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What is the decision or matter about which you complain? When did you become aware
of it?

On behalf of foodwatch, | would like to complain about the European Commission’s handling
of the proposed legislative package on the Food and Feed Safety Omnibus [1]. From a
procedural point of view, the Commission seems to have committed maladministration (details
in the next section).

We became aware of the Commission’s intention to publish this legal package in September
2025, when a first call for evidence was published, open for response during the period 16
September-14 October [2].

On 13" October, foodwatch contributed input [3].

On 16" December, barely two months after the closing of this minimalistic consultation, the
Commission published a set of legal proposals with suggestions for amendments in 10
regulatory pieces and started the process of inter-institutional negotiations [4].

On 18" December, foodwatch wrote to European Commission President Ursula Von der Leyen
to express concerns about this process [5]. At the time of writing, despite reminders, this letter
has remained unanswered.

In what way do you consider that the EU institution or EU body has acted incorrectly?

We consider that the European Commission has committed maladministration through
several procedural shortcomings:

1. Grouping amendments for 10 regulatory pieces in one package without clear
rationale and justification

2. Absence of impact assessment

3. Absence of meaningful public consultation and rushed process

Taken together, these shortcomings undermine the principles of openness, transparency,
and public consultation outlined in its own guidelines on better regulation and enshrined
in the Treaty on the European Union (in particular article 10 on participation and article 11
on consultation about EU decision-making).

Background

From an administrative point of view, according to the better regulation guidelines (applicable
at the time when the food and feed safety omnibus was prepared and published), the
Commission’s action is supposed to be guided by the following principles: coherence to avoid
that regulations are adopted in isolation from one another and potential contradictions;
proportionality taking into account the impacts of the proposed actions; participation
through stakeholder consultations; an evidence-based approach including the latest
scientific evidence available; transparency including through access to the rationale
underpinning the proposed action, access to the related documentation. Besides, the Treaty



on the European Union also highlight public participation (article 10) and consultation about
EU decision-making (article 11).

In our view, the preparation of the food and feed safety omnibus package has not
respected these principles. And yet, the Omnibus package could lead to far-reaching
changes in the targeted regulations, and hence affect the high level of health and environment
protection that is enshrined in the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU (TFEU) article 191.

We are particularly concerned at the situation, since the European Ombudsman already
found that the Commission committed maladministration in the context of other
Omnibus packages in November 2025 and gave clear recommendations for action in
order to avoid this situation from repeating again in the future [6].

The handling of the Food and Feed Safety Omnibus Package unfortunately seems to indicate
that the Commission is not willing to adapt its behaviour in order to meet the highest standards
of good administration.

Administrative handling of the food and feed safety Omnibus

We wish to highlight the following facts and actions in our complaint about maladministration:

1. Grouping amendments for ten regulatory pieces in one package without clear
rationale and justification

Action from the Commission:

Through the food and feed safety package published on 16" December 2025, the Commission
suggests changes in no less than 10 pieces of regulations. It groups regulations with a
mandate over very diverse and very technical areas that span from pesticides or biocides
assessments to the monitoring of the bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) or the border
controls on food imports without clear rationale.

The scope of the initiative is so broad that the Commission released its legal proposals under
the form of a package consisting of one directive and two regulations each opening several
pieces of existing regulatory pieces, accompanied by a staff working document.

Why the Commission’s action is problematic:

Only minimal details are provided to justify why such changes are needed beyond the
general impetus to simplify our legal framework in order to reduce administrative burdens and
boost the economic gains of industry operators and competitiveness.

As per the explanatory memorandum provided by the Commission:

“The aim of the package is to reduce unnecessary regulatory burdens while maintaining high
standards for food and feed safety, and for the protection of human and animal health, and
the environment. The proposal responds to repeated requests from stakeholders and EU
Member States for faster and clearer regulatory procedures.

This initiative aims at simplifying and streamlining certain requirements and procedures for
products used in the production of food and feed identified as particularly burdensome by
industry and authorities. These provisions would benefit from regulatory streamlining and
modernisation, which would make the respective legislation more efficient and cost-effective
for industry and Member States authorities, while at the same time ensuring a high level of
protection of human and animal health and the environment.” [7]



The rationale for choosing to group together these different regulations is unknown. It
is unclear why certain regulations were prioritised for reopening over others: for instance, the
package covers the regulation on feed additives but not on food additives, without further
explanations of why this is the case. The legal proposals and the staff working document only
list the selection of regulatory pieces targeted, but thorough justification for this selection is
lacking.

To stay true to the better regulation guidelines, each of the amended regulation covered in the
package would deserve an individual review process before being opened and modified.
Instead, the Commission chose to propose — sometimes significant, sometimes small
technical - modifications for these regulations in one single go and without thorough
justification.

2. Absence of comprehensive impact assessment in preparation of the publication
of the proposals.

Action from the Commission:

According to the European Commission’s communications, the proposed changes could save
up to €1 billion in administrative and compliance costs annually for both businesses and
authorities [8]. The only document which provides partial explanations is the European
Commission’s staff working document that was published on the same day as the legal
proposals themselves, without prior opportunity for critical examination and commenting of the
underpinning evidence from stakeholders.

Why the Commission’s action is problematic:

While the document draws on potential costs savings for businesses and administrations,
there is almost no information on the potential expected impacts for health and environment
protection that could result from the proposed measures. It is also unclear how calculations
on cost savings were made and what is the source of each figure used as a reference for
costs. This is surprising, as we know already that such impacts are real and problematic under
the existing regulatory framework for several areas covered by the Omnibus (e.g. chronic
emissions of and exposure to pesticides or biocides that can have harmful health and
environmental effects, implications of loopholes in authorisation requirements for feed
additives all throughout the food and feed chains, lack of capacities across countries to ensure
proper controls of food imports and in fine the safety of products put on the European store
shelves, etc).

There is no information in either legal proposals or staff working document about societal,
health or environmental costs associated to any of those impacts under the existing legal
framework, even though this would be important information to establish a baseline before
elaborating on the impacts of the proposals for legal changes.

This lack of thorough documentation is impossible to understand when considering that some

of the modifications proposed are significant and could result in lowering the health and
environment protection that the regulations covered by the omnibus strive to meet.

Examples

- Changes proposed in Regulation 1107/2009 on pesticides active substances

The proposal to make pesticides active substances authorisations unlimited by default
under Regulation 1107/2009, or to remove the obligation of the rapporteur Member State



to take into account the latest scientific evidence in their assessments are fundamental
changes of logic compared to the original legal piece.

In its current form, the pesticides regulation foresees time-limited authorisations for active
substances, periodic reviews based on the latest available scientific evidence, and importantly
it places the burden of proof of safety on industry players, who must put forward
authorisation/renewal dossiers to support their claims. All those elements contribute to the
delivery of the regulations’ objective of ensuring a high level of health and environment
protection, which is also in line with fundamental principles enshrined under the TFEU article
191.

An important argument from the Commission to support the various proposed regulatory
changes is that they will result in time and resource savings by administrations. However,
these statements are not thoroughly substantiated by clear justifications and hard evidence. It
is therefore concerning that the Commission proposes changes to those regulatory
requirements without due impact assessment.

In early December 2025, after leaks of the Commission proposal were published, a large group
of independent scientists already raised the alarm bell regarding the potential consequences
of the proposed measures for health and environment protection, in a context of already
inadequate protection against the harms of pesticides [9].

In January 2026, an independent legal study commissioned by foodwatch and other groups
also expressed concerns that the proposed changes to Regulation 1107/2009 would not be
compatible with the Precautionary Principle and the commitment to a high level of health and
environment protection level enshrined in article 191 of the TFEU as well as rights and
obligations outlined in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (CFR).
Besides, according to this legal opinion, the lack of impact assessment constitutes an
infringement of the principles of proportionality, equal treatment, and the protection of
legitimate expectations [10].

- Changes proposed in Regulations 396/2005 on maximum residue limits and
1831/2003 on feed additives

Besides the pesticides area, the Commission also suggests loosening up existing
assessment mechanisms and reviews in other fields. For instance, it suggests getting rid
of the periodic reviews for pesticides maximum residue limits, while providing more flexibility
in the application of existing rules (e.g. when a residue level gets lowered, by allowing
companies to keep selling their food products using the level applicable when the product got
on the shelf) and for the feed additives (which would, like pesticides active substances, benefit
from unlimited authorisations by default). As is the case for pesticides active substances,
changes to the authorisation requirements in those fields constitute important changes of
regulatory logic and would deserve a proper impact assessment before being put forward.

Besides the European Commission proposal, a number of institutional exchanges and
initiatives have further highlighted the critical aspect of the absence of impact assessment to
support the Omnibus package:

- In a hearing that took place in the Dutch national parliament on 26 March 2026, a
European Commission official had to admit that the Commission did not have hard
evidence that proposals under the Omnibus will not result in the lowering of the current
health and environment protection levels [11].

- Since then, an independent scientific assessment commissioned by the same Dutch
parliament found that the Commission proposal will not achieve its stated objectives of
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simplification and instead risks undermining protection levels for public health and the
environment [12].

- It is also worth highlighting that the lack of impact assessment has raised concerns
among Members of the European Parliament [13] as well as other national
parliaments, for instance as illustrated by a recent opinion from the Italian parliament
and motions from the Dutch Parliament [14].

Finally, questions about the absence of an impact assessment also raise concerns
about whether the Commission has properly used the expertise held by EU scientific
agencies and expert groups in the preparation phase of its legal proposal. The lack of
transparency about the inputs that were considered does not allow to judge whether the
arguments presented by the Commission to justify the proposed legal changes reflect the
widest possible range of stakeholders’ and experts’ views.

By way of example:

- Regarding proposed changes of the pesticides authorisation system in
Regulation 1107/2009, recent correspondence between EFSA and a French member
of Parliament [15] suggests that the agency has alternative proposals to handle the
current bottlenecks in the system compared to what is proposed by the Commission
through the Omnibus. On the one hand, the Commission proposes to make pesticides
authorisations unlimited under the argument that it is the only way to free capacities
from the (currently overwhelmed) assessing authorities. On the other hand, EFSA
suggests that an increase in its staff capacities could help solve the issues in the
coming years. Yet, the Commission legal proposal does not include this scenario.

- Regarding proposed changes of the rules about the monitoring of the Bovine
Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) under Regulation 999/2001, it is surprising that
the Commission has made suggestions for legal changes on aspects still under
discussion in the dedicated EFSA expert working group on the matter at the time
of publication of its legal proposals. More specifically, the Commission proposes
changes to the current requirements regarding monitoring and surveillance
requirements to international standards (the EFSA scientific opinion on this was only
published only on 27 April 2026, four months after the release of the Commission
proposal) and to the list of specified risk materials (EFSA opinion still pending at the
time of writing with a deadline running until December 2026) [16]. This raises important
questions regarding the Commission’s consideration of the scientific input produced
within EU’s dedicated scientific regulatory panels in its regulatory process and overall
about whether it is abiding by the evidence-based approach mentioned in the better
regulation guidelines.

3. Absence of meaningful public consultation and rushed process

Action from the Commission:

The call for evidence issued by the Commission in September 2025 was the only chance for
stakeholders to provide comments prior to the publication of the legislative package. In total,
the document was 1.5 pages-long while the package proposes changes in 10 regulatory
pieces and the consultation period lasted four weeks.

Why the Commission’s action is problematic:

This call for evidence in no way allowed stakeholders to get a comprehensive overview of
what was at stake for each regulation opened for modifications through the Omnibus.



The justification for this minimalistic approach was based on the argument that significant
feedback had already been received on the various regulations targeted over the years: “the
proposal responds to repeated requests from stakeholders and EU countries for faster, clearer
procedures for plant protection products, drones, biocides, feed additives, hygiene rules and
official controls” and ‘long standing calls from stakeholders and Member States to reduce
administrative burden, improve legal clarity and increase the efficiency of regulatory
procedures” [17].

However, those statements were not supplemented by thorough references allowing third
parties to transparently consult which stakeholders and/or EU countries expressed which
arguments at which point in time and where figures about either costs or savings originated
from. In our view, such lack of transparency hinders meaningful consultation, public debate,
and democratic scrutiny.

Finally, it is worth noting that by the time of the closing of the call for evidence (14" October
2025), some 6,440 comments had been put forward. The Commission published its legal
proposal on 16" December, merely 2 months after this date, which seems to be very short a
time window for Commission staffers to read through, analyse, and integrate those comments
in a comprehensive way. Against this background, it is unfortunately not so surprising that
concerns about health and environment protection do not seem to have been looked at
thoroughly.

After the Commission published its legal proposal, a new consultation appeared on the 18
December on the EU Have Your Say portal, a so-called feedback period supposed to feed into
the legislative debate with the Council and the Parliament [18]. At this time, the Council was
close to starting its discussions (the food and feed omnibus was already on the agenda of the
meeting of 121" January 2026 [19]). Therefore, it seems unclear how it would have taken into
account this ongoing feedback while Member States were about to start sharing positions and
negotiating.

Besides, the Council already agreed its position on parts of the Omnibus package on 27" May
2026 and aims for finalising it by end of June [20], while the feedback period opened by the
Commission on 18" December keeps being extended (without explanations) and is currently
still running (up to 12" June according to the Have Your Say portal at the time of writing).

All in all, despite the appearance of a consultation that the Have Your Say portal page
dedicated to the Food and Feed Safety Omnibus package might give, the timing, content and
structure of the opportunities provided for feedback to third-party together rather make it look
like a box-ticking exercise.

Conclusion

For all the reasons outline above, we consider that the European Commission has committed
maladministration in preparing and publishing the Food and Feed Safety Omnibus Package.

What, in your view, should the institution or body do to put things right?

In foodwatch’s view, the principles of good administration, openness, transparency, evidence-
based approach, and proportionality that are outlined in the Commission’s better regulation

guidelines and safeguarded by the TFEU are not met in the case of the Food and Feed Safety
Omnibus Package.



Under those conditions, and until the European Commission commits to implementing these,
we believe that the current legislative proposals should be withdrawn and that negotiations
with the co-legislating institutions (European Parliament and Council) should be stopped.

For any new legislative initiative, the European Commission should commit to publishing all
underlying evidence about the preparation of legal acts, conduct thorough impact
assessments that provide a fair picture of costs and savings besides those for industries and
administrations (e.g. impacts on health, environment, society), organise meaningful public
consultations in realistic timeframes and based on comprehensive information, commit to
upholding essential principles enshrined in the Treaties such as the Precautionary Principle
and the guarantee of a high level of protection for human health and the environment.

The implementation of the European Ombudsman recommendations as a result of complaints
filed in the context of other Omnibus Packages would be a great step forward [21].
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