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Ursula Von Der Leyen
President

European Commission
Rue de la Loi, 200
1049 Brussels

[via email]

Brussels, 18t December 2025

Re: foodwatch concerns regarding proposed omnibus package on food safety

Dear President Von Der Leyen,

foodwatch is a non-profit consumer rights’ organisation that promotes safe, healthy, and affordable food
for all people. We give consumers a loud voice, speak up for transparency in the food sector, and defend
our right to food that harms neither people, nor the environment. Almost one million people support our
work across four EU member states: Germany, France, the Netherlands, and Austria.

We are writing to you to express our profound concerns about the recently proposed omnibus package
for food safety' and its impacts for the protection of consumers and the environment. Those concerns
revolve around two aspects, procedure and content.

Procedural concerns

As already mentioned in our response to the call for evidence', the initiative bundles together about a dozen
regulatory pieces for simplification, with only minimal details about the long-term impacts for society
beyond the supposed economic gains of industry operators. The rationale for picking and grouping together
these different regulations is unknown and the information provided in the call for evidence and the
legislative proposal itself does not allow stakeholders to get a comprehensive overview of what is at stake.
No comprehensive impact assessment has been carried out, which appears to be contradictory with the
European Commission’s own Better Regulation Guidelines'".

Furthermore, the call for evidence — one and a half pages in total for all the regulations - was the only
opportunity for stakeholders to provide comments. The justification for this 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”".

However, such arguments fail to recognise that, across all regulations, the lack of proper implementation
of existing legal provisions hinders the protection of consumers and the environment. For example, the risk
assessment processes for the reassessment of pesticides or additives suffer lengthy delays that keep
consumers unnecessarily exposed to harmful substances; certain pesticides banned in Europe due to their
harmful health and environmental effects are not only legally exported to third countries, but the presence
of their residues is also allowed in food imports at levels above the limits of quantification (which de facto
allows their presence in food products sold in in European supermarkets); harmonised maximum limits to
allow coherent monitoring and controls of contaminants are missing in food for well-known harmful
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substances such as the majority of PFAS (only 4 of them currently have maximum limits); regular food
scandals, such as that of listeria contamination in cheese during the summer 2025, show the lack of
coordinated response among member states and the need for better coordination.

In fact, while the Commission asserts that the proposed changes will not affect current protection levels, it
does not provide any evidence for this statement and it does not even mention once the need for improved
consumer and environment protection, be it in the call for evidence or in the regulatory proposal. We also
note that it took the Commission less than a month from the end of the call for evidence to publish its
regulatory proposal, while over 6,400 comments were received — this raises questions as to whether those
comments were analysed in details and considered seriously in the preparation of the proposed legal act.

At the time of writing this letter, no details have been made publicly available about which stakeholders
have precisely asked for which changes in the areas that are targeted. Overall, besides easing market access
and operations for business players, the rationale for the proposed actions remains unclear. It is also
unclear where the numbers of the supposed benefits of the proposed regulatory changes in the omnibus
package come from. This is unacceptable. Food and feed safety is too important a matter to open up so
many regulations at once without allowing the opportunity for meaningful scrutiny of the proposed changes
for each area, and without transparency concerning the consultation process and full impact assessment.

This method is not living up to the EU founding principles of openness and commitment to the protection
of the public interest, standards of good administration, and the Commission’s own Guidelines for Better
Regulation, which highlight transparency, participation and evidence-based policy-making".

Finally, with the European Ombudsman"' recently highlighting maladministration from the Commission
services in the context of the preparation of Omnibus initiatives in other sectors, it is extremely
disappointing that your services appear to carry on without any adjustments of approach with this food
safety package.

Content-related concerns

On pesticides active substances

Under the guise of promoting easier market access for biocontrol substances, the Commission is in fact
opening essential elements of Regulation 1107/2009 and proposing fewer controls for all pesticide active
substances. It suggests making unlimited authorisations the rule, extending grace periods to up to three
years for banned substances, and relaxing the current requirement for authorities to consider the latest
scientific and technical knowledge in their assessments.

In practice, this means that there will no longer be regular re-evaluations of active substances and no
automatic opportunity to integrate the latest scientific knowledge to question existing authorisations.
Proposed derogations to the principle of unlimited authorisations are weak and much of the initiative to
trigger a renewal process is left to the sole European Commission. While the current system already allows
substances with harmful properties for health and/or the environment to stay on the market for far too
long, this would make their prohibition even more difficult. By way of example, it is through recent renewal
processes bringing out the latest scientific evidence, that harmful pesticides authorised for decades — such
as Chlorpyrifos (which is harmful for brain development and suspected of affecting DNA), or Mancozeb
(which is toxic for reproduction and disrupts the functioning of our endocrine system) — could finally be
banned in recent years.

On pesticides Maximum Residue Limits (MRLs)

While the Commission overdue commitment to act to protect consumers from residues of banned
pesticides coming back on their plates via imports is welcome, we are concerned about the mention of
impact assessments in the decision.



Other proposals to change regulation 396/2005 are concerning. For instance, in cases where MRLs have
been lowered over time, the Commission suggests keeping the MRLs applicable at the time of production
to avoid food loss and waste. This ignores the fact that MRLs get lowered over time due to health concerns
in view of increasing consumer protection.

Moreover, the Commission’s suggestions to end the regular reviews of temporary MRLs, arguing that a
mandatory 10-year review appears disproportionate when considering the costs involved is not acceptable.
This not only ignores that those reviews reflect the evolution of scientific knowledge on pesticides’ impacts,
but also that the current 10-year review period is already rather long to effectively protect consumers.

On bovine sponginform encephalopathy (BSE)

The Commission argues that the rules that were put in place following the continent-wide scandal due to
bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) contamination are “no longer proportionate to the current low
risk to that disease in the EU” because the epidemiological situation has drastically improved"i.

As a consumer right organisation founded precisely in reaction to the BSE scandal, we are concerned that
the Commission seems to ignore that the very reason why the situation has improved is indeed the setting
up of a strong legal framework through Regulation 999/2001, together with strict tests and controls, and
that undoing this could mean putting Europe at risk of new BSE outbreaks.

The proposed measures will allow the Commission to redefine the list of specified risk material (SRM), i.e.
the tissues most likely to transmit BSE infectivity (such as spinal cord and brain). Gelatine — found in sweets,
capsules, desserts, broths and processed foods — could increasingly come from cattle bones without prior
restrictions related to BSE.

On feed additives

The Commission suggests removing the 10-year renewal of authorisations for additives used for animal
nutrition from Regulation 1831/2003, considered ‘too resource-intensive for both operators and
authorities, with limited added value for food safety, and as a too short period to justify investment costs,
while resources could rather be allocated to the development of new and innovative products’, making
existing authorisations less burdensome, and changing current labelling rules from physical requirements
to digital options.

This means less transparency in the feed chain. These products are used in livestock farming, factories, and
in the food industry. Fewer controls increase risks throughout the entire food chain over time.

On border controls

Given the regular occurrence of fraud and cases of food scandals (e.g. eggs contaminated with fipronil,
salmonella detected in Kinder chocolate eggs, horsemeat scandal, ethylene oxide, recent fraud from Nestle
waters on its bottled waters...), we are very surprised that the proposed measures in this area omit the
overall need to strengthen Europe’s controls capacities. There is an urgent need to remedy the capacity
shortage in this area in Member States, and to increase transparency in terms of citizens information, as
required by EU regulations, and in the management of the control system so that the traceability and
accountability obligations of the food operators from farm to fork become a reality. The risk that frauds
and scandals present for the Union in terms of consumers’ health protection and confidence is not
mentioned a single time.

Instead, the Commission suggests changing Regulation 2017/625 to release parts of the consignments of
goods faster than currently is the case during border controls, but it is not clear why this change is necessary
and who will benefit from it. In a context where overworked control authorities are already lacking
resources to do thorough checks and prevent cases of food frauds and scandals, the proposed change
seems to rather add burden on them through additional paperwork when checking shipments. The pressure



to move quickly could take precedence over the precautionary principle and in fact affect consumers’
protection. At a time when trade is intensifying, controls should be stepped up, not relaxed.

Overall, the Commission’s proposed measures to ease the regulatory framework on food safety through
this omnibus package appear to put consumers’ protection at risk and their preparation is not living up
to the EU standards of openness, transparency, participation, good administration and better regulation.
For all those reasons, we ask you to withdraw this initiative.

Yours sincerely,

Dr. Chris Methmann

Managing Director

foodwatch Germany

On behalf of foodwatch international
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