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(C) What to improve

(1) The report should complete and better substantiate the impact analysis. It should better
explain how the costs were calculated so that the costs of the measures and the packages
of options are presented in all their components and as totals. In particular, the supply
chain and distributional analysis should be more comprehensive and include the
acknowledged effects on the whole supply chain. The report should make an effort to
quantify the effects of market dynamics and regional patterns which affect the price of
products and hence producers. It should further develop the assessment of distributional
effects on affected stakeholders and clearly present which sectors, regions or Member
States would be most impacted. It should be clearer where and to what extent the costs are
likely to be passed on to consumers in the different sectors. Annex 3 should be completed
in line with the above, to include the implications for consumers, as well as to complete
the cost-benefit tables in accordance with the supply-chain analysis and to include the
estimations of costs and benefits for all impacted actors. It should include the impact of
all measures included in the preferred package.

(2) The overall impact on competitiveness should be more explicit regarding the costs
faced by the different actors. The scoring of cost and price competitiveness should be
reviewed in this light in the Competitiveness Check presented in Annex 5. The ability of
the cost-bearing actors to afford the necessary investments should be discussed, in
particular where costs are unlikely to be passed on through the supply chain. The report
should better explain the relation between the economic costs generated by the proposal
and the relatively low reported impact on consumer prices and food affordability.

(3) The report should better explain the methodology for scoring the impacts. This is
particularly important where ranking of options is based on relatively small differences in
the total scores. The impact scoring tables and the associated discussions in section 6
should be substantiated with the relevant cost or benefit estimations, systematically
complementing scores with the relevant quantitative data, and ensuring their consistency
with the key estimates.

(4) The report should be clear as to the policy choices and trade-offs as regards alternative
options. The report should provide an adequate justification for the cases in which only
one choice is offered on measures, or on parameters such as transition periods. It should
for example inform whether stakeholders concurred with the finding of having only one
option. The report should clarify the assessment of those measures with an impact such as
space allowance for specific sectors, including its potential impact on the environment. In
general, the assessment of environmental impacts and coherence with climate and
environmental objectives should be clarified for all options.

(5) The report should better compare the options packages and explain the methodology
behind their scoring. The report should complement the scores in the tables with the
relevant and more granular cost and benefit data, so that the comparison of packages in
terms of effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and proportionality becomes clearer. This 1s
in particular important for measures without alternative options. The report should provide
further clarification on the relationship of the scoring of measures with the cost benefit
analysis on one side, and the scoring of option packages on the other, and indicate clearly
what is the basis for the scoring in each case, how they are related and whether the scoring
of packages takes other factors into account, and how. The parameters used in the
comparison of the two packages in terms of effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and
proportionality should be adequately explained. The total costs and benefits of the
preferred package should be clearly presented. The report should make further use of
stakeholders” views, including diverging ones, in the comparison of options and in
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justifying the preferred option. The proportionality assessment of the preferred package
should be further developed and substantiated by the preceding analysis.

(6) The report should ensure the consistency of figures and scores reported. The metrics
of the impacts should be clarified. In particular, the report should explain why a time
horizon of 5 years is indicated in relation to the impacts and how costs will develop after

this time horizon.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option in this initiative,
as summarised in the attached quantification tables.

Some more technical comments have been sent divectly to the author DG.

(D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification

tables to reflect this.
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