developing at a fast pace in Brazil (+10% per annum) and China (+5% per annum).
The importance of innovation in the feed industry can be seen by the impressive improvements in the efficiency of feeding which have been made over the last decades. The interactions in different fields such as technological progress, improvements in farm management and innovation in the diverse sectors of feed industry have resulted in the feed conversion ratio (FCR) decreasing about 1 percent each year. To put it simply, each year there is a need to use 1% less feed to get the same final product. For example, in 1968 in egg production 3.1 kg of feed had to be fed to have 1 kg of egg, whilst in 2001 only 1.9 kg was necessary. For broiler production, the FCR decreased from 2.3 in 1970 to 1.6 in 2000 and for pork from 3.4 in 1974 to 2.8 in 1995
. The trend continues and, in addition to the economical benefit, there are also associated environmental benefits i.e. less effluents (carbon dioxide, excrements with nitrogen (nitrate/ammonia emissions), phosphorus …) per production unit.

In terms of understanding the feed industry, and more specifically the compound feed industry, it is important to consider the raw materials that are used in their manufacture (Figure 2). 

Figure 2: Raw materials of the compound feed industry in 2005 for EU25 (total 142 million t)
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Within the feed materials used by compound feed manufacturers, 47% are cereals making compound feed the largest user of home-grown cereals. Further, a significant amount of by-products from the food industry (e.g. sugar beet pulp, brewers` grains or wheat bran) are also used. The protein-rich oilcakes and –meals, representing more than one quarter of compound feed raw materials, are also of interest. Mainly as the EU is only 26% self-sufficient in protein rich feed materials
 making these products the major portion of the imports of feed materials into the EU (Figure 3).
Figure 3: Imports of feed materials in 2005 for EU25 (total 42.5 million t)
:
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The European feed industry (excluding pet food) offers direct employment for app. 100.000 people in app. 4.000 plants. The indirect employment effects in upstream and downstream activities in the feed chain are far greater than the direct employment effects. In the EU roughly 2/3 of the companies are private and 1/3 are cooperatives.
The compound feed production is generally located close to the animal stocks, in other words the production of feed correlates with the livestock in a certain region. Hence, the establishments are often located in rural areas with limited alternative employment opportunities. In 2006, the production share of the MS in descending order was as follows: FR 15% - DE, ES 14% - UK, IT 10% - NL 9% - BE, PL, DK 4% - HU, IE 3% - others (14 MS) 10%. The most significant structural impacts resulting from the evolution in livestock density in the last two decades were a decrease in compound feed production in NL of approximately 20% whereas in ES the production rose by almost 70%.

3.1.2.
Feed for pets

About 62 million EU households have pets, of which there are;

· 60 million cats, 

· 59 million dogs, 

· 35 million birds, 

· 40 million others (hamsters, rabbits etc) and 
· 9 million aquaria.
Pet owners mainly buy pet food which belongs to the category of compound feed. With the European Pet Food Industry Federation (FEDIAF) estimating the size of the EU market at approximately 6 million tonnes of pet food, produced by around 450 companies, and worth some 9 billion € a year. In the last few years the market has risen up to 3% per annum. Direct employment is estimated to be currently 21.000 people, and indirect 30.000 people.

The raw materials for pet food are predominantly by-products from the food chain which would often have no or only limited economic value. These amount to nearly 5 million tonnes per annum and are sourced from slaughter houses or cereal mills.
3.2.
The issues

The basic principle is that feed has to be genuine, wholesome and safe according to the European Feed law. It is in the first place the responsibility of the feed business operator to assure this, e.g. by adhering to HACCP. The competent authorities control and monitor these principles. In case a risky feed material becomes obvious it is traced back and the risk is evaluated subsequently. Depending on the outcome of the assessment, the product might be added to the negative list of materials whose circulation is prohibited for animal nutrition purposes. This list was been last amended in comitology by Commission decision 2004/217/EC. 
In order to allow a proper evaluation of the provisions for the circulation of feed the following box summarises the principles of labelling:

What is modern labelling about?


Labelling is an important marketing tool which should be viewed as an integral part of communication between societal players (producers to users (businesses or consumers) directly and via intermediaries, authorities to consumers, etc.). Labelling is no longer the only reliable route for communicating information to the consumer, as it once was. Before the development of an information society (internet, free-phone numbers), it was the only way to ensure information reached the consumers. However, markets, product-information gathering habits and consumer expectations have become considerably more complex and ways to communicate information to consumers more sophisticated. Full disclosure of information, even if not all via labels, may be important to allow intermediaries to play their role in the market or for minority information wishes to be addressed.


Consumers benefit from essential information (use-by dates, safety warnings, etc.) as well as from useful information (composition, using instructions, etc.) about products. As such, the label has the role of allowing the consumer to make an informed choice. For the industry, labelling is a powerful tool which, when used effectively and responsibly, not only ensures operators pass on essential information, but also enables them to highlight the benefits of their products when compared to those of their competitors. If there is additional cost in providing these benefits and an operator needs to convince the consumer to pay a higher price than for competing products on the market.


However, although labelling should be a win-win situation for both the consumer and operator, in practice there is often a market failure and many stakeholders would argue that labelling is not fulfilling its full potential. Simply put, the effectiveness of labelling as a communication tool can be questioned not least because of legal requirements. The reasons for this failure are varied, but perhaps start with a simple lack of consumer interest in or capability to understand the information the labels provide.


The developments of the last decades particularly in the feed sector lead to a shift of the key labelling function from protecting the consumer to buy unsafe products to a means to forward information on the quality of the product. Thus, the strategic goals for modern labelling are to

(
provide consumers with necessary information to enable them to make the optimal choice for his needs (What does the customer want and need to know?)

(
be consistent, coherent, transparent and understandable
(
create a pro-competitive market environment in which dynamic, efficient, innovative operators can make full use of the power of labelling to sell their products

(
create common framework and rules in order to eliminate barriers to free circulation of goods.

Currently, the circulation of feed materials and compound feed is regulated by a number of legal texts comprising of four main Council Directives
, two of them dating back more than 25 years, and some 50 amending or implementing acts. Stakeholders claim, with some justification, that the situation has evolved to an extent that the legislation is now so scattered, and contains so many cross references, that it is very difficult to understand and implement in a uniform way. However, the issue is not simply one of consolidating current texts as experience over the last few years has identified a number of issues which may need to be amended. This would simplify the legislation, leading to better clarity, rationality and consistency of enforcement. In addition, it would remove obstacles and encourage intra-community trade and innovation. In fact, only 2.6 % of the compound feed produced in the EU goes into the intra community trade.

The picture below illustrates the current labelling of compound feed. The list "nutritional value" contains the analytical components that are currently regulated in terms of mandatory and voluntary indication but as well nutritional additives like vitamins. The list of "ingredients" indicates the feed materials.

Whilst any revision of the legislation will consider many separate issues, there are only a few for which significant impacts are envisaged. The 'major' issues subject to this impact assessment are

1.
Listing of feed materials
2.
Authorisation procedures for feed
3.
Labelling of compound feed for food producing animals
4.
Labelling of pet food.
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Dairy Feed

Bestfeed, Rue de la performance, 100, 1000 Brussels Tel: +32 2 1234567

Approval number BE123456

Batch number: PF1234567

This  is a complementary feedingstuff for feeding with forage, to dairy

cows at up to 60% of dietary dry matter.  

Nutritional value

OIL                4.50 %           VITAMIN A -retinol          8000 iu/kg

PROTEIN    18.00 %           VITAMIN D3-cholecalciferol 2000 iu/kg

FIBRE         11.00 %           VITAMIN E -alpha tocopherol 75 iu/kg

ASH              9.00 %           SODIUM SELENITE-selenium 0.85 mg/kg

MOISTURE   3.80 %         COPPER SULPHATE-copper          55 mg/kg

This product contains 56.7 g of calcined magnesite equivalent in 9.07kg ("2 in 20").

Contains the following ingredients:

WHEAT FEED (20%), MALT CULMS (15%), MAIZE GLUTEN FEED(*) (15%), SUNFLOWER EXT (10%), WHEAT (10%), PALM 

KERNEL EXP (10%), RAPE EXT (LOW GLUCO) (5%), MOLASSES (3%), CALCIUM CARBONATE (2%), BARLEY (2%), MAIZE 

DISTILLERS (*) (2%), SALT (0.4%), VEGETABLE OILS (0.4%), MAGNESIUM OXIDE (0.2%)

"(*) Produced from genetically modified material“

NET WEIGHT: see bag/bulk delivery order.

The stated vitamin levels will be retained until: (See Best Before)

Store in cool dry conditions.

---------------------------------------------------------------

BEST BEFORE 25/02/2007

---------------------------------------------------------------


The following 'minor' issues relate to undisputed, smaller simplification projects or updating and clarifying the legal texts:

(
Existing 12 derogations from the labelling requirements: Harmonised application of the legislation by maintaining the flexibility of the industry and abolishing not practice-relevant derogations.

(
Basic labelling requirements for feed materials and compound feedingstuffs: Simplification by alignment of general labelling provisions.

(
Borderline premixtures - complementary feed: clarification in order to assure adequate use of the products.

(
Labelling of feed additives and premixtures: Revision of Art. 16 of Regulation 1831/2003 in order to allow a proper labelling of these products.

(
Status of water: Legal clarification in order to harmonise implementation.

(
Analytical constituents to label: Simplification and modernisation aiming to release issue into self regulation. 
(
Methods for the determination of analytical constituents: Harmonisation of analytical constituents labelling by inducing the elaboration of codes of conduct.

(
Tolerances for values labelled: Simplification of the extremely detailed and complicated settings.

(
Rules for circulation dietetic feed: Updated and streamlined in order to take into account legal developments (i.e. General Food Law Regulation 178/2002).
(
Claims and advertising of feed: Enable buyers to make an informed choice without being misled, enhance fair competition. 
3.2.1.
Issue 1: Listing of feed materials

Summary

It is important to have unambiguous designations and clear descriptions for the feed materials that are used to produce compound feed or that are directly fed to animals. The specific characteristics of these materials are essential to ensure the efficacy of the final product. Whilst such designations/descriptions are available for many feed materials, the listings are by no means exhaustive. Indeed, the way that the current legislation has evolved has led to a complex situation with what many would describe as an inconsistent and incoherent approach.
Of most concern are the many feed materials that have emerged over the last decade e.g. co-products of the feed grain and food processing industry or from the bio-fuel industry. Although potentially of significant benefit to the feed users, lack of clear designations and descriptions contribute to an under-utilisation of these materials because of feed users not being willing to take the risk of inserting feed materials for which there are no clear specifications. On the other hand, the trend of an increasing supply in co-products for feed rations will continue due to the stronger competition between feed, food and fuel for the raw materials (base grains). The use of the base grains for feed has normally a low substitution value.
Background

Currently there are two lists of feed materials with unambiguous designations and clear descriptions (but with different provisions) in the legislation: 
(
A list of some 160 feed materials in Directive 96/25. The list has not been updated since 1998. It is not exhaustive and consequently other feed materials, which are not as well specified in terms of designation and properties, can be incorporated in feed. 
(
A positive list of bio-proteins with authorised products which act as protein source and have been obtained from technological processes (e.g. inactivated yeast cultivated on substrates of vegetable origin). 
The "wheat feed" e.g. indicated in the above specimen label is listed as 1.25 in the current non-exhaustive list and described as "by-product of flour manufacture, obtained from screened grains of wheat or dehusked spelt". It consists principally of fragments of the outer skins and of particles of grain from which less of the endosperm has been removed than in wheat bran. If wheat feed is placed on the market, the crude fibre content has to be labelled. Thus, it can be distinguished from wheat middlings (1.24), wheat bran (1.26) or wheat germ (1.27). Similarly, the labelled "palm kernel exp(peller)" (2.12) can be distinguished from "palm kernel, extracted" (2.13).

Thus, many feed materials that have emerged on the market over recent years are not listed and only poorly specified. In addition there will be more materials emerging with the continued expansion and incorporation of the co-products of the feed grain and food processing industry into livestock diets. The expansion and incorporation of the co-products of the feed grain and food processing industry into livestock diets has exhibited huge growth representing a top-ten-development in animal nutrition in the recent decade.
 
The significance of co-products from biofuel production: 

The production of bioethanol in the EU increased from 528 million litres in 2004 to 913 million litres in 2005
. Depending on the production procedure, producing 1 litre of bioethanol by-products about 0.7 to 1.1 kg of dried distillers' grains with solubles (DDGS). 

The production of biodiesel in the EU increased from 2004 to 2005 by 65% to reach 3.2 million tonnes
. For 2006 an increase of 30% is forecast. From 1 kg raw plant oil used for the biodiesel production about 0.1 kg of glycerol is received as by-product in addition to the expeller feed (residue of pressing the oil seed grains to obtain the oil). 

The appearance of factories that are utilizing cereal grains and oilseeds bring with them the opportunity for abundant co-products. Ongoing research is expanding our understanding of the levels of inclusion, variation in composition, and impacts on metabolism that accompany the greater utilisation of these products will bring. Likewise, as the cost for the base grains (rapeseed, corn, soybeans) that the co-products originate from increase, producers will increasingly look to co-products to fill the void that higher priced feed grains leave. Different substrates e.g. sugar beet, grains or residues of the food industry with different production processes entail different processing aids with consequences for the composition of the co-product for animal nutrition. 
A further challenge created by co-products is that by their very nature they tend to concentrate nutrients, particularly minerals and protein. Mineral imbalances associated with cereal grain co-products are an important consideration when including co-products in the diets of our livestock. Increasing regulatory oversight on the application of animal manures onto land could lead to limitations on the amount and type of co-products utilised in livestock rations. Finally, the increasing availability for many of the current co-products will lead to expansion of the use of other products such as feed additives to supplement their properties.

3.2.2.
Issue 2: Authorisation procedures for feed

Summary

Currently pre-market authorisation procedures are required for certain categories of feed – feed additives, the pharmaceutical component of medicated feed, genetically modified feed, dietetic feed and bio-proteins
. For the latter, the range of materials included in this category has changed with the entry into force of the Regulation on feed additives. With this change there is now concern that the pre-market authorisation procedure for bio-proteins is too onerous and is disproportionate in relation to any potential safety concerns. The effect of this being that the feed industry is not utilising new sources of bio-protein from within the EU because of the effort required to gain approval. Hence the current situation where there is only 26% self-sufficiency for protein rich feed materials in the EU25.

Further, concern has been expressed that in the current legislation emerging feed materials (e.g. products from exotic plants) do not require any pre-market authorisation. Whilst there is a priori no evidence that such products provide any safety concerns, they are often circulated without clear product identity. Consequently the need to consider a consistent system of authorisation/notification has been raised. Not the least as having nothing at all is seen as having legislation which is inconsistent, i.e. some materials need authorisation and some do not.
Background

The bio-protein Directive came into force in 1982 to cope with the rising demand in protein rich feed. Though products falling under the scope of this Directive have in several categories (yeasts, ammonium salts, by-products from amino acid production) reached some significance, the self-sufficiency in the EU25 in protein rich feed materials is still only 26% (see 3.1.1). The most significant imported protein rich feed materials are soybean meal and corn gluten which are to a large extend produced from genetically modified organisms (GMOs).
In view of this 'lack' of self-sufficiency, it would have been expected that the European industry would seek to have new sources of bio-proteins authorised. However, since 1990 only four bio-proteins that meet the new definition have been authorised. Considering the increasing significance of co-products for feed use there is are potentially more bio-proteins to be incorporated in feed. Stakeholders have indicated that at least part of the problem is the current burdensome application procedure, this requiring a dossier that includes studies on laboratory and target animals which has then to be assessed by the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). In simple terms, this system is hindering a broader use of bio-proteins. For example, currently the producer of a certain nutritional yeast, which has been used for many years as a food ingredient, intends to market it as feed material. Because of the cumbersome and expensive authorisation procedure required under the bio-protein directive the circulation is not yet authorised and therefore he can not sell it in the EU. 

Another issue relating to authorisations is the request that for some emerging feed materials ("functional", "exotic” feed or feed produced with new technologies) a risk assessment should be needed. Concrete examples for "functional" feed are oligosaccharides (indigestible carbohydrates with positive regulatory effects on the gut flora) and for exotic/unconventional feed are the fruit of morinda citrifolia (Noni) or algae meals. Further the current lack of information on the production process and the properties (see 3.2.1) for some of these products, 54% of the responses in the IPM stakeholder consultation unveiled a possible need for a kind of authorisation procedure. 
The feed material `meat- and bone-meal` (MBM) has been banned to farm animals in the BSE-legislation. The state of play concerning a possible re-authorisation is given in the following box. The issue of a revision of the feed ban is not covered by this impact assessment.

MBM-Ban: A ban on the feeding of mammalian MBM to cattle, sheep and goats was introduced as of July 1994. This partial ban was extended to a total EU wide suspension on the use of processed animal protein in feeds for any animals farmed for the production of food on 1 January 2001 with some exceptions like the use of fish meal for non-ruminants.

The starting point when revising the current feed ban provisions should take into account the control tools. Further improvement in differentiating animal proteins specific to certain species may result in an amendment of the provisions with regard to the use in feedingstuffs of animal products, in particular non-ruminant proteins taking into account the prohibition on intra-species recycling. Differential tests are not yet practical mainly because the mandatory treatment of mammalian proteins (133°C, 3 bars during 20 min.) results in very small fragments of animal proteins.

3.2.3.
Issue 3: Labelling of compound feed for food producing animals

Summary

The legislation currently requires that feed materials used in compound feeds for animals other than pets be listed, in descending order, with the percentages by weight with a tolerance of +/- 15%. This labelling requirement, the so-called "open declaration", has been a controversial measure since its introduction. The specific recipe for a compound feed is essentially seen by the industry as intellectual property and having to disclose it means that competitors (be they in the EU or elsewhere) can easily take advantage of the investment that has been made in product development. Consequently the open declaration is seen by many as a disincentive to invest in research and development of new, improved feeds.

The current labelling rules are also problematic with regards to the indication of feed additives on the labels of compound feed. Other than feed materials, the evolution of the legislation on additives has led to the situation where some need to be labelled and others do not. The additive labelling in compound feed is still governed by an Article in the old additive Directive which is complicated, formulated and outdated. In the authorisation act of a feed additive, particular provisions can be laid down as well for its labelling in compound feed. Thus, the principles for the general labelling provisions for additives in compound feed could be streamlined.
Background

The Commission report of 20 December 2006
 portrayed a divergent picture on the implementation of the so called "open declaration" within the EU: the application of the percentage declaration being suspended by national court decision in several MS. In one MS, the suspension only covered companies that initiated court cases. Another group of MS had decided to be flexible when carrying out official checks and even not to impose penalties on operators in cases of infringement of the quantitative labelling obligations. The majority of these MS have transposed the open declaration as a consequence of the Court ruling of 6 December 2005. There is thus one group of MS that have transposed and enforced the provisions of the “open declaration” directly; they foresee fines if non-compliance is detected. 
The system was introduced to increase feed safety in an era when several feed scandals (e.g. the BSE and dioxin crisis) highlighted the limitations of the old provisions which required just indicating categories and not the exact feed materials. However, subsequently great efforts concerning manufacture, handling, transport and storage of feed materials have been devoted to improve the safety of feed materials and food. This has to be seen in the context of the implementation of the principles in the General Food/Feed Law and in particular the feed hygiene Regulation
. On top of this, several farmer organisations criticise the negative effect of the percentage declaration on production costs and even deny the advantage in terms of product information. Therefore the value added of the percentage declaration taking into account the current feed safety system can be doubted.

Further, the industry complains strongly that the indication of the percentage declaration of all feed materials in a compound feed requests the disclosure of their recipes. The companies` know how would not be protected properly and competitors could easily take advantage of their investment in product development. Industry claims that the investment in research and development (R&D) in the EU amounts to 1-1.5 billion € per year. It has to be taken into account that this value includes next to private (industry) as well public (universities, institutes) R&D. Whilst only a part relates to the composition of the compound feed, the industry claims that this is a significant part. 
According to a FEFAC-survey covering 9 compound feed companies representing 18% of the EU-production the R&D-spending for laboratory analysis, product development and employment of nutritionists varied in 2006 between 2.5 and 44 million € per company. The average of 8.4 million € per company amounts to approximately 2€ per ton (for information: in 2004 the average turn-over per ton was 255€). This would result in R&D-spending of the compound feed industry to reach 300 million € per year.

The obligation generally to indicate the percentage of all feed materials would weaken the competitiveness of the European feed industry and hinder further research and development in the sector. Though there is a tolerance of +/- 15% for the industry in the percentage declaration the flexibility to change the composition of the compound feed. Taking into account that the innovation in the industry according to their announcements resulted in a well filled pipeline for new products (e.g. feed that improves the nutritional value of the animal product or feed with salmonella insensitive raw materials) the disclosure of the recipes for these would heavily harm the EU industries. 
Finally, the critics in the declaration of a percentage allowing a tolerance of +/-15% led to a new ECJ-case (C-421/06), explicitly attacking this as being misleading to the customer. 
To conclude, considering the value added of the percentage declaration in the current regulatory environment, the adherence to the principle of proportionality could be scrutinised.
3.2.4.
Issue 4: Labelling of pet food
Summary

Concerns have been expressed that the current legislation on the labelling of pet foods does not adequately address customer needs with respect to information on the specific components of the final product. This may lead to the customer being confused, or at worse misled, as to what the feed they give to their pets contains. Further with a focus on empowering the customer to an informed choice, the average pet owner seems to be swamped by labelling technical designations be it for feed materials or for additives. Whilst it is MS that have tended to highlight this issue, there is also evidence from the industry that this is an area where there is consumer interest and where there may be a need to reflect again on the current rules.
Background

Whereas legal provisions on circulation and labelling for feed for food producing animals have to focus in the first place on the safety of the animal products, for pet food apart from the necessity that it shall not harm to animal health the focus is to prevent giving the consumer misleading information. In the case of compound feedingstuffs intended for pets, the indication of the specific name of the feed material may be replaced by the name of the category to which the material belongs. So instead of e.g. "pig lungs" the label may show “meat and animal derivatives”. Further, it is permitted to draw attention to one ingredient which is essential for characterising the feed. In such a case, the minimum or maximum content is expressed in terms of percentage by weight of the feed material. Frequently in practice, the minimum for an ingredient which is appreciated by the customer is indicated. A consumer wanting to buy feed for dogs, for example, “with 4% minimum of beef”, will know his dog food contains some 4% of beef but will not know that the product may contain some 30% of chicken by-products. 
Another general issue is what type of information pet food users want to see or do not want to see on labels. The labels tend to be overloaded. Further, as there is only a limited amount of space on labels the prioritisation as to what should go on a label or is better provided elsewhere (i.e. off-pack) is difficult. It has to be taken into account that there is difference between the well qualified farmer and the average purchaser of pet food, the latter usually not being so acquainted with the technical details of animal nutrition. Another issue is that the declaration of certain constituents, e.g. the crude ash content on dog food, confuses a considerable number of customers. On the strength of experience gained from customer hotlines of the pet food industry, and the consultations carried out, the labelling of pet food re composition (feed materials and additives) is to a certain extent seen as too complex. Put simply: too much information that is hardly understandable for the average pet owner. 
Market research – customer attitudes


FEDIAF gathered data from 36 pet food manufacturers about the topics raised via the customers care hotlines. In a time span of 3 years 150000 consumer questions were analysed. The main areas of interest for the pet owners contacting the pet food industry were about general topics or marketing measures – only 4 % asked for the composition of the pet food. But this figure does not yet give a precise picture what information the average customer wants to see on the package.


Additionally, the results of a PFMA
 (UK pet food industry) gave interesting insight in consumer issues: Irrespective the objective quality of a product, the survey unveiled for the pet food customers a clear link between familiarity with certain components and attractiveness or rejection. E.g. only 9% of the dry pet food buyers were familiar with the qualitative irreproachable feed material "decorticated rapeseed expeller" and 51% were at least quite worried about its use in pet food. Similarly only 7% of wet pet food buyers were familiar with the trace element cobaltous nitrate; consequently only 9% were happy to have it in their pet food and 45% stated concerns against it. The importance that the label must be understandable became evident for several technical designations.


Similarly, but going beyond the pure aspect of familiarity, the issue of animal by-products shows interesting facades: The pet food industry sources huge amounts of different animal parts from different species and can label them in the compound feed as "meat or animal derivatives". According to the market research, 73% of the customers are quite happy if this category is used in their wet pet food and only 22% stated worries. Hence, if confronted with the concrete products under this category many customers were worried against animal by-products such as chicken heads and feet (56%), ground pork bones (51%) or chicken viscera (48%). This can not be just explained by unfamiliarity but indicates a clear resentment against these parts of animals even if they are authorised as feedingstuffs and of good hygienic and nutritional quality.


According to the above mentioned survey only 19% of the pet food buyers think it would be important to have all additives listed on the label.

3.3.
The right of the Union to act – Subsidiarity test

As the project refers to a revision of existing legislation (four Directives) the problem at issue and the objectives pursued by the Union have been already defined. Articles 37, 95 and 152 of the Treaty provide the legal basis for the EU legislative measures on feed. The core of the community action is setting the conditions for the circulation of feed within the EU which can not be appropriately addressed by MS alone if the common internal market shall function smoothly (n.b.: only 2.6% of the compound feed goes into intra-community trade). The Treaty confers this kind of approximation of laws to the Union, in particular Article 95. Further, the Union has the right to act in the frame of the production conditions for the European agriculture (Article 37) considering that the feed is the most significant cost factor (47% of the output) in animal production which represents 42 % of the total agricultural output. 

Chapter 3.2 explains to which extent the situation has changed since the establishment of the current legislation in order to detect the policy issues where community action can create added value. The project shall harmonise the regulatory framework for the circulation of feed. Under the prerequisite of ensuring feed/food safety it is scrutinised for each envisaged option if it is proportionate in comparing the expected benefit with the drawbacks. Respective added-value and boundary tests are undertaken once the options are compared in chapter 7.
A fully harmonised legislation on the circulation of feed will ease the feed recalls after detection of a risk. To date e.g. the recall due to hormone-contaminated feed (sugar syrup contaminated with Medroxy-Progesteron Acetate) in 2002 caused only in the Netherlands being the most affected country direct costs of 43 million €, 44% of which represents the value of destroyed food and feed and 31% the cost of destruction.

In light of the different elements outlined in chapter 3, EU action is justified as experience shows that MS can not achieve particularly a harmonised common market satisfactorily and that the EU can do better and more efficiently for the competitiveness of the European feed business and livestock farming.

4.
Objectives

The project is included in the rolling programme of simplification. Thus, the objectives are linked to the Commission’s strategic objectives and the initiative Better Regulation for improving the implementation of legislation, facilitating innovation, fostering entrepreneurship and investments especially in relation to small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs)
,
. Therefore, the general objectives are to consolidate, revise and modernise the Directives on the circulation and labelling of feed materials and compound feed in order to:

(
achieve legal clarity and a harmonised implementation, 

(
facilitate smooth functioning of the internal market,

(
simplify technical requirements and remove unnecessary administrative burden,

(
increase competitiveness of the EU feed and farming sector and

(
enable users of feed to make an informed choice without being misled via modern labelling.

The operational objectives focussing on the issues raised in Chapter 3 are

(
for listing feed materials: the smooth functioning of the internal market by clear designations and proper information of the customer;
(
concerning authorisation procedures: ensuring procedures are proportionate to risk and to assure that emerging feed materials are safe and adequately specified for a proper use;
(
for compound farm animal feed labelling: Increase innovation and competitiveness by reducing unnecessary labelling requirements and further to update the labelling of feed additives, modernise the labelling framework;
(
for pet food labelling: Improve the appropriateness of the pet food labels and modernise the provisions to enable the purchaser of the pet food to an informed choice and to prevent misleading labelling.
Aiming at simplification embedded in the Better Regulation strategy, self-regulation and de-regulation should be envisaged. There is a consensus that self-regulation on provisions for circulation (labelling, advertising) can only maximise its potential in a clear legislative framework which allows self-regulation sufficient scope to operate. 
The label serves on the one hand for enforcement, traceability and control purposes and on the other hand to pass information to the user. Being the crucial mean of communication between vender and purchaser labelling should be as simple and clear as possible. The mandatory requirements should be checked against what is necessary to enable the average user to an informed choice. Hence, the concrete options shall consider the level of education of the purchaser to guarantee he understands the information given on the label. As users` demands change the measures should foresee flexibility for the vender to adapt accordingly the labels not being forced to wait for an update of the legislation.
5.
Major Policy issues

The baseline of doing nothing would maintain the current situation with complex and scattered legislation perpetuating the following negative effects:

· Heterogeneous and suboptimal product identification for a significant amount of feed materials resulting in different labelling for compound feed throughout the MS hampering the smooth functioning of the internal market because of the (n.b. that only 2,6% of the compound feed production goes into intra-community trade).

· Suboptimal use of new feedingstuffs e.g. co-products from the bio-fuel industry because of missing product identification.

· Unnecessary administrative burden for the industry e.g. for the authorisation of certain feed materials like inactivated yeasts.

· No good information to the pet food user because they can usually not understand the currently mandatory technical designations e.g. for the content of retinol (= vitamin A for which a maximum level has to be respected).

This outlook confirms the justification of EU-action mentioned in the chapter on subsidiarity (3.3).

The proposal for the new legislation is intended to amend and replace provisions already in place under the current four main Directives. For the following reasons, the impact assessment resulted in choosing as a legal act one single Regulation:

1.
Scattered legislation


Over time, the Community has developed extensive requirements relating to the circulation of feed with many cross references within each other. However, the requirements were either adopted as a scattered response to the needs of the Internal Market or the Communities objective to increase feed and food safety. This has resulted in a series of different regimes, which can only be justified for historical reasons.

2.
No uniform classification of products


Further, the national implementation of the Directives lead and is still leading to disharmonised marketing conditions resulting in barriers in internal EU-trade as proved by several ECJ-cases (see example down below). Concerning "complementary feedingstuffs" the definition in Directive 79/373/EEC gave rise to application problems in various MS. A more precise, directly applicable definition laid down in a Regulation would help a uniform application of the legislation within the MS.


Case 145/02:


Two MS (NL and DE) applied the Directive differently as regards the permitted level of vitamin D3 in complementary feedingstuffs which gave rise to obstacles to the free circulation. The Court ruled (13/1/2005) that Art. 12 and 19 of Dir. 70/524/EEC preclude the adoption by MS of a national measure prohibiting the marketing within its territory of a supplementary feedingstuff lawfully manufactured in another MS in accordance with Art.12(1) of Dir. 70/524 on grounds of its vitamin D level.


The issue of different qualifications of certain feed with significant implications on the rules for circulation is chronically and emergently preoccupying businesses, national and EU-authorities including the Courts. Some recent examples are the phytosterols, glycosamine and chrondroitin regarded in some MS as feed and in others as additives or veterinary drugs thus hampering the free circulation within the EU. A uniform classification is hindered as long as the Community rules are laid down in Directives. E.g. in the Case 211/03, the ECJ ruled that a MS is free to qualify a product as a drug even if another MS classifies it as food.

3.
Clear request in consultation for Regulation


According to the Commission simplification communication (COM(2005)535) the use of Regulations supports generally to simplify because it guarantees that all actors have to follow at the same time the same rules. This notice was reflected in concrete in the consultation process by vast majority of stakeholders, explicitly in the CIVIC study
 and the IPM
.

4.
Call for harmonisation concerning national derogations


Directives 79/373/EEC and 96/25/EC contain 12 derogations from the general labelling requirements which are not applied in the same way by all the MS (see box below). In addition to problems to the free circulation (different labelling requirements from one MS to another one), this causes also lack of transparency throughout the whole feed chain. 

Art 5(4) of Dir 79/373:
MS may, for feedingstuffs produced and marketed in their territories:

(a)
permit the particulars specified in paragraph 1 (b) to (f) and (h) (species for which is intended, directions of proper use, declaration of feed materials, analytical constituents, compulsory declarations) to be shown only in an accompanying document;
(b)
prescribe an official code number enabling the manufacturer to be identified where the latter is not responsible for the labelling particulars.

5.
Delay in transposition of MS

The authorisation acts for bio-proteins or dietetics are Commission Directives with the problem of delayed transpositions by MS and consequent infringement procedures to launch by Commission to assure the free circulation of goods.

6.
Move in feed law to Regulations


The various amendments made in the past years to the Directives concerned were actually drafted in such a way that no real "marge de manoeuvre" was left to the Member States for the transposition (e.g. Directive 2002/2/EC), thus being more "Regulation-like" than in the spirit of Directives. The aim was precisely to avoid divergences in the application by MS. For several years, Community legislation in the field of animal nutrition is drafted in this way, responding to the need of legal certainty wanted by the operators and also by MS (e.g. Regulations (EC) Numbers 1831/2003, 882/2004 or 183/2005).

To resume, a new comprehensive Regulation would introduce consistency and clarity throughout the EU feed sector.

Scrutinised against the principle of subsidiarity, community action in this field is seen to be crucial for the smooth functioning of the internal market and to boost competitiveness of the sector. Thus, the modernisation elements of the project should improve the market conditions for feed whereas the simplification focuses on removal of disproportionate requirements and the legal clarity, rationality and consistency.

The following major policy issues were the subject for the impact assessment:

1.
Listing of feed materials.

2.
Authorisation procedures for feed.

3.
Labelling of compound feed for food producing animals.

4.
Labelling of pet food.

5.1.
Policy issue 1 - Listing of feed materials
Option 1: Deletion of the non-exclusive list of feed materials (de-regulation):

As the current EU legislation allows the incorporation in compound feed of feed materials not listed the value of conserving this list can be questioned. The legislator would maintain a right to act on a case by case decision for products with a possible safety risk by means of the negative list with forbidden products. 
Option 2: Retention of the status quo:
The current list with some 160 feed materials will be transferred to any new legislation.

Option 3: Extending the current non-exclusive list of feed materials:

The current list will be transferred to any new legislation but new feed materials will be added using the comitology procedure on the basis of notifications by the MS and stakeholders.
Option 4: Elaboration of an EU-list of feed materials by stakeholders (self-regulation)
The current lists are retained in form of an Annex until the industry produces its own comprehensive, voluntary list comprising designation, description including production procedure if appropriate and analytical constituents to be labelled. 

5.2.
Policy issue 2 – Authorisation procedures for feed

5.2.1.
Sub-options on bio-proteins:

Option 1-1: Abandon the pre-market authorisation procedure for bio-proteins (de-regulation):
The products listed as bio-proteins are included in the list of feed materials (see chapter 5.1). Bio-proteins would become normal feed materials.

Option 1-2: Retention of the status quo for bio-proteins:
Requirement of a pre-authorisation procedure would remain. 

Option 1-3: Alleviated authorisation procedure for bio-proteins:
Lessen the burden for the applicant e.g. by using the qualified presumption of safety-approach (QPS) or by abstaining from the requirement to prove efficacy of the products in order to make the assessment to be done by EFSA leaner.

5.2.2.
Sub-options on emerging feed:

Option 2-1: Retention of the status quo for emerging feed

No pre-market authorisation procedure for emerging feed materials 

Option 2-2: Request for emerging feed materials a pre-market authorisation procedure 
As for bio-proteins, emerging feed materials would have to undergo a risk assessment followed by an authorisation act before circulation in the EU.

5.3.
Policy issue 3 - Labelling of compound feed labelling for food producing animals
5.3.1.
Sub-options on feed material declaration:

Option 1-1: Retention of the status quo on feed material declaration:
The mandatory percentages declaration of the feed materials is retained.

Option 1-2: Indication of all feed materials in descending order of weight
:
The manufacturer would have the option to label the percentage of all feed materials on a voluntary basis if deemed to be advantageous for him. The producer would be required to disclose the composition to the competent authority for control reasons.

5.3.2.
Sub-options on feed additive declaration:

Option 2-1: Retention of status quo on the declaration of feed additives:

The compulsory declaration of name and level of the additives in compound feed is limited to certain groups of additives that may pose a higher risk.

Option 2-2: Mandatory declaration of the names of all additives incorporated:
Similar to the feed material labelling, all feed additives would have to be indicated at least with their name.

5.4.
Policy issue 4 - Labelling of pet food
Option 1: Retention of the status quo and update additive labelling:

Retain the provisions i.e. category labelling of feed materials, possibility to highlight one ingredient and mandatory labelling only of certain feed additives. In updating the additive labelling not only the risk approach but as well the understandability for the average pet owner will be considered.
Option 2: Indication of all the feed materials in descending order of weight and name all feed additives:

Like in option 1-2 for farm animals (see chapter 5.3) all feed materials would have to be labelled by their specific name. Similarly, the names of all feed additives incorporated would have to be indicated.
Option 3: Provide additional information by means of a code of good practice (self-regulation):

The status quo (option 1) would be maintained and the stakeholders elaborate a Code for the labelling of the products incorporated in their feed. On additives similarly to option 1 the updating of the provisions would focus on the understandability for the average pet owner.
6.
Analysis of impacts

This Impact Assessment combines quantitative and qualitative approaches to ensure that adequate consideration is given to a broader range of direct and indirect as well as social, environmental and economic impacts. 

Data limitations: The stakeholder consultation of January 2006 delivered very poor information on financial impacts, though in the questionnaire it was asked to indicate administrative, packaging, labelling and other costs resulting from the different options. Though there was proper advance notice for the stakeholders and they were notified about the information need concerning the nature of the respective administrative obligations. Further, on the first page of the questionnaire the importance to provide detailed explanations of their main arguments on financial implications were highlighted supplemented by and example for the steps to calculate the costs. 

Probable reasons for non-delivery: A common hindrance for a broader information sourcing was that the companies did not want to disclose their financial calculation neither on an anonymous basis to the Commission nor to their own industry organisation. Another point is that the feed sector is generally dominated by SME. Usually these companies do not dispose of serious calculations about costs of these options. Finally, for many options it is not possible to link them with costs because the variable for the calculations are hardly to detect. In case variables have been identified for very concrete options, the series of variables where assumptions would have to be made is so long that the accuracy of the calculation is very poor. The sensibility of would be easily to be contested and the figures would probably not stand a plausibility test. These problems have been evident in as well in the focused expert interviews after the IPM consultation.

Based on these data limitations and according to the proportionality principle, the assessment of the options has not been undertaking using the Standard Cost Model. Consequently in order to quantify the impacts, calculations for concrete options have been based on assumptions where appropriate.

Finally it has to be stated that -considering the reflux of the consultations including the Civic study- none of them can be regarded as representative survey.

6.1.
Policy issue 1 - Listing of feed materials

Option 1: Deletion of the non-exclusive list of feed materials

Option 2: Retention of the status quo
Option 3: Extending the current non-exclusive list of feed materials

Option 4; Elaboration of an EU-list of feed materials by stakeholders as a code of practice 
Social Impacts 

Impact on public health, feed safety and user rights
The impacts on public health and feed/food safety of all options seem to be neutral. It has to be taken into account that the listing of a feed material even in a legal act (option 3) does not guarantee that all products on the market with this designation are per se safe. The feed material list containing the designation, description and the analytical constituents to be labelled is deemed to be rather an instrument of product identification than of feed safety. Hence there are some respondents stating that the extension of the list (option 3) would increase feed safety because the listing of new feed materials would entail some assessment covering e.g. production procedures. In terms of user rights, the mere deletion of the current list (option 1) could lead to poorer product identification whereas a completion of the list (option 3) is deemed to result in better user information.

Impact on employment and jobs
The consultation did not point out direct impacts on employment of neither option. Option 3 and especially option 4 could lead in the mid term to some increased employment in the feed industry and livestock sector due to better competitiveness, however no significant effects are expected.
Environmental impact

No significant impacts expected.
Economic Impacts 

Impact on competitiveness, markets and trade
The simple deletion of the current non-exhaustive list (option 1) is seen to have a negative impact on market transparency and product information because it would abolish a valuable system for the feed sector. Stakeholders would have less legal assurance about the specification and properties of the products.

In terms of customer information to optimise their production process the extension of the list (option 3) would increase the coverage of the feed materials used and similarly the code of practice (option 4) would improve the specification and information on the feed materials and thus the quality of a labelling according to the code.

Considering the harder competition for raw materials between feed, food and fuel, there is an ongoing tendency for the feed industry to source co-products from the food or biofuel industry to produce feed. This development results in a positive impact of option 3 in terms of market information in order to improve the competitiveness of the EU livestock production as many of these co-products are not properly defined. Similarly, a comprehensive list in the form of a code (option 4) would increase the transparency and product information. Assuming that the stakeholders can fill this information gap between businesses better than the legislator in terms of flexibility, timeliness or prioritisation, option 4 seems, compared with option 3, to produce better results with respect to the coverage of products and the range of information given with the listing. However, as the code would be voluntary the legal rating would be weaker.

Experiences with comprehensive lists: Next to well established lists in several third countries, in Germany the feed sector works since 2002 with a voluntary complete list (http://www.dlg.org/de/landwirtschaft/futtermittelnet/positivliste/index.html). As foreseen in option 4, the list is elaborated and maintained by a consortium of industry, science and farmers under observation of the German Ministry. Both parties -feed producer and purchaser- report very positively about the system.

Hence, there is a steady increase from option 1 to 4 in terms of market transparency and product information with the effect of better allocation of resources and therefore to improved competitiveness and increased trade.

Impacts on trade with Third countries: The crucial principle on feed from outside the EU is that the feed business operator importing a feed into the Community has to assure that it complies with the requirement of the EU-feed law.

There is an overall positive impact seen due to the fact that the new legislation will be a Regulation to be uniformly implemented throughout the Union rather than the current situation where the MS have concrete, differing provisions in place for the labelling particulars which have to be respected by the importers e.g. concerning the approval number of establishments.

Impact on research, innovation and investment
No significant impacts expected.
Impact on SMEs

SMEs, particularly those located in MS with a smaller market volume, could take advantage of the comprehensive list (option 4) because of the harmonisation in designation and product information on the feed materials. Other than the big feed companies, smaller businesses often do not dispose of appropriate internal overhead services e.g. laboratory analytics delivering information on the properties of the sourced feed materials. So, SMEs could particularly take advantage of the code where they participate through their European organisation.

Impacts on administrative burden

Whereas the deletion of the current list (option 1) would decrease administrative burden because the competent authorities need no more to control their application, the retention of the current list (option 2) would not imply a change in administrative burden. However, according to the competent authorities, especially since the feed law introduced the principle of risk based control systems, the efforts to control qualitative features of the label are reduced from a former dominant significance to nowadays subordinate levels (less than 20%) favouring the focus on safety related issues of feed. Hence the potential reduction in administrative burden of option 1 is very limited.

The extension of the list by the legislator (option 3) would increase significantly the administrative burden for the Commission services and the MS to cope with the notifications for the listing of new feed materials. A working group of the SCoFCAH section animal nutrition would have to be established presided by the Commission and comprising the 27 MS. The amount of notifications can easily yield 200 to 400 different feed materials. Depending on the quality of data delivered with the notification, the working group would have to verify, possibly request further information and finally propose the listing of the respective product to the SCoFCAH. The experience with such kind of administrative procedures shows that even if it would be possible to gather once a month the time to get the list for the first time extended to cover the most significant products would take more than a year. On the other side, the costs for the stakeholders would be marginal. Based on the assumption that the coordination costs within the Commission would be equal to those of the stakeholder consortium (see option 4) and that the SCoFCAH-working group would be able to elaborate the list in ten 2-days-meeting, the total costs would be estimated at 938.000 €.

The external study on the feasibility of a positive list of authorised feed materials at Community level
 estimated the costs for such a list. Based on this calculation the costs of the elaboration and maintenance of a comprehensive list as outlined in option 4 have been estimated
: for the stakeholders the estimation for the elaboration of the first version resulted in 629.000 € and for the maintenance in 91.800€ p.a. The calculation takes into account cost for the secretariat of the consortium, travel costs and per diem payments for the experts in the consortium and translation costs. To a considerable extent these costs are only opportunity costs (no real expenses) as e.g. experts from stakeholders must in general not be reimbursed (travel expenses, per diem) as the elaboration of the community guide to good feed hygiene practice has shown. The calculation can be found in Annex 3. Impacts on administrative burden for the competent authorities have been identified for the assessment of the code and the monitoring the use of the code in practice. Depending on the current status quo in the MS allowing different regulations, 70% of the responding competent authorities indicated that their costs inherent with this system would remain similar or decrease fairly significantly (10-25%).

6.2.
Policy issue 2 - Authorisation procedures for feed

Option 1-1: Bio-proteins - abandon the pre-market authorisation procedure
Option 1-2: Bio-proteins - retain status quo 
Option 1-3: Bio-proteins - alleviate authorisation procedure 

Option 2-1: Emerging feed - retain the status quo 

Option 2-2: Emerging feed - request pre-market authorisation procedure 
The imports of protein rich feed materials are overwhelmingly oilcakes/–meals and corn gluten. These feed materials are increasingly produced from GMO-plants and hence have to be authorised for imports in the EU under the GM-food/feed Regulation. This issue is not at stake here. 

Social Impacts

Impact on public health, feed safety and user rights
The options 1-1 and 2-1 (no pre-market authorisation) have a marginal impact on feed safety because of the risk that could inhere in bio-proteins or emerging feed placed on the EU-market without an ex ante risk assessment done by EFSA. In any case the magnitude of this impact is not significant considering the responsibility of the feed business operator, comprising a main pillar of the food safety system since the implementation of the General Food Law (2002), in other words that he has the first responsibility with all consequences that the feed he places on the EU-market is safe.

Pre-market authorisation for feed:

Currently, a pre-market authorisation procedure including a full risk assessment is required for GM feed or feed produced from GMOs (Reg. (EC) No 1829/2003)
, feed additives (Reg. (EC) No 1831/2003) and bio-proteins (Dir. 82/472/EEC).

Since the entry into force of Reg. 1831/2003, the most significant groups of bio-proteins have been transferred from the bio-protein Directive to the feed additive Regulation. The remaining bio-proteins comprise a very limited risk per se as the micro-organisms (not genetically modified; otherwise authorisation under) are inactivated and solely are intended to provide for proteins to the animals. They cannot be compared to feed additives or GMOs. Currently we prohibit the placing on the market of bio-proteins that are not only commonly used outside the EU but as well legally incorporated in EU-food.

Experience with the status quo (bio-proteins: authorisation – emerging feed materials: no authorisation) shows that feed hazards leading to recalls or bans mainly occur irrespective of a possible authorisation or registration act. The majority of feed rejections is because of contamination with chemicals or germs. It can not be concluded that protein rich feed materials embody a higher risk per se.

Options 1-2 and 2-2 requiring a pre-market authorisation procedure for these products including a full risk assessment by EFSA would consequently produce slightly better results concerning public health and feed/food safety. Option 1-3 could be expected to have a more positive impact than option 1-1 because even in a lighter authorisation procedure the safety related aspects would be covered. The level of the risk in case of no mandatory pre-market authorisation procedure (options 1-1 and 2-1) would depend on the care of the MS in monitoring the market for possibly hazardous product and thus lies in the time lag between the first circulation and the detection of such products by the competent authorities. Experience suggests this time lag is short.
With respect to the user rights, options 1-2 and 2-2 are seen to increase assurance due to a more comprehensive risk assessment of the products on the market. This is valid in an alleviated manner for option 1-3.

To conclude, options 1-1 and 2-1 would marginally affect feed safety and user rights but the value added of options 1-2 and 2-2 in this respect is rather limited considering the measures in policy issue 1 on listing of feed materials and the meanwhile implemented feed safety systems.

Impact on employment and jobs
Considering the positive economic impacts of options 1-1 of 2-1, these seem to have a favourable impact on jobs.

Environmental impact

No significant impacts expected
Economic Impacts 

Impact on competitiveness, markets and trade
The simple abandonment of the current authorisation procedure for bio-proteins (option 1-1) and not foreseeing one for emerging feed (option 2-1) might negatively influence market transparency and product information. New bio-proteins would come on the market with poor identification and the missing information on properties of emerging feed materials would remain. The system chosen in policy issue 1 on listing of feed materials should be taken into account to qualify the impact on market transparency.

Concerning trade with Third Countries, options 1-1 and 2-1 would facilitate imports considering the possible gap between the authorisation of these products inside and outside the EU. Other than for options 1-2 and 2-2 with burdensome and thus sometimes prohibitive authorisation procedures, the EU-markets would not be cut of supply sources that are used outside the EU commonly. Third countries would not have to implement burdensome separations systems for feed materials that are in line with the EU-approved feed materials.

Similarly, the competitiveness of both the companies putting into circulation and the potential purchasers of such products would be very positively influenced by options 1-1 and 2-1 and slightly positive by option 1-3. In option 1-2 and 2-2, sellers in the EU would either have to invest significant costs to get the authorisation or even would not get started with the marketing. The potential purchaser (compound feed industry and livestock farmers) would have to bear higher product prices (in case of EU-production) or be totally cut off from these sources if they could be only available on the world market as long as they are not authorised in the EU.

Impact on research, innovation and investment
In line with the impacts on competitiveness, options 1-1 and 2-1 could release means for R&D to market new feed materials.

Impact on SMEs

SMEs do not usually have the resources to introduce and accompany applications for authorisation. Therefore options 1-1 and 2-1 would expand their potential business field. 
Impacts on administrative burden 
The impacts have to be assessed for the potential producing company, for the institution doing the risk assessment (EFSA) and for the competent authorities in term of the accompanying the authorisation process and the market controls. 

In the cost analysis for a potential producer under option 1-2 the following factors were assessed:

(
Familiarising with the application procedure 

(
Preparation of the dossier

(
Analysis of available studies

(
Compiling data for safety

(
Presentation and introduction of the dossier

(
Cooperation with risk assessor (EFSA) and -manager (Commission + MS)

(
Follow – up activities.

Costs for the industry:

For a new bio-protein authorisation the total costs for the industry have been estimated at 481.000€. As explained in Chapter 3.2.2 the number of applications for new bio-proteins is for several reasons pretty small. As it can not been anticipated to which extent the status quo (option 1-2) has been prohibitive the extrapolation of the reduction in administrative costs for option 1 for the EU is not undertaken. The authorisation procedure for emerging feed materials (option 2-2) is expected to be less costly than for bio-proteins but a range for the industry between 100.000€ and 300.000€ per product seems to be plausible. In line with the estimation for the feed material list (policy issue 1) the assumption would be that there are 20 emerging feed materials per year to be assessed under options 2-2.

Costs of the risk assessment:

For options 1-1 and 2-1 there are no risk assessment costs foreseen. For assessing a bio-protein dossier in option 1-2 EFSA estimates the cost to amount at 30.000€. It is plausible that for emerging feed materials (option 2-2) is not significantly lower. There are no profound calculations to what extent option 1-3 could reduce these administrative costs because the experiences with such alleviated procedures are poor and resilient parameters are very hard to find. Rough estimated indicate that the order of reduction could be in a range of 30 and 70%.
Costs for the MS:
In the consultation issued in February 2007, MS compared the costs for the expert monitoring of the authorisation procedures in their services for option 1-2 (status quo) with the abolishment of the authorisation procedure (option 1-1). They reported a significant decrease in costs for option 1-1; this statement weights strong considering the few dossiers in the last years. However, with respect to the control activities the most MS reported for option 1-1 a fairly significant increase of costs due the isolated fact that there would no more be a positive list with authorised bio-proteins. This evidence has to be qualified depending on the system chosen in policy issue 1 on listing of feed materials.

To resume, option 1-1 would have very positive effects on administrative burden. Option 1-3 could lead to a slight decrease compared with option 1-2. On emerging feed, only option 2-2 would cause significant administrative costs.

6.3.
Policy issue 3 - Labelling of compound feed for food producing animals

Option 1-1: Feed materials - retention of the status quo 

Option 1-2: Feed materials - indication in descending order by weight

Option 2-1: Feed additives - retention of the status quo 

Option 2-2: Feed additives - mandatory declaration of the names

Social Impacts 

Impact on public health, feed safety and user rights
The impacts on public health and feed/food safety of all options seem to be pretty neutral. 

Though the percentage declaration of the feed materials (option 1-1) has been introduced as a means of public health and feed safety, the meantime developed framework implementing the General food law suggest that the value added of the percentage declaration to support feed safety is marginal. Thus there is still a slight reluctance of some MS to abolish the general obligation to indicate the percentages (option 1-2) for safety reasons.

On feed additives the difference between option 2-1 and 2-2 is that option 2-2 requires the indication of all additives and not only of the ones that are deemed to pose a higher risk. Nevertheless, feed users and competent authorities stated in the consultation option 2-2 to be beneficial for feed safety. This can be explained by easier tracing back if e.g. an additive, which is must not be labelled, is found to contain high levels of an undesirable substance. Considering on the one hand the basic principle that all feed additives have to be authorised and safe, on the other hand that traceability is assured via identification systems for both the manufacturer and the concrete batch, the potential negative impact of option 2-1 is deemed to be marginal.

Impact on employment and jobs
Option 1-2 could lead in the mid term to increased employment in the feed industry because of positive economic impacts (see below) whereas option 2-2 would have a negative effect due to more labelling burden for the industry.

Environmental impact

No significant impacts expected.
Economic Impacts 

Impact on competitiveness, markets and trade (intra/extra)
The retention of the mandatory percentage declaration of feed materials (option 1-1) is seen very negative in the sense on the competitiveness of the EU feed industry whereas the descending order (option 1-2) is supposed to improve it by releasing entrepreneurial freedom. According to the stakeholder consultation option 1-1 results in higher cost for compound feed produced in the EU reducing the competitiveness of either the EU feed industry in case they can not pass the increased prices to farmers or of the EU-livestock farmers if the feed prices increase. The consequence would be that the animal products produced in the EU would cost more and/or increased food imports.

Concerning the market conditions, the abrogation of the mandatory percentage declaration (option 1-2) is seen to have a negative impact on market transparency and product information because farmers would not get in any cases the percentage of the used feed materials. However, the status quo does not allow them to get the exact percentage of the components used because the feed manufacturer has a tolerance of +/- 15% to bias from the declared value. Thus, even with the status quo the information is not completely precise. So, the difference between a percentage combined with a significant tolerance and descending order seems to be marginal.

As outside the EU there is no comparable system to the mandatory percentage declaration (option 1-1) known to be in force, the abandonment (option 2-1) could facilitate the trade with Third Countries.

In terms of labelling the feed additives requesting all additives to be declared (option 2-2) is seen to have a positive effect on transparency for the customer. However, feed producers doubted the usefulness of all additives indicated on the label for the average feed user, some claimed the labels to become overloaded. Further the potential positive impact is overlaid by increased costs for the manufacturers leading to a loss in competitiveness of the EU-feed and farm sector. The criterion of usefulness for the average feed user in updating the status quo in option 1-2 is seen to have a positive effect for the customers.

To resume, there is a benefit of option 1-2 against option 1-1 whereas between option 2-1 and 2-2 there might be a marginal disadvantage of option 2-2.

Impact on research, innovation and investment

The impacts on R&D of the abandonment of the percentage declaration of feed materials (option 1-2) are seen to be strongly positive thereby boosting innovation and investment in the feed industry. The yearly R&D spending of the EU compound feed industry related to feed composition and raw materials amounts according to a FEFAC survey to 450 Mio € i.e. in average about 3€/t compound feed or 1,2 % of the turn over.
 Depending on company size and whether the product range is mainly standard feed or covers as well speciality feeds the expenses ranged between 2,5 and 44 million € per company and year. According to FEFAC, feed manufacturers claim that the incidence of the mandatory percentage labelling of all feed materials would reduce the R&D expenses between 25% and 80% with an average of approximately 50%. In case of the legislative frame would better protect industry secrets (options 1-2 and 2-1) than the status quo they announced an increase in R&D investment by app. 25%. The companies stated that the R&D efforts focussed on better efficiency, animal health, quality of the animal products e.g. fatty acid patterns, environment and society concerns like GMOs, animal welfare, sustainability or use of antibiotics. These efforts are reported to have resulted in a well filled pipeline of products for innovation.

The negative impacts on know how protection have been stated for option 1-1 and for the mandatory labelling of all feed additives incorporated in the compound feed (option 2-2).

Impact on SMEs

There is no clear correlation between size and R&D investment. Whereas in tendency the big companies have the dimension to dispose of well equipped R&D departments, there are SMEs successfully marketing speciality feeds based on extraordinary investment in product development. So, SMEs could as well have intellectual property rights that would be at risk with option 1-1 and 2-2.

Hence, the additional labelling requirements inherent with options 1-1 and option 2-2 discriminate in tendency the SMEs because the additional labelling costs per product unit are higher.

Impacts on administrative burden 

For the industry:

The impacts of the status quo (option 1-1) on the industry have been reported mainly in terms know how protection (see above). The costs for a change of the status quo on the feed material labelling
 and similarly for the indication of all the additives (option 2-2) seem to be of lower significance considering the state of the art in the industries` packaging systems. 

For the MS:

Concerning the impacts on the competent authorities the situation is mixed. According to the COM-Report on compound feed labelling
 covering as well the implementation of the percentage declaration there are different situations: the mandatory percentage declaration was suspended by national court decisions in several MS. The majority implemented it in 2006 after the ruling of the Court of Justice of the EC but 2 MS still did not. The second group of MS had decided to be flexible on the occasion of official controls and even not to impose penalties to operators in case of non-compliance. The third group of MS transposed, enforced and controlled repressively the provisions. According to the consultation issued in February 2007, the MS implementing not or late and the MS not pursuing repressive controls (groups 1 and 2) mainly reported a fairly significant decrease in administrative costs
 for option 1-2 compared with option 1-1. The third group which implemented and controlled the percentage declaration since years stated mainly that the administrative burden would remain similar or decrease fairly significantly if option 1-2 would be chosen.

To resume there seems to be for the MS significant administrative burden linked to option 1-1 with difficult analytical verification of the labelled values given as strongest argument. Concerning the labelling of additives the majority of MS saw a fairly significant increase in administrative costs (10-25%) if all additives would have to indicated on the label (option 2-2) compared with option 2-1.

6.4.
Policy issue 4 - Labelling of pet food

Option 1:
Retention of the status quo and update additive labelling

Option 2:
Indication of all the feed materials in descending order of weight and
name all feed additives

Option 3:
Provide additional information by means of a code of good practice

Social Impacts
Impact on public health, feed safety and user rights
The impacts on public health and feed/food safety of the options are seen to be neutral. First of all, pets do not enter the food chain. Secondly, the standard in the production process is meanwhile assured e.g. by means of the Feed hygiene Regulation with the effect that the labelling as a whole has only a very limited effect on safety.

The impacts on user rights of the options are ambivalent because on the one hand option 2 offers in all cases more information on the label suggesting on the first sight a positive effect. On the other hand the average pet food customer wants a simple label easy to understand. As explained in Chapter 3.2.4 only 4 % of the pet owners contacting the feed manufacturer asked for the ingredients of the feed. Further, it became evident that the pet owners are not acquainted with very technical expressions be it for feed materials or for additives. Thus, the principle of more information to strengthen user rights has to be relativized considering pet food labelling. If the aim that labels should be simple and understandable is included into the issue of user rights the impacts of option 3 seems to have all in all a positive effect.

Impact on employment and jobs
The consultation did point out a negative impact on employment of option 2 resulting in the negative consequences on competitiveness, know-how protection and administrative costs. Option 3 could lead in the mid term to marginally increased employment in the feed industry because of the positive economic impacts and more appropriate user information. 

Environmental impact

Knock-on effects of option 2 concern the environment directly because of the increase of by-products with unappealing denominations like "chicken viscera" that has to be disposed of instead of being fed to pets. Further, abattoirs would have to undertake significant logistical investments to adapt themselves to the changed demand of the pet food industry: separation of by-products, e.g. lungs, livers, intestines etc from beef which are often mixed at the abattoir into “beef material”; similarly for poultry or pork. Consequently, the economic incentive of EU abattoirs’ to sell by-products to the EU pet food industry would decrease. Thus, option 2 would increase the costs for farmers, abattoirs and the food industry which would have to dispose of more products in the environment. Currently, the EU pet food industry sources nearly 5 million tonnes per annum of by-products from the food chain (slaughter houses or cereal mills) which would often have no or only limited economic value.
Finally, in decreasing the flexibility of the industry for the raw material sourcing option 2 would increase transport distances and cause therefore negative environmental impacts. In tendency limitations in the flexibility of sourcing raw materials would lead to companies buying raw materials in third countries.

Economic Impacts
Impact on competitiveness, markets, trade (intra/extra)
In relation to the status quo allowing category labelling of feed materials and selective additive labelling (option 1), option 2 with indication of all feed materials and additives by their name would increase market transparency and product information. 

However, for the competitiveness of the EU feed industry option 2 would have a negative effect because of the increased disclosure of their recipes.
 In addition to the supplementary costs explained in the below paragraph on administrative cost, there seems to be a clear link between the cost advantage of option 1 and competitiveness. Current category labelling permits manufacturers to purchase flexibly according to market availability and to formulate pet food recipes, including the companies’ know how (secrecy of recipe, intellectual property).

Further, up to 40% of pet food products are unbranded products produced specifically for retail (supermarkets own brands, pet shop brands, no-name products). Some larger companies produce mainly unbranded products and a number of SMEs depend entirely on producing exclusively unbranded products for retailers. These retailers impose product specifications, fixed prices applicable and commercially enforceable for periods spanning from several months to over a year. Option 2 would limit or even exclude the possibility to engage on long-term contracts with retailers or at least massively increase the economic risk for producers, whereas category labelling allows the flexibility of complying with specifications and price.

Another market aspect of option 2 would be the fact that for marketing reasons some materials with unappealing denominations like "chicken heads and feet" might not be used by pet food manufacturers. Abattoirs would no longer be able to sell these by-products but would have to dispose of them in a different, more costly way (see environmental effects). Pet food companies would compete for the remainder of by-products and unprocessed feed materials thereby increasing the price of raw materials for the entire industry. This would increase the product prices. Option 3 could improve competitiveness consequently to more entrepreneurial freedom.

The impacts of option 2 on intra- and extra-trade would be in the first place a significant disruption in traditional trade flows which could hit the Third Countries heavily, considering that a significant part of the raw materials of the pet food industry is imported.

To resume, considering that the aspect of product information is covered in the last paragraph in relation with user rights there seems to be a negative effect of option 2 on the competitiveness. Having a good code of practice in force (option 3) could improve the product information compared with option 1 and in the same time avoid the negative effects of option 2.

Impact on research, innovation and investment

The impacts on R&D of option 2 can be assessed in correlation with the impacts on the competitiveness. As option 2 would foil know how protection a negative effect on research and investment is seen.

Impact on SMEs

SMEs buying at “best market prices” to maintain competitiveness would be particularly concerned by option 2 because they can not to the same extent than the big, multinational companies compensate fluctuating raw material sources; option 2 would limit their practice to produce with pre-printed labels significantly. Buying power, larger quantities and bigger storage facilities of big companies (economies of scale) would put SMEs at an even greater disadvantage. Option 3 would support SMEs because they could be take advantage of the code without the need of a respective in-house department to provide for such benefits.

Impacts on administrative burden and production costs for the industry
The impacts of the indication of all feed materials and additives by name (option 2) on the industry are seen to be very negative. FEDIAF issued a cost analysis for the whole EU based on the specific character of pet food, the variety of pet food products and the numerous pet food operators
. The following cost factors have been assessed: 
(a)
Costs for sourcing raw materials: To be able to have same raw materials, industry will be forced to source raw materials from longer distance and at higher market prices, no longer being able to choose according to flexible recipes.
(b)
Costs for unbranded products manufacturers. The flexibility inherent with the categories eases manufacturers to engage in these transactions resulting in costs for adapting contracts and production methods if the flexibility would abolished.
(c)
Costs for additional storage facilities, including staff.
(d)
Costs for changes long-term marketing strategies, including advertising. 

(e)
Costs for lost re-work option. No re-using of faulty (safe) factory raw materials and having to bear the costs for destruction.
(f)
Costs for competition with human food sector, because the sourcing of surplus products from the food industry would decrease.

(g)
Costs for labels, bags, cans, trays, pouches, cartons, boxes based on the labelling changes (printing, labour, several changes according to the products and product varieties, number of pet food companies, the increased likelihood that printed labels cannot be used).
(h)
Costs for increased pet owner inquiries. All companies employ staff to deal with customer inquiries. Currently customer questions on product composition average around 4% of all pet owner, which is expected to increase massively.
The cost analysis for option 2 resulted in annually 355 million € for the EU pet food industry (n.b. turn over app. 9 billion €). Strictly, only position f) amounting at 70 million € is administrative burden, the rest are other costs for the industry. The knock-on effects in related sectors are not included (see paragraph on environmental impact).

Concerning the impacts on the competent authorities, option 2 seems to cause positive effects because of a better alignment with the rules for food producing animals. However this would be counterbalanced by an increase in labelling particulars to be controlled i.e. more operational control work. According to the competent authorities` answers to the questionnaire of February 2007, option 2 is seen to have a slightly negative effect on administrative burden for the MS.

As option 3 foresees the elaboration of a code of good labelling practice for pet food this would implicate administrative costs. As demonstrated in Chapter 6.1 and taking into account that the industry has already on her own initiative started to work on such a code the supplementary costs seem to be marginal.

7.
Comparing the options

7.1.
Policy issue 1 - Listing of feed materials

	Type of impact
	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3
	Option 4

	Description of option
	Deletion of the current list
	Retention of the current list 
	Extension of the current list in comitology
	Code of practice by stakeholders

	Social impacts:
	
	
	
	

	Impact on public health and feed safety
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Impact on user rights
	-
	0
	+
	+

	Impact on employment and jobs
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Environmental impact
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Economic impacts:
	
	
	
	

	Impact on research, innovation and investment
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Impacts on SMEs
	0
	0
	+
	+

	Impact on competitiveness, markets and trade 
	-
	0
	+
	++

	Impact on administrative burden
	+
	0
	--
	-


++
Very beneficial impact

+
Fairly beneficial impact
0
Low/neutral/not relevant/marginal impact

-
Not very beneficial impact

--
Not at all beneficial impact

Potential for optimising options

As indicated by the majority of experts, the coverage of new products by the list would be an appreciated progress. Hence there is reluctance if this would be done under the responsibility of the EU-legislator (option 3) and especially if the legislator would have the lead in the elaboration a comprehensive list. The main reason is the supplementary administrative burden for a measure that is not focussed on risk management. The solution could be the delegation to stakeholders for self-regulation so that the expected benefit of the list would decide on the costs they invest in it. Experiences on national levels show that all concerned parties take advantage of such a list. The optimisation of the option would be the level of detail envisaged in terms of designation and description
 of the feed materials. In order to ensure that, in particular, the interests of feed users are adequately met, a stronger involvement of the Commission could be envisaged in terms of approval of the list. This would mean that instead of pure self-regulation the list would be produced through co-regulation.
Analysis of current situation and justification
The current situation leads between the MS to an inhomogeneous situation for the labelling of feed materials. This is perceived by MS and stakeholders as sub-optimal especially with respect to emerging feed material like by-products from the food or bio-fuel industry. The impact assessment confirms that there are measures to improve market transparency resulting in positive impacts on the smooth functioning of the internal market, on trade and on competitiveness particularly of SMEs. The initiatives of the industry in elaborating sectoral lists are encouraging to dispose of good groundwork. Further, the very good experiences with the feed hygiene guides
 are an encouragement to delegate tasks for the elaboration of a code for feed materials to the stakeholders. 
Preferred option
The results of the impact assessment suggest the elaboration of a comprehensive list of feed materials through co-regulation as the value added refers mainly to qualitative elements of feed marketing. The measure highlights the responsibility of the feed business operators and of the market principles.

7.2.
Policy issue 2 - Authorisation procedures for feed
7.2.1.
Bio-proteins

	Type of impact
	Option 1-1
	Option 1-2
	Option 1-3

	Description of option
	Abandon pre-market authorisation procedure
	status quo
	Alleviated authorisation procedure

	Social impacts:
	
	
	

	Impact on public health/feed safety
	0
	0
	0

	Impact on user rights
	0
	0
	0

	Impact on employment and jobs
	+
	0
	0

	Environmental impact
	0
	0
	0

	Economic impacts:
	
	
	

	Impact on research, innovation and investment
	++
	0
	+

	Impacts on SMEs
	+
	0
	0

	Impact on competitiveness, markets and trade (intra/extra)
	++
	0
	+

	Impact on administrative burden
	++
	0
	+


Potential for optimising options
Taking into account the completion of the list of feed materials suggested in policy issue 1 the marginal impact on the user rights of option 1-1 here would be absorbed because the product information on the bio-proteins would be given in the list of feed materials. The co-regulation approach outlined for the listing of the feed material could ensure this is the case.
Analysis of current situation and justification

The current situation results in very little new bio-protein applications. The mandatory pre-market authorisation with significant burden seems to be superfluous for the vast majority of bio-proteins and emerging feed materials. If the control authorities would detect new products that might comprise a risk they could initiate a risk assessment. Hence, the delay between the circulation of such product and its detection would be the only, very limited supplementary risk of this option. As experience shows, the detection of such products is nowadays speeded up by notifications of the competitors in the business. This targeted approach would mean that not 100% of new bio-proteins would have to undergo a risk assessment followed by a risk management decision but only a very limited part of it. The potential risk for feed safety inherent to bio-proteins a priori is deemed to be marginal and thus does not justify the burdensome instrument of a pre-market authorisation procedure for any possible bio-protein considering the meanwhile implemented safety systems in terms of feed hygiene, responsibility of the feed business operators, traceability or controls. There is a significant difference in terms of risk between bio-proteins and GMOs where by means of a pre-market authorisation procedure a positive list of authorised products is produced.
Preferred option
In order to modernise the legislation a reduction of the burden for bio-protein authorisation would be appropriate. The value added of a pre-market authorisation procedure for bio-proteins in terms of feed safety does not reach a level to justify the provision that all such products would have to undergo the procedure. Therefore the new regulation would not foresee such a requirement. 

7.2.2.
Emerging feed

	Type of impact
	Option 2-1
	Option 2-2

	Description of option
	status quo
	pre-market authorisation procedure

	Social impacts:
	
	

	Impact on public health/feed safety
	0
	+

	Impact on user rights
	0
	+

	Impact on employment and jobs
	0
	-

	Environmental impact
	0
	0

	Economic impacts:
	
	

	Impact on research, innovation and investment
	0
	--

	Impacts on SMEs
	0
	-

	Impact on competitiveness, markets and trade (intra/extra)
	0
	--

	Impact on administrative burden
	0
	--


Potential for optimising options
If emerging feed is included into the list of feed materials containing designation, description including production process and analytical constituents to be labelled as suggested in policy issue 1, proper product identification for emerging feed would be available to the users.
Analysis of current situation and justification

The current situation results in poor product information on a significant number of emerging feed materials. This is particularly problematic because of the increasing significance of co-products from food or bio-fuel production as feed materials.
Preferred option
The value added of a pre-market authorisation procedure for emerging feed materials in terms of feed safety and considering policy issue 1 for market transparency does not reach a level to justify the provision that all such products would have to undergo the procedure. Therefore the new regulation would not foresee such a requirement. 
Depending on technological developments there could be in future certain types of emerging feed materials e.g. by-products from the pharmaceutical industry that give general raise to safety risks, the Regulation could foresee a mandate to request an authorisation based on known risk. This authorisation procedure for a strictly limited product range should be designed according to the simplified approach as explained in option 1-3 or if appropriate be tackled with little effort directly in the margins of the authorisation procedure of the main product.
Thus, bio-proteins and emerging feed would generally become normal feed materials that circulate under the responsibility of the feed business operator, the surveillance of the competent authorities and with the product identification laid down in the voluntary feed material list whose elaboration could be controlled by the Commission (co-regulation).
7.3.
Policy issue 3 - Labelling of compound feed for farm animals

7.3.1.
Feed materials:

	Type of impact
	Option 1-1
	Option 1-2

	Description of option
	Status quo 
	Descending order 

	Social impacts:
	
	

	Impact on public health and feed safety
	0
	0

	Impact on user rights
	0
	-

	Impact on employment and jobs
	0
	+

	Environmental impact
	0
	0

	Economic impacts:
	
	

	Impact on research, innovation and investment
	0
	++

	Impacts on SMEs
	0
	+

	Impact on competitiveness, markets and trade (intra/extra)
	0
	++

	Impact on administrative burden
	0
	++


Potential for optimising options

The key to overcome the effect of less customer information in abrogating from the mandatory percentage indication of the feed materials would be a prudent system to assure that the farmer can gets access to the composition data of the compound feed. By any means manufacturer and customer liaise regularly on a sound business relationship. Exemplary the guide for the information on the composition of cosmetic products could be helpful
. Thus, this would allow know how protection and proper information of the user. 
Analysis of current situation and justification
The status quo situation leads to a business environment that is not innovation friendly. According to the stakeholder consultation there are systems feasible that improve the flexibility for the industry and the business environment not compromising feed safety.

Preferred option
The results of the impact assessment support the deletion of the mandatory indication of the percentage by weight of feed materials incorporated in compound feed combined on the one hand with the possibility to voluntarily indicate the percentages and on the other side with the provision that, on the basis of a solid business relation between producer and purchaser, the latter can get more detailed information on the composition of the product on request.

7.3.2.
Feed additives:

	Type of impact
	Option 2-1
	Option 2-2

	Description of option
	Updated status quo 
	Indication of all additives

	Social impacts:
	
	

	Impact on public health and feed safety
	0
	0

	Impact on user rights
	0
	+

	Impact on employment and jobs
	0
	-

	Environmental impact
	0
	0

	Economic impacts:
	
	

	Impact on research, innovation and investment
	0
	-

	Impacts on SMEs
	0
	-

	Impact on competitiveness, markets and trade 
	0
	0

	Impact on administrative burden
	0
	-


Potential for optimising options

Option 2-1 could be optimised if it would be combined with a stakeholder driven code of good additive labelling in order to meet the demand for comprehensive information by MS and feed users. The code would mean that the average consumer gets the information on additives he needs for his business in a form he can take advantage of. To ensure this is the case, approval of the code by Comitology could be foreseen.
Analysis of current situation and justification
Experiences with the current labelling system of feed additives in compound feed proved that it could be simpler and focus better on the appropriateness of the information for the farmer.
Preferred option
The labelling of feed additives in compound feed would be generally mandatory not for all but limited to the sensitive ones
. The remaining additives could be labelled on a voluntary basis possibly in line with a code of good practice to be elaborated by stakeholders and to be approved by Comitology (co-regulation). On request, the user should be able to obtain the name of all additives incorporated.

7.4.
Policy issue 4 - Labelling of pet food

	Type of impact
	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3

	Description of option
	Status quo on indication of feed materials + updated additive labelling
	Descending order of feed materials + indication of all additives
	Option 1 supplemented by a code of good practice

	Social impacts:
	
	
	

	Impact on public health/feed safety
	0
	0
	0

	Impact on user rights
	0
	+
	+

	Impact on employment and jobs
	0
	-
	0

	Environmental impact
	0
	-
	0

	Economic impacts:
	
	
	

	Impact on research, innovation and investment
	0
	-
	0

	Impacts on SMEs
	0
	-
	+

	Impact on competitiveness, markets and trade (intra/extra)
	0
	--
	+

	Impact on administrative burden and industry costs
	0
	--
	0


Potential for optimising options

Considering the current categories for the labelling of feed materials incorporated in pet food there would be some margin for improvement with respect to the level of detail and appropriateness. To improve the quality of the code of good practice the involvement of pet holders and of independent scientists could be intensified and approval of the code by Comitology could be foreseen. Additionally, the possibility for the customer to get the names of the used feed materials and additives could be settled.
Analysis of current situation and justification
The status quo seems to produce acceptable results but there is room for improvement in terms of delivering better information that can be understood by the average customer.
Preferred option
The results of the impact assessment support the general retention of the status quo allowing the pet food industry to label their raw materials with categories. Concerning the feed additives the update of the status quo would focus on the adequateness of the information for the average pet holder. Both on feed materials and on additives the pet owner should be allowed to obtain the names on request. The regulation would encourage the stakeholders to elaborate a code of good pet food labelling which would have to be approved by Comitology (co-regulation).

Modernisation and simplification package – added value of the new Community act

The combination of the preferred options results in a vision for the rules on the circulation of feed that –based on the principles of food and feed safety– 

· simplifies and harmonises the legal frame by one legally clear, stringent and consistent Regulation,

· changes the development of quality-relevant marketing provisions into co-regulation for the stakeholders to encourage entrepreneurial innovation,

· improves market transparency because there will be more feed materials uniformly and better identified in particular with respect to the current unclear situation on emerging feed materials,

· removes the burden of a pre-market authorisation procedure for the current category "bio-proteins", simultaneously highlighting the responsibility of the feed business operator for the safety of the feed in combination with the negative list of prohibited feed materials to be the preferred and proportionate approach for the legislator in his function as risk manager and for the control authorities,

· increases competitiveness and innovation in the EU-feed business because it abstains from the mandatory percentage declaration of feed materials in compound feed and

· improves the appropriateness of pet food labels so that the average pet owner can understand them better and gets the information he needs.

8.
Monitoring and evaluation

The general monitoring of the new Regulation on the circulation of feed is embedded into the Regulation 882/2004 on official controls of food and feed (OJ L 165, 30.4.2004, p. 1–141). This Regulation foresees that the MS implement efficiently the requirements as well in the feed sector. The Commission (Food and Veterinary Office) controls the correct enforcement of the MS.

Particular efforts in terms of monitoring should be dedicated to issues released into self-regulation, where it is necessary to put a system in place. The monitoring would be done by the SCoFCAH (Commission and MS). The following settings are proposed: 
	Problem
	Potential Indicators
	Data Source
	Frequency in SCoFCAH
	Rationale

	Elaboration of the complete feed material list 
	Number of feed materials listed 
	Reports from the involved stakeholder consortium
	yearly
	Considering the awaited benefits in terms of product identification the progress in the elaboration has to be monitored

	Quality of the feed material list in terms of description and analytical to be labelled
	Analytical properties of the listed pro​ducts
	Random samples of competent authorities
	yearly 
	Due to the possibility of imbalanced powers in the consortium of stake​holders the EU has to verify that the interests of the feed users are pur​sued

	Detection of circu​lating feed mate​rials that might represent a risk
	Hazards with an adverse health effect
	Competent authorities
	In case of notifi​cation by compe​tent authority 
	As there is no pre-market authorisation procedure for the majority of the feed materials, the risk managers have to be vigilant.

	Appropriateness of pet food labels
	-
extent and level of detail of the code for good pet food labelling 
	-
Pet food labelling code
	-
Yearly
	-
The EU should observe the progress in the works on the code

	
	-
consumer contentment
	-
Euro-barometer
	-
Bi-annually
	-
Surveys should be undertaken to verify that the pet owners get the information they need.


Thus, the monitoring tackles the questions

(
whether the objectives are achieved and to which extent,

(
if the options have been implemented adequately and

(
if the impacts have been predicted correctly or if other impacts have occurred.
Based on the outcome of the monitoring an evaluation of the relevant issues should be envisaged after 3 to 5 years depending on the gravidity of the issues to change. This evaluation could be part of a comprehensive evaluation project of the food chain.
ANNEX 1
List of competent authorities that returned the questionnaire on administrative burden

	Animal Health and Veterinary Medicinal Products Directorate - Ministry of Health, Italy

	Bundesamt für Ernährungssicherheit - Österreich (Austrian Federal Office for Food Safety)

	Central Control and Testing Institute of Agriculture Bratislava, Slovak Republic

	Central Institute for Supervising and Testing in Agriculture of the Czech Republic

	Danish Plant Directorate, DENMARK

	Department of Agriculture and Food, Ireland

	DGCCRF/FRANCE DGAL/FRANCE 

	DIRECÇÃO GERAL DE VETERINÁRIA, LISBOA - PORTUGAL

	Belgium and Federal Agency for the Safety of the Food Chain (FASFC) - Belgium

	Food Standards Agency, United Kingdom

	Lithuanian State Inspection on Veterinary Preparations

	Ministerio de Agricultura, Pesca y Alimentación, España ( Spain) 

	Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, Department of food and health, Finland 

	Ministry of agriculture of Latvia

	Ministry of Agriculture, Natural Resources and Environment, CYPRUS

	Netherlands, Food and Consumer Products safety authority (VWA)

	Norwegian Food Safety Authority, NORWAY

	Republic of Slovenia, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Food

	Swedish Board of Agriculture/Ministry of Agriculture


ANNEX 2
List of focussed interviews with experts for information compilation

	Nr.
	Name 
	Date 
	Topic

	1.
	Dr. Steinruck, R. Mauser 
	9/11/2006
	Impacts on compound feed manufacturer

	2.
	P. Radewahn
	7/12/2006
	Impacts on compound feed manufacturer

	3.
	T. Meyer
	7/12/2006
	Impacts on pet food industry

	4.
	Prof. Schenkel
	25/1/2007
	Analytical constituents labelling – new developments in methodology

	5.
	J. Taieb
	29/1/2007
	Use of bio-proteins in the EU

	6.
	A. Bouxin
	5/2/2007
	Extra and intra EU-trade with feed

	7.
	J. Schulte-Domhof 
	15/2/2007
	Impacts on farmers

	8.
	Dr. Guidon
	19/2/2007
	Assessment of the Swiss competent authority

	9.
	Dr. Baum,
Dr. Heseker, Dr. Mueller-Mussmann
	14/3/2007
	Impacts on compound feed manufacturer

	10.
	H. Stam 
	15/3/2007
	Developments on raw material markets for feed

	11.
	A. Döring
	21/3/2007
	Research & development expenditures and innovation pipeline of feed industry

	12.
	M. Bellingham, G. Grantham
	11/4/2007
	Customer surveys for pet food

	13.
	O. Ruiz de Imana
	17/4/2007
	Listing and labelling of feed materials from the food industry

	14.
	R. Feller, J. Hansen
	14/5/2007
	Impacts on farmers and cooperatives


ANNEX 3
Cost estimation for the establishment and maintenance of
a comprehensive list of feed materials
	Establishment:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	coordinator
	
	
	1
	years
	x
	12
	months
	x
	6000
	€
	72000

	Part-time
	secretariat
	0,5
	x
	1
	years
	x
	12
	months
	x
	3000
	€
	18000

	Per
	diem
	expenses
	15
	experts
	
	20
	days
	
	400
	€
	120000

	Travel
	expenses
	
	
	15
	experts
	x
	10
	meetings
	x
	600
	€
	90000

	Documentation,
	computers
	+databases
	+maintenance
	+documentation
	
	
	€
	20000

	Translation
	of existing lists
	5
	lists
	300
	items
	x
	100
	words*
	x
	0,1
	€
	15000

	Translation
	of final list
	22
	languages
	600
	items
	x
	200
	words
	x
	0,1
	€
	264000

	Other
	(publication
	etc.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	€
	30000

	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	€
	629000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maintenance:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	co-coordinator/secretariat
	0,5
	
	1
	years
	x
	12
	months
	x
	6000
	€
	36000

	Per
	diem
	expenses
	15
	experts
	
	4
	days
	
	400
	€
	24000

	Travel
	expenses
	
	
	15
	experts
	x
	2
	meetings
	x
	600
	€
	18000

	Documentation,
	computers
	+databases
	+maintenance
	+documentation
	
	
	€
	3000

	Translation
	of final list
	22
	languages
	20
	items
	x
	200
	words
	x
	0,1
	€
	8800

	Other
	(publication
	etc.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	€
	2000

	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	€
	91800


�	Civic study: http://ec.europa.eu/food/consultations/study_civic_consulting.pdf


�	Link to the explanatory document and the questionnaire:	�http://ec.europa.eu/food/consultations/index_en.htm


�	Current definition: various products of vegetable or animal origin, in their natural state, fresh or preserved, and products derived from the industrial processing thereof, and organic or inorganic substances, whether or not containing additives, which are intended for use in oral animal feeding either directly as such, or after processing, in the preparation of compound feedingstuffs or as carriers of premixtures.


�	Substances, micro-organisms or preparations -other than feed material and premixtures- which are intentionally added to feed or water in order to perform certain functions.


�	Current definition: mixtures of feed materials, whether or not containing additives, for oral animal feeding in the form of complete or complementary feedingstuffs.


�	Any mixture of a veterinary medicinal product or products and feed or feeds which is ready prepared for marketing and intended to be fed to animals without further processing, because of its curative or preventive properties or other properties as a medicinal product.


�	Source: EUROSTAT.


�	Sources: Jahrbuch der Gefluegelwirtschaft (different years); Close, W.H. and Cole, D.J.A. (2000); W.M. Rauw et al. (1998).


�	Source: FEFAC.


�	Source: PROLEA - Filière française des huiles et protéines végétales.


�	Source: TOEPFER - Alfred C. Toepfer International.


�	Directive 79/373/EEC: circulation of compound feedingstuffs; Directive 82/471/EEC: certain products used in animal nutrition (“bio-proteins”); Directive 93/74/EEC: feedingstuffs intended for particular nutritional purposes (“dietetics”); Directive 96/25/EC: circulation and use of feed materials.


�	Source: M. Hersom (2007).


�	Source: European Bioethanol Fuel Association (ebio).


�	Source: European Biodiesel Board (EBB).


�	Protein-rich products manufactured by certain technical processes.


�	Report from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament on the implementation of the measures introduced by Directive 2002/2/EC amending Directive 79/373/EEC on the circulation of compound feedingstuffs (COM(2006) 839 final).


�	Regulations (EC) No178/2002 and No 183/2005.


�	Survey of 326 nationally representative pet owners in home and 349 shoppers in the pet food aisle of supermarkets undertaken by Conquest.


�	Strategic objectives 2005-2009, Europe 2010: A Partnership for European Renewal; Prosperity, Solidarity and Security; Communication from the President in agreement with Vice-President Wallström; COM (2005) 12 final.


�	First progress report on the strategy for the simplification of the regulatory environment (COM (2006) 690 final): A follow-up to the October 2005 Communication COM (2005) 535 "Implementing the Community Lisbon programme: A strategy for the simplification of the regulatory environment" and a complement to the Communication on the “Strategic review of Better Regulation in the European Union".


�	About 3/4 of the feed users stated one Regulation to be "very or fairly beneficial". 2/3 of the competent authorities rated in the same way and the support from the feed producers was even 94%.


�	The stakeholders stated one Regulation to be very or fairly beneficial in terms of fair competition (82%) and of food and feed safety (64%).


�	The indication of the feed materials in percentage ranges (banding) and the option to solely indicate the percentage of feed materials if they are incorporated above a de-minimis threshold have not been further addressed because this would be another special legislation for feed that is difficult to control and the benefits against the to options assessed is marginal.


�	Currently: coccidiostats, enzymes, micro-organisms, vitamins A, D, E and copper. For colorants, antioxidants and preservatives only the declaration of the name is mandatory. The modernisation of this risk based approach could be done using the new systematic of the feed additive Regulation i.e. zootechnical additives, coccidiostats/ histomonostats and additives with maximum levels must be labelled in compound feed. For the rest of the additives there would be an optional labelling.


�	B. R. Cottrill and G. Tran: An evaluation of the feasibility of a positive list of authorised feed materials at Community level, March 2002, ADAS.


�	The adjustment of the calculation in the feasibility study of 2002 took into account the considerable work meantime done, e.g. by different organisations having already compiled sectoral lists.


�	In the field of GM-feed there are significant difficulties for trade because of many GMOs authorised in exporting Third Countries but not (yet) in the EU. According to USDA data for the current corn marketing year which began on September 1, 2006, U.S. corn gluten exports are 38% below the year earlier to the European Union-27 for the September to March period and the EU has been by far the most important export market for U.S. corn gluten feed. The reason behind is that only 26% of the elevators surveyed report that they require the segregation of GMO varieties from non-GMO varieties.


�	N.b. that feed costs are the most significant cost factor in animal production; just the expenses for compound feed amount for 29% (see chapter 3.1.1).


�	N.b. that according to FEFAC both imports and exports of compound feed are below 1% of the market volume.


�	FEFAC estimates that about the same dimension of money is spent for animal nutrition research in public institutes and approximately half of the amount by the feed material industry.


�	FEFAC estimates the average cost for a change from the current percentage labelling of feed materials (option 1) to a descending order (option 2) to amount to 3000 € per compound feed mill being independent from size. This would result in total costs for the EU of 12 Mio € i.e. 0.03% of the turn over or 8 ct per ton compound feed.


�	Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and to the Council on the implementation of the measures introduced by Directive 2002/2/EC amending Directive 79/373/EEC on the circulation of compound feedingstuffs (COM(2006) 839 final).


�	Member States were asked to estimate the costs linked to the change of the status quo (legal implementation) and including the control activities in practice.


�	Recipes for a specific pet food change on a regular basis and pet food manufacturers need to adapt their recipes whilst maintaining the same functionalities of nutrition, taste and appearance. Therefore, different raw materials with the same functionalities can replace each other such as e.g. beef lungs replacing pork lungs or wheat replacing barley. The volume ratios between raw materials may change; additives may need adjustments or replacement depending on the raw materials available and seasonal variations in fish or poultry (summer and winter).


�	An estimation based on tons of pet food is not presentable, since labelling costs for a small fish food box can be as high, or higher, as the labelling costs for a one kilogram can of dog food. 


�	The assumption for the cost estimation in chapter 6.1 was 600 listed feed materials with 200 words for each to describe.


�	Based on the mandate in the feed hygiene Regulation (No 183/2005) already 3 Community guides to good practice for hygiene have been voluntarily elaborated by stakeholders and assessed by SCoFCAH.


�	http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/cosmetics/doc/guide_access_info.pdf


�	N.b. that each authorisation act can foresee special labelling requirements of the respective additive once incorporated in compound feed.
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