Targeted Consultation - Evaluation of the EU Fertilising Product


Targeted Consultation - Evaluation of the EU Fertilising Products Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2019/1009)
This targeted consultation questionnaire pertains to the Evaluation of the EU Fertilising Products Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2019/1009), “the FPR”. It addresses how far progress has been made towards the FPR’s objectives, considers the difference that the FPR has made since its entry into application from July 2022 in terms of strengthening market access for products of EU fertilising products through greater harmonisation in product scope. It includes questions on the economic impacts on the market for EU fertilising products and on innovation and competitiveness, including on the costs and benefits for stakeholders. The social and environmental impacts are also considered, including the extent to which the FPR has resulted in greater choices for users of fertilising products and the impact on the environment (e.g. contributing towards reductions in pollutants and contaminants) and progress in fostering the circular economy through promoting wider use of secondary raw materials.
The questions address five key evaluation criteria: effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU added value. Who should respond?
Stakeholders include:

[image: ] Producers of fertilising products, including large companies and SMEs.
[image: ] Other economic operators in the supply chain, including distributors and importers, and providers of materials used in fertilising products)
[image: ] Industry associations.
[image: ] National regulatory authorities responsible for fertilising products and Market Surveillance Authorities. [image: ] Notified Bodies.
[image: ] Professional fertilising products users, including farmers, researchers, agronomists and experts in soil and plant nutrition [image: ] Environmental NGOs and consumer associations; and
[image: ] Non-professional fertilising products users (hobby gardeners for example).

Stakeholders should note that wider consultation activities have already been completed, including a call for evidence (including position papers) and a public consultation. The targeted consultation includes questions aimed at specialist and well-informed stakeholders, with familiarity with the FPR.
Important: Please note that you can 'pause' your response and return at a later date by clicking the 'pause' button at the bottom of each page and taking note of the link provided. However, you may lose your previous responses if you exit the survey without 'pausing'. Please do not delete your internet cache if you wish to return to the survey at a separate sitting.
Should you wish to consult with colleagues in advance of completing the online survey, please click here to access a PDF version of the questionnaire here.
Survey timeframe: 19th December, 2025 – Friday, February 6th, 2026

Queries about the consultation: Should you have any questions regarding the targeted consultation or the evaluation study, please contact the study team leader by email, Mark Whittle, enquiries@cses.eu.
Data protection and privacy: All data will be collected, processed, and retained for the study’s duration in accordance with the rules pertaining to the collection and processing of personal data by the European Commission. All survey data will be analysed anonymously and kept confidential. Data will be reported only in aggregate and will not identify specific respondents. The data will be processed in accordance with the GDPR and Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 on the protection of natural persons with regard to the processing of personal data by the EU institutions, bodies, offices and agencies and on the free movement of such data.
Should you have any queries regarding data protection and privacy matters, please contact James Eager (enquiries@cses.eu) who is the overall nominated data processor for this targeted consultation under the coordination of the European Commission in their capacity as the data controller. A privacy statement outlining the consultation exercise can be accessed via the PDF link here.
Thank you for your valuable input – we greatly appreciate your time and expertise!
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Section 1: Respondent profile


· 1.	Are you familiar with the EU Fertilising Products Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2019/1009)?

[image: ] Yes, strongly familiar	[image: ] Yes, somewhat familiar [image: ] No

Go to alternative thank-you page if
1. Are you familiar with the EU Fertilising Products Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2019/1009)?
is No
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· 2.	What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Producers of fertilising products - larger firm	[image: ] Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
[image: ] Supply chain economic operators (wastewater treatment plants operators, materials [image: ] Distributor processing companies, other transformation stakeholders)
[image: ] Importer	[image: ] Industry associations
[image: ] Notified body	[image: ] National competent authority
[image: ] Market surveillance authority	[image: ] Professional user (farmers,
agronomists, consultants)
[image: ] Non-professional user (hobby gardeners)	[image: ] Environmental NGOs and consumer associations
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Supply chain economic operators (wastewater treatment plants operators, materials processing companies, other transformation stakeholders)...
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Distributor
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Importer
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Professional user (farmers, agronomists, consultants)


· 3.	What is your company's primary country of operation? Please tick one option.

[image: ] EU Member State	[image: ] EEA/ EFTA country
[image: ] Third country



· 4.	Please specify the country.

[image: ] Austria	[image: ] Australia
[image: ] Belgium	[image: ] Bulgaria
[image: ] China	[image: ] Croatia
[image: ] Republic of Cyprus	[image: ] Czechia
[image: ] Denmark	[image: ] Estonia
[image: ] Finland	[image: ] France
[image: ] Germany	[image: ] Greece
[image: ] Hungary	[image: ] Iceland
[image: ] Ireland	[image: ] Italy
[image: ] Latvia	[image: ] Liechtenstein
[image: ] Lithuania	[image: ] Luxembourg
[image: ] Malta	[image: ] Netherlands
[image: ] Norway	[image: ] Poland
[image: ] Portugal	[image: ] Romania
[image: ] Slovakia	[image: ] Slovenia
[image: ] South Korea	[image: ] Spain
[image: ] Sweden	[image: ] Switzerland
[image: ] United Kingdom	[image: ] United States
[image: ] Other, please specify:



· 5.	What is your company's size? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Micro (1-9 employees)	[image: ] Small (10-49)
[image: ] Medium (50-249)	[image: ] Large (250+)



· 6.	What was your company's approximate annual turnover in the last fiscal year? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Band A: < €2 million	[image: ] Band B: €2 million - €10 million
[image: ] Band C: €10 million - €50 million	[image: ] Band D: > €50 million
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.


is Distributor
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Importer
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations




· 7.	Which categories of EU fertilising products do you produce or put on the market, based on the Product Function Category (PFC)? Please indicate your primary area(s) of production. Please tick all that apply.

[image: ] PFC 1: Fertiliser (Inorganic, Organic, Organo-mineral)	[image: ] PFC 2: Liming Material [image: ] PFC 3: Soil Improver	[image: ] PFC 4: Growing Medium
[image: ] PFC 5: Inhibitor	[image: ] PFC 6: Plant Biostimulant
[image: ] PFC 7: Fertilising Product Blend
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
and
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs




· 8.	Does your company currently CE-mark its fertilising products under the FPR? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Yes, fully for all products	[image: ] Yes, partially for some products [image: ] No, we use national legislation and / or mutual recognition
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8. Does your company currently CE-mark its fertilising products under the FPR? Please tick one option....
is Yes, partially for some products




9. If you responded “Yes, partially for some products” to the previous question, please specify the percentage of CE- marked products in volume compared to the total volume of fertilising products you produce, and if possible disaggregate by PFC.
	





10. How many individual product types do you currently CE-mark?
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs




* 11.  For each of the product type that you have CE marked, what is your annual production volume (in tonnes)?
Product 1: 

Product 2:

Product 3:

Product 4:

Product 5:

Other, please specify:
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is National competent authority
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Market surveillance authority




* 12. Does your country maintain a database or registry of CE-marked fertilising products produced or marketed nationally?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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12. Does your country maintain a database or registry of CE-marked fertilising products produced or marketed nationally?...
is Yes




13. If yes, please specify for which type of products:

	






14. If yes, how many CE-marked product types are currently marketed in your country? Please insert number.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body




* 15. Was the level of business that has been generated through the provision of conformity assessment services in the last three years what you expected when applying to become a NoBo? Please tick one option.

New business generated through conformity assessment services under the FPR was:

[image: ] Above expectations	[image: ] In line with expectations
[image: ] Below expectations	[image: ] Too early to say
[image: ] Don’t know



16. Please comment on any difference compared with expectations and if the level of business activity in relation to supporting fertilising producers through the provision of conformity assessment services varied by PFC. If possible, quantify the level of business activity annually.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Supply chain economic operators (wastewater treatment plants operators, materials processing companies, other transformation stakeholders)...
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs




* 17. What materials (CMC) does your company currently produce (relevant to the FPR)?

Material 1:

Material 2:

Material 3:

Material 4:

Material 5:

Other, please specify:



* 18. For each of the above materials, what is your annual production volume (in tonnes)?
Product 1:

Product 2:

Product 3:

Product 4:

Product 5:

Other, please specify:



19.  Out of these materials, how many materials are used in CE-marked fertilising products (if known)?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	





Page 12
Section 2: Effectiveness – progress towards objectives

* 20. To what extent has progress been made towards achieving the implementation of the FPR’s objectives?


[image: ][image: ][image: ]Strong

Some

No	Don’t

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]progress progress progress  know

Incentivise large-scale EU fertilising products production from domestic organic or secondary raw materials

Address soil contamination by contaminants present in fertilisers

Improve functioning of the internal market and level playing field for manufacturers/ importers

Reduce administrative burdens from diverging national rules and incomplete application of mutual recognition

Improve safety regarding environmental protection and human health (soil, water, air and food quality)

Strengthen innovation and speed up development of EU fertilising products made of secondary raw materials to promote European Circular economy (organic products, recycling of nutrients from biomass).


Streamline communication of information through labelling regarding quality parameters for PFCs to allow users to easily compare fertilising products’ environmental impacts



The open comment questions below are optional. Please comment where you wish to do so.


21. What degree of progress has been made towards achieving the implementation of the FPR’s objectives on the following?

· Incentivise large-scale EU fertilising products production from domestic secondary raw materials - e.g. you have increased your portfolio of products using domestic secondary raw materials

Please provide open feedback on the objectives. If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	





22. What degree of progress has been made towards achieving the implementation of the FPR’s objectives on the following?

· Address soil contamination by contaminants present or pollutants in fertilisers e.g. you had to change your production line in order to reduce the contaminants content of your products

Please provide open feedback on the objectives. If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






23. What degree of progress has been made towards achieving the implementation of the FPR’s objectives on the following?

· Improve functioning of the internal market and level playing field for manufacturers/ importers e.g. making your product available in other Member States is easier than before; your competitors in other Member States are now subject to the same rules

Please provide open feedback on the objectives. If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	





24. What degree of progress has been made towards achieving the implementation of the FPR’s objectives on the following?

· Reduce administrative burdens from diverging national rules and incomplete application of mutual recognition
e.g. your products have a faster market access and less costly via the FPR compared to national rules

Please provide open feedback on the objectives. If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.

	






25. What degree of progress has been made towards achieving the implementation of the FPR’s objectives on the following?

· Improve safety regarding environmental protection and human health (soil, water, air and food quality) e.g. you changed the formulation of your products to comply with FPR rules

Please provide open feedback on the objectives. If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






26. What degree of progress has been made towards achieving the implementation of the FPR’s objectives on the following?

· Strengthen innovation and speed up development of EU fertilising products made of secondary raw materials to promote European Circular economy (organic products, recycling of nutrients from biomass) e.g you incorporated new technologies in your production line; you scaled up projects using innovative technologies to produce new formulations


Please provide open feedback on the objectives. If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	





27. What degree of progress has been made towards achieving the implementation of the FPR’s objectives on the following?

· Streamline communication of information through labelling regarding quality parameters for PFCs to allow users to easily compare fertilising products’ environmental impacts e.g. you include additional labelling information (apart from mandatory)

Please provide open feedback on the objectives. If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Environmental NGOs and consumer associations


Section 3: Effectiveness - innovation, scaling up production of secondary raw materials, competitiveness and the circular economy

28. How far has the FPR supported innovation in EU fertilising products (e.g., secondary raw materials, development of biostimulants)? Please specify the following:

· How far innovation has been supported through the FPR (if at all)?
· Which types of innovation have been supported?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






29. Which types of innovation have occurred due to the FPR?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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30. More specifically, how far has the FPR fostered innovation across the different Product Function Categories (PFCs)?


Strongly fostered

Somewhat fostered

Negative impact on


Don’t


PFC 1 – Fertilisers (organic, organo-mineral, and inorganic (mineral) fertilisers).
PFC 2 – Liming Materials (to neutralise soil acidity and improve soil structure).
PFC 3 – Soil Improvers (to enhance soil properties, structure, or biological activity).

innovation innovation Neutral innovation
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]



know
[image: ][image: ][image: ]





[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]PFC 4 – Growing Media (provides a medium for plant growth)

PFC 5 – Inhibitors (substances that enhance nutrient efficiency by reducing nutrient losses e.g., nitrification or urease inhibitors).

PFC 6 – Plant Biostimulants (products that stimulate natural plant processes to improve nutrient uptake, stress tolerance, or quality).

PFC 7 – Fertilising Product Blend – (mixtures of different fertilising products from categories PFC 1-6, ensuring they remain effective	[image: ] and safe).



31. [image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Please explain your response to the above if you wish:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.





32. Which factors do you see as being the main barriers to innovation currently? If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






33. Under the FPR, many PFCs must meet minimum nutrient content thresholds (either in terms of the % by mass or the sum of declared nutrients). How far are these thresholds appropriate in your view? Pleae tick one option.

[image: ] The thresholds have been set at the appropriate level	[image: ] The thresholds have been set excessively high [image: ] The thresholds have been set excessively low	[image: ] Don’t know


34. Do you have any comments to explain your response? If yes, please specify the PFC(s) to which your comment relates in respect of minimum nutrient content thresholds.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






35. Which of the following factors do you perceive are barriers to achieving the CE mark to scaling up the production of EU fertilising products made from secondary raw materials (e.g., digestate, compost, recovered nutrients, biochar, industrial by-products)? State the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement.




Agree

Agree to some



Disagree



Don’t


Some relevant secondary raw materials are not (yet) permitted under the FPR
There are challenges for providers of waste-derived materials in meeting EoW criteria under the Waste Framework Directive.
Challenges in gathering waste in sufficient quantity and/ or of sufficient commercial value to be able to scale up production.
Commercial viability of waste treatment and recovery operations remains uncertain.
Commercial viability of products that use secondary raw materials is still uncertain
Costliness of conformity assessment under the FPR e.g. auditing of individual sites where inputs are collected prior to their transformation into secondary raw materials

strongly
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]





[image: ]

extent Disagree strongly
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]





[image: ][image: ][image: ]

know
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]





[image: ]


Compliance costs with the FPR are too burdensome (e.g. complying with


[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]requirements, conformity assessment procedures, labelling ).

Absence of standardised testing methods for some requirements (e.g. efficiency of inhibiting compounds)

Transportation costs relative to the commercial value of inputs to fertilising products that was formerly waste.

Waste not yet incorporated into EU fertilising products is subject to the Waste Shipping Regulations.



36. Please explain your response in relation to the previous question, indicating the relevant secondary raw materials. Please also indicate whether there are any other barriers not mentioned above.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Professional user (farmers, agronomists, consultants)
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Environmental NGOs and consumer associations




37. To what extent has the FPR influenced end-user uptake of innovative fertilisers, such as those produced from organic or secondary raw materials, and biostimulants?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Distributor
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Importer
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations


38. Once having achieved the CE mark, are there any barriers to scaling up the production of EU fertilising products i) in general and ii) specifically regarding products made from secondary raw materials?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don't know



39. If yes, please specify the types of barriers, their nature and extent below:

i) Barriers to scaling up the production of EU fertilising products generally:
ii) Barriers to scaling up production from secondary raw materials:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations


Section 4: Effectiveness - certification and conformity assessment

40. Which conformity assessment modules under the FPR does your enterprise (or your members) use? Please tick all modules you use by PFC.




PFC 1 –


PFC 2 –
Liming


PFC 3 –
Soil


PFC 4 –
Growing



PFC 5 –



PFC 6 – Plant

PFC 7 –
Fertilising Product



Not


Module A (internal production control).
Module A1 – Internal Production Control plus Supervised Product Testing
Module B (EU type examination) + Module C (internal production control).
Module B+ Module D1 – Quality Assurance of the Production Process

Fertilisers Materials Improvers Medium Inhibitors Biostimulants
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]

Blend
[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]

applicable
[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body


Section 4: Effectiveness - certification and conformity assessment


* 41. How long did the conformity assessment procedure take, on average, for a new product needing assessment by a Notified Body?

[image: ] 1-4 weeks	[image: ] 5-12 weeks
[image: ] 3-6 months	[image: ] >6 months
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Market surveillance authority




42. Do you have any comments regarding the effectiveness of conformity assessment procedures under the FPR as regards ensuring the safety and efficiency of EU fertilising products?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






* 43. Have you (or if an industry association, your members) encountered any difficulties during the conformity assessment and certification process?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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43. Have you (or if an industry association, your members) encountered any difficulties during the conformity assessment and certification process?...
is Yes




44. If yes, what were the main challenges? If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations




45. Are there ways in which the current set of conformity assessment modules could be improved, streamlined or simplified?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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45. Are there ways in which the current set of conformity assessment modules could be improved, streamlined or simplified?...
is Yes




46. If yes, please explain your response if you wish to do so:
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.


is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations




47. Would any conformity assessment modules existing under the NLF framework (see Blue Guide, section 5) but not included in the FPR be more appropriate for certain EU fertilising products?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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47. Would any conformity assessment modules existing under the NLF framework (see Blue Guide, section 5) but not included in the FPR be more appropriate for certain EU fertilising products?...
is Yes



48. If yes, please explain your response, specifying the module and information on testing methods if relevant: If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body




* 49. Are there sufficient numbers of notified bodies across the 7 product function categories concerned?



Yes	No

Don’t know



[image: ][image: ][image: ]In your Member State generally across all PFCs
At EU level generally across all PFCs


[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]PFC 1 – Fertilisers

PFC 2 – Liming Materials

PFC 3 – Soil Improvers

PFC 4 – Growing Media

PFC 5 – Inhibitors

PFC 6 – Plant Biostimulants

PFC 7 – Blended products



50. [image: ][image: ][image: ]Do you have any general comments on the availability of services offered by notified bodies under the FPR?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don't know
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50. Do you have any general comments on the availability of services offered by notified bodies under the FPR?...
is Yes




51. If yes, please comment here on:

· General availability of conformity assessment services from notified bodies in your country:
· Coverage of relevant PFCs and CMCs by notified bodies:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body




52. Have you found the notification procedure to be burdensome? What are the steps and costs involved in the process? Please quantify where possible.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Market surveillance authority
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body




53. Do you have any general comments regarding the quality (i.e. scientific/technical expertise, familiarity with FPR requirements, objectivity, confidentiality…) and consistency of services offered by notified bodies under the FPR? Has mandatory accreditation of NoBos made a difference in this regard?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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Section 5: Effectiveness - environmental impacts, the circular economy and health

* 54. Do you agree that the FPR has made a positive contribution towards achieving the following environmental related impacts?


[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Strongly

Strongly

Don’t

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]agree	Agree Neutral Disagree disagree know

Achieved high levels of environmental protection generally

Reduced levels of contaminants and pollutants in soil

Promoted the use secondary raw materials

Fostered more sustainable use of fertilisers in agriculture

Reduced nutrients pollution of waterways and soil through reduced fertilising product consumption.

Lowering ammonia emissions, impacting air quality



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]55. Please explain your response and indicate evidence supporting your response (in terms of environmental protection generally, contaminants in soil, promoted use of secondary raw materials, sustainable use of fertilisers in agriculture, fostering innovation to reduce fertiliser use, reducing nutrients pollution of waterways and soil through reduced fertilising product consumption through nutrient efficiency, improved timeliness of use of fertilising products):

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Professional user (farmers, agronomists, consultants)
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Non-professional user (hobby gardeners)




* 56. Have you started using fertilising products made from secondary raw materials due to the FPR harmonising these product areas? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Yes, to a large degree	[image: ] Yes, to some extent

[image: ] We were already using such products before entry into application of the FPR
[image: ] No, we don’t use such products and have no intention to do so in future

[image: ] Not yet, but we are considering using such products in future.
[image: ] Don’t know



57. Please explain your response if you wish:
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Section 6: Effectiveness – economic impacts (market access, prices of fertilising products), innovation and competitiveness

* 58. Has the application of the FPR improved intra-EU market access for fertilising products?



[image: ][image: ]Yes,


Yes,

No,
No	more


Don’t

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]significantly slightly

change difficult

know

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Across all products categories

Fertilisers

Liming Materials

Soil Improvers

Growing Media

Inhibitors

Plant Biostimulants
Blends





59. Please explain your response if you wish:
	





The open comment questions below are optional. Please comment where you wish to do so.


60. Which specific factors under the FPR affected market access (e.g. clearer product definitions, harmonised requirements, conformity assessment, labelling, or remaining regulatory barriers)?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	





61. Has the FPR led to any change in cross-border trade flows (e.g. marketing in another EU Member State)?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs




* 62. Since the application of the FPR, to what extent has your company changed the following business practices?


[image: ][image: ]Major

Some	No

Don’t

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]changes changes

change

know

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Procurement activities

R&D activities

Production activities

Sales and marketing strategies

Trade activities

Quality assurance and compliance procedures
Labelling and product information practices



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Testing activities

Environmental practices (e.g. measures to reduce contaminants or improve resource efficiency)

Cooperation with conformity assessment bodies

Customer support and communication Other (please specify)
[image: ]	[image: ]	[image: ]	[image: ]




[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]63.	Please explain your response if you wish:
Procurement activities
R&D activities
Production activities
Sales and marketing strategies
Trade activities
Quality assurance and compliance procedures
Labelling and product information practices
Testing activities
Environmental practices (e.g. measures to reduce contaminants or improve resource efficiency)
Cooperation with conformity assessment bodies
Customer support and communication
Other (please specify)



* 64. Since the application of the FPR, has your company changed its regulatory approach to placing products on the market? Select all that apply.


Page 22 of 57

[image: ] We shifted some products from national rules to the FPR regime (CE-marking)

[image: ] We continued to use national rules for products for which CE-marking is possible

[image: ] We introduced new products under the FPR regime	[image: ] We maintained or expanded our product range under
national rules
[image: ] We withdrew or discontinued products because	[image: ] No change in our regulatory choices compliance with the FPR was not feasible or too costly
[image: ] Don’t know	[image: ] Other (please specify)
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* 65. To what extent do you agree that the FPR has had a positive impact on the following aspects of competition in the EU fertilising products market?


Strongly

Strongly

Don’t

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]agree	Agree Neutral Disagree disagree know

Market entry for new manufacturers

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Market entry for new products (e.g. newly harmonised PFCs)

Intensity of competition among EU suppliers (e.g. more companies active across borders)

Comparability of products (e.g. clearer standards, CE marking)

Price competition Other (please specify):
[image: ]	[image: ]	[image: ]	[image: ]	[image: ]	[image: ]




[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]66. If relevant, please explain your responses (e.g. specific categories or markets where competition increased or decreased).

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.


	




* 67. Have there been any price changes in fertilising products since the implementation of the FPR? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Yes, prices have increased	[image: ] Yes, prices have decreased
[image: ] No change in prices	[image: ] Don’t know
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67. Have there been any price changes in fertilising products since the implementation of the FPR? Please tick one option....
is Yes, prices have increased
or
67. Have there been any price changes in fertilising products since the implementation of the FPR? Please tick one option....
is Yes, prices have decreased




* 68. To what extent are recent price changes in fertilising products driven by factors other than the implementation of the FPR?



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Large extent


[image: ][image: ]Some extent


Not at all

Too early to say


Don’t know

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Higher energy costs

Increases in raw material or other input costs

Supply chain disruptions (e.g. Ukraine war, COVID-19)

Seasonal demand fluctuations (e.g. predictable annual cycles)

Unexpected supply–demand shocks (e.g. sudden shortages or surges unrelated to seasonality)

Changes in national policies or regulatory requirements

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Other (please specify):
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Environmental NGOs and consumer associations




* 69. To what extent do you consider that the “optionality” under the FPR, i.e. the possibility for manufacturers and other economic operators to place fertilising products on the market either under national rules or under the FPR with CE marking, has been beneficial for manufacturers and other economic operators in the value chain? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Strongly beneficial	[image: ] Somewhat beneficial
[image: ] Neutral	[image: ] Somewhat disadvantageous
[image: ] Strongly disadvantageous	[image: ] Don’t know



70.  Please explain the benefits or disadvantages of optionality below.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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* 71. How far has the FPR improved agronomic efficiency (i.e. improved relation between quantity of the fertilising product applied or application rates and crop yield)? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Yes, to a significant extent	[image: ] Yes, to some extent
[image: ] The situation has not changed	[image: ] No, agronomic efficiency has worsened [image: ] Don’t know

72. Please provide more detail on how the FPR has impacted agronomic efficiency below: If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Environmental NGOs and consumer associations


Page 23 of 57

* 73. Has optionality been more beneficial for some types of fertilising products than others?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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73. Has optionality been more beneficial for some types of fertilising products than others?
is Yes




74. If yes, please specify which type of product and why:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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* 75. Since the application of the FPR, have you observed any unintended effects (positive or negative) arising from its implementation?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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75. Since the application of the FPR, have you observed any unintended effects (positive or negative) arising from its implementation?...
is Yes




76. If yes, please explain your response:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs


Section 7: Efficiency

This section aims to gather data on the costs and benefits of compliance with the FPR. Whilst it mainly gathers costs data from economic operators, it also includes questions for notified bodies, notifying authorities and competent authorities and market surveillance authorities.

Note for economic operators on completing section: Whereas the focus is on the costs of FPR compliance, a few questions regarding the comparable costs of compliance with national rules are included. To make the data comparable between firms of different sizes, it is necessary to collect data on costs and benefits regarding one specific CE-marked product that has been placed on the market.

To ensure those completing the questionnaire are familiar with the types of costs concerned.

Ty p ology of costs

Adjustment costs – the costs for by businesses and public authorities related to investments and expenses in order to adjust the activity to the requirements contained in the FPR, including those for familiarisation with the legislation. Examples include any capital expenditure related to any modifications to products or new formulations, and other operational costs (such as conformity assessment procedures, testing costs including conducting contaminant testing, sourcing raw materials, R&D, etc.).

Administrative costs - costs incurred by businesses and public authorities as a result of administrative activities performed to comply with administrative obligations included in legal rules, such as labelling or documentation obligations.

Enforcement costs – the costs of monitoring and enforcing the FPR for surveillance authorities and national competent authorities

Hassle costs – the annoyance costs, such as any delays in implementation or time to market due to compliance rules.



Please enter data for one product. If you have already CE marked multiple products, please select one product that you would like to provide data for:


77. Which CE-marked product does your responses relate to?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






* 78. Which type of PFC is concerned? Please tick one option.

[image: ] PFC1a	[image: ] PFC1b
[image: ] PFC1c	[image: ] PFC 2
[image: ] PFC3	[image: ] PFC4
[image: ] PFC5	[image: ] PFC6a – microbial
[image: ] PFC6b – non-microbial	[image: ] PFC7



* 79. Which CMC(s) does the product contain? Tick all that apply.

[image: ] CMC 1: Virgin material substances and mixtures	[image: ] CMC 2: Plants, plant parts or plant extracts [image: ] CMC 3: Compost	[image: ] CMC 4: Fresh crop digestate
[image: ] CMC 5: Digestate other than fresh crop digestate	[image: ] CMC 6: Food industry by-products
[image: ][image: ]

CMC 7: Micro-organisms	CMC 8: Nutrient polymers
[image: ] CMC 9: Polymers other than nutrient polymers	[image: ] CMC 10: Derived products within the meaning of
Regulation (EC) No 1069/2009

[image: ] CMC 11: By-products within the meaning of Directive 2008/98/EC

[image: ] CMC 12: Precipitated phosphate salts and derivates

[image: ] CMC 13: Thermal oxidation materials and derivates	[image: ] CMC 14: Pyrolysis and gasification materials [image: ] CMC 15: Recovered high purity materials


* 80. In relation to the direct adjustment costs of compliance with the FPR’s requirements, including whether these are one-off costs, recurring costs or both. Please tick all costs that apply. If not applicable, tick the final column.

	
	
One-off
	
Recurring
	Not applicable

	Familiarisation with legal requirements (e.g. senior management time, legal advisory support)
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Internal testing costs linked to conformity assessment
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Conformity assessment procedures using a third party notified body
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Costs will vary by module.
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Any additional analytical / laboratory testing (without involvement of NoBo). E.g. chemical composition, nutrient analyses, heavy metals, contaminants, pathogens, and other FPR-specified parameters (see Annex II/Annex I)
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Product reformulation costs whenever FPR requirements require changes / modifications to product composition.
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Monitoring quality systems and compliance of the product
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Capital expenditure* – could be necessary either for fertilising products or within the value chain (e.g. investment in technologies for decadmiation).
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Legal costs (when necessary to change business processes, or operations).
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
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80.1. Familiarisation with legal requirements (e.g. senior management time, legal advisory support)
is Recurring
or
80.2. Internal testing costs linked to conformity assessment
is Recurring
or
80.3. Conformity assessment procedures using a third party notified body
is Recurring
or
80.4. Costs will vary by module.
is Recurring
or
80.5. Any additional analytical / laboratory testing (without involvement of NoBo). E.g. chemical composition, nutrient analyses, heavy metals, contaminants, pathogens, and other FPR-specified parameters (see Annex II/Annex I)...
is Recurring
or
80.6. Product reformulation costs whenever FPR requirements require changes / modifications to product composition....
is Recurring
or
80.7. Monitoring quality systems and compliance of the product


is Recurring
or
80.8. Capital expenditure* – could be necessary either for fertilising products or within the value chain (e.g. investment in technologies for decadmiation)....
is Recurring
or
80.9. Legal costs (when necessary to change business processes, or operations).
is Recurring



To help respondents, we provide guidance on what is meant by product formulation costs and investment in capital expenditure either by upstream value chain actors or by fertilising producers, which may sometimes be required (even if this will not be the case for many economic operators).

Product reformulation


[image: ] Example 1 – costs for the replacement of a component material to meet new limit values, costs to replace the supplier or to perform material	purification.
[image: ] Example 2 – costs to replace polymers with biodegradable polymers.


How compliance with the FPR might lead to a requirement for producers and upstream value chain actors to invest in capital expenditure, several examples are provided below:

Example 1: investments by wastewater treatment plants when making changes to plant and equipment to introduce advanced new industrial processes to recover nutrients from waste.
Example 2: Product reformulation due to high cadmium content may require investment in modernising processing of phosphate fertilisers (e.g. introduction of decadmiation technologies).
Example 3- Upstream capital expenditure by fertilising producers if changes in the sources of raw materials e.g. if a producer decides to replace primary with secondary raw materials, there may be additional costs to realign the production process, invest in new equipment and machinery.



* 81. If you responded that there are any recurring costs in the previous question, please specify the frequency. Please tick one option.

[image: ] Monthly	[image: ] Bi-annual
[image: ] Annual	[image: ] Once every two years
[image: ] Periodically	[image: ] Less often than once every 2 years
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs



To help respondents, we provide guidance on what is meant by product formulation costs and investment in capital expenditure either by upstream value chain actors or by fertilising producers, which may sometimes be required (even if this will not be the case for many economic operators).

Product reformulation


Example 1 – costs for the replacement of a component material to meet new limit values, costs to replace the supplier or to perform material	purification.

[image: ] Example 2 – costs to replace polymers with biodegradable polymers.


How compliance with the FPR might lead to a requirement for producers and upstream value chain actors to invest in capital expenditure, several examples are provided below:

[image: ] Example 1: investments by wastewater treatment plants when making changes to plant and equipment to introduce advanced new industrial processes to recover nutrients from waste.
[image: ] Example 2: Product reformulation due to high cadmium content may require investment in modernising processing of phosphate fertilisers (e.g. introduction of decadmiation technologies).
[image: ] Example 3- Upstream capital expenditure by fertilising producers if changes in the sources of raw materials e.g. if a producer decides to replace primary with secondary raw materials, there may be additional costs to realign the production process, invest in new equipment and machinery.



* 82. In relation to the direct administrative costs of compliance with the FPR’s requirements, including whether these are one-off costs, recurring costs or both (please tick all the costs that apply. If not applicable, tick the final column).

	
	
One-off
	
Recurring
	Not applicable

	Preparing applications for conformity assessment procedures
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Updating and maintenance of technical documentation (to demonstrate conformity assessment for 10 years post market placement)
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Provide information to, and cooperate with national authorities (including the identification of economic operators)
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Obligation for importers and distributors to verify that the manufacturer (and importer) has complied with their obligations/the product is accompanied by the required documents
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Relabelling for importers and distributors
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Ensuring that while an EU fertilising product is under the responsibility, its storage or transport conditions do not jeopardise its compliance with the requirements set out in Annex I or III.
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Provision of labelling information, translation and printing costs by manufacturers
	
	
	

	Costs to update packaging and production lines to comply with FPR labelling requirements
	
	
	

	(e.g., information provision on labels, listing all Component Material Categories, purity criteria, and specific warnings), publishing updated nutrient information, nitrogen labelling) and traceability updates.
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Also, when formulations change, meeting FPR contaminant limits), the ingredients list on the label may have to be updated, which triggers relabelling / re-packaging costs).
	
	
	

	Costs of producing, maintaining and updating a Declaration of Conformity for CE marking
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	REACH “Plus” / registration costs under the FPR (additional costs of REACH- registration for substances used due to different tonnage bands between FPR and REACH)
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	Other (please specify)
	
	
	






[image: ][image: ][image: ]83.  Are there any other types of direct costs not already identified in the previous question?

If yes, please specify below. If no, continue to next question.



More detailed feedback is now requested on adjustment and administrative costs.


* 84. How costly or non-costly are different types of adjustment costs?





[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Familiarisation with legal requirements (including legal costs relating to understanding the law)

Major costs
[image: ]

Some costs
[image: ]

Minimal costs
[image: ]

No cost
[image: ]

Don’t know
[image: ]

Not applicable
[image: ]



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Internal testing costs linked to conformity assessment

External conformity assessment procedures with notified bodies	[image: ]

Any additional analytical / laboratory testing.

Product reformulation costs (if applicable)

Capital expenditure

Legal costs (where related to adjustment to business processes or operations, advice on reformulation, etc.)



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]* 85. How costly or non-costly are different types of administrative costs?





Preparing applications for conformity assessment procedures and for distributors and importers

Major costs
[image: ]

Some costs
[image: ]

Minimal costs
[image: ]

No cost
[image: ]

Don’t know
[image: ]

Not applicable
[image: ]

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Updating and maintenance of technical documentation

Provide information to, and cooperate with national authorities (including identification of economic operators)

Labelling requirements for manufacturers (including printing and translation)

Relabelling for importers and distributors

Ensuring that while an EU fertilising product is under the
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]responsibility, its storage or transport conditions do not jeopardise	[image: ] its compliance with the requirements set out in Annex I or III.

Obligation for importers and distributors to verify that the
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]manufacturer (and importer) has complied with their obligations /	[image: ] that the product is accompanied by the required documents

Costs of producing and/ or updating a Declaration of Conformity (DoC)

Other administrative costs – please specify:
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]

86.	If possible, please provide estimated adjustment costs in EUR and/or time spent on tasks in relation to a specific product that you have CE marked.

Notes (1) a “best guesstimate” or an estimated range is OK if you do not have precise data and 2) you may skip any rows where you are not able to estimate.


Total annual Costs in EUR (either specify a




Estimated

number or an time spent (in

estimated range)

days) per year


Familiarisation with legal requirements

Internal testing costs linked to conformity assessment

Conformity assessment procedures with notified bodies (external testing, issuance of certification, QA and auditing where required).
Any additional analytical / laboratory testing (not already included in testing by NoBo). Product reformulation costs (if applicable)
Capital expenditure in plants, equipment and machinery (if changes to production
processes are required).
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations




* 87. How long did the conformity assessment procedure take, on average, for a new product needing Notified Body involvement? Provide an estimate of the number of weeks. Please tick one option.

[image: ] 1-4 weeks	[image: ] 4-12 weeks
[image: ] 3-6 months	[image: ] >6 months
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs




* 88. Can you provide any data on the average costs (in EUR) of conformity assessment per product for a specific module? Notes – complete any data you have available and leave blank for those modules you have not used to

date.





Average costs per product

Total annual costs for your company
(EUR)	N/A


	A. Internal Production Control
	
[image: ]

	A1. Internal Production Control plus Supervised Product Testing
	
[image: ]

	B + C. EU-Type Examination (Module B) followed by Conformity to Type (Module C)
	
[image: ]

	D1. Quality Assurance of the Production Process
	
[image: ]




89. If you wish, please explain your response, and/ or provide more detail below regarding the use of modules and as to which aspects within conformity assessment procedures are more costly.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






90. What was the costliest step in the conformity assessment module(s) in the previous question?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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* 91. For Notified Bodies, can you provide the typical costs (in EUR) of providing conformity assessment services across the different modules (where ap p licable)? Please enter data for applicable modules.
Show page if
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body


Instructions - either provide (1) average costs of providing conformity assessment services at the PFC level, or if difficult to generalise, as these may vary considerably depending on the product(s) concerned, please enter costs in relation to a single product. You will be able to indicate which of the two approaches you’ve used in the following question.

Note – data on the costs of services will be kept confidential and analysed in aggregate.



Average costs of conformity assessment services

Costs of conformity assessment services for a specific
product	N/A




A1. Internal Production Control plus Supervised Product Testing

	B + C. EU-Type Examination (Module B) followed by Conformity to Type (Module C)
	
[image: ]

	D1. Quality Assurance of the Production Process
	
[image: ]




* 92. Specify below either the PFC or the product to which your responses above relate.
If your costs relate to a single product, indicate the product:
Alternatively, if your costs relate to different types of products, indicate the types of products to which they relate:
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs




93.	If possible, please provide estimated administrative costs in EUR and/or time spent on administrative tasks (a best guesstimate or a range is OK if you do not have precise data). You may skip any rows where you are not able to estimate.


Total annual costs in EUR
(either specify a number or an estimated range)








Estimated time spent (in days) per year








Percentage in average annual turnover


Preparing applications for conformity assessment procedures and for distributors and importers
Updating and maintenance of technical documentation

Provide information to, and cooperate with national authorities (including identification of economic operators)
Labelling requirements (including printing and translation)

Obligation for importers and distributors to verify that the manufacturer (and importer) have complied with their obligations / that the product is accompanied by the required documents
Ensure that while an EU fertilising product is under the manufacturer's responsibility, its storage or transport conditions do not jeopardise its compliance with the requirements set out in Annex I or III
Costs of producing and/ or updating a Declaration of Conformity (DoC) Other administrative costs – please specify:


[image: ][image: ]* 94. What percentage of total product costs on average do compliance costs represent for a CE marked fertilising product you have put on the market (skip if you have not put such products on the market)? Please tick one option.

	0-2%
	2.1-4%

	4.1-6%
	[image: ] 6.1-8%

	8.1-10%
	[image: ] >10%



95. [image: ]If you responded >10%, please explain your response as to why compliance costs are estimated to be at this level: If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body




96. The FPR introduced common EU thresholds for different types of heavy metal contaminants. Many Member States already had national rules on such contaminants. What impact has the introduction of a common EU threshold had in terms of the change in testing costs (if any):

Please tick one option.

[image: ] 1= Significant increase	[image: ] 2
[image: ] 3	[image: ] 4
[image: ] 5= Significant decrease	[image: ] No impact

97. Please provide any examples for specific contaminants and mention the PFC concerned: If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






98. The FPR introduced new requirements for pathogen testing. Some Member States may already have required such testing, whereas others did not under national rules. How far have pathogen testing costs (e.g. Salmonella spp, E. coli, enterococci) changed due to the introduction of pathogen testing requirements in the FPR compared with your costs previously? What impact has the introduction of a common EU threshold had in terms of the change in testing costs (if any):

Please tick one option.

[image: ] 1= Significant increase	[image: ] 2
[image: ] 3	[image: ] 4
[image: ] 5= Significant decrease	[image: ] No impact
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs



99. Please provide any examples for specific pathogens and mention the PFC concerned: If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body




* 100. How would you rate the overall burdens of compliance requirements under the FPR compared to the previous Regulation (EC) No 2003/2003? Please tick one option.

[image: ] 1 = More burdensome	[image: ] 2
[image: ] 3	[image: ] 4
[image: ] 5 = Much less burdensome



101. Please explain your response:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs




102. Were there any unexpected compliance costs you encountered as a producer when complying with the requirements in the FPR? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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102. Were there any unexpected compliance costs you encountered as a producer when complying with the requirements in the FPR? Please tick one option....
is Yes




103. If yes, please provide feedback below:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Supply chain economic operators (wastewater treatment plants operators, materials processing companies, other transformation stakeholders)...
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is National competent authority



Indirect costs

Indirect costs are costs that do not directly stem from compliance with the FPR. Indirect costs/benefits are observed in related upstream or downstream markets or experienced by consumers, government or other stakeholders (e.g. third countries) that are not directly targeted by the initiative/regulation.

* 104. Can you identify any indirect costs of compliance with the FPR’s requirements, for example, for related upstream or downstream markets or experienced by consumers, government or other stakeholders (e.g. third countries)?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don't know


Example – an example of an indirect cost is downstream capital expenditure within the value chain e.g. investments by wastewater treatment plants in treatment facilities and in the introduction of advanced industrial processes to extract nutrients, extract and safely dispose of contaminants.

Page 54
Show page if
104. Can you identify any indirect costs of compliance with the FPR’s requirements, for example, for related upstream or downstream markets or experienced by consumers, government or other stakeholders (e.g. third countries)?...
is Yes




105. If you responded yes, please provide examples below:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs



Hassle costs: hassle costs include things like delayed time to market).


* 106. Which – if any - of the following ‘hassle costs’ have you experienced when seeking to use the FPR?

Note – any costs have to be linked to the FPR legal framework, or the state of play in its implementation, to be considered.

Please tick all that apply.


[image: ] Time to market delays (time taken to obtain CE marking and to launch products on the market under the FPR).
[image: ] Innovation disincentives. e.g. the “extended REACH” rules may discourage innovation or the development of new fertilising substances at low production volumes.

[image: ] Missing materials at CMC level


[image: ] Other opportunity costs – please specify




* 107. What was the magnitude of any hassle costs you experienced ? Tick all that apply

Note – questions regarding the benefits of the FPR on innovation are included later in survey.






Opportunity - time to market delays in accessing the single market due to gradual completion of legal framework at CMC level

Examples - delays in funding being tied up in product development, delayed sales, and slower ROI if some CMCs remain incomplete.
Innovation disincentives.

Example 1 - “extended REACH” rules may discourage innovation or the development of new fertilising substances at low production volumes. Example 2 – if some CMCs are incomplete in terms of the adoption of delegated acts, this may delay investment in product innovation.

1=
Significant
costs	2	3	4

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]




[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]


5= No
costs

[image: ]




[image: ]





108. If you experienced any challenges that delayed you in CE marking under the FPR, please provide any feedback on the 1) causes of delays or other problems encountered and 2) their impact in terms of hassle costs.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.




109. Can you quantify the costs of impacts relating to the previous questions? Please provide a short two to three line explanation.
Opportunity costs: EUR Innovation disincentives: EUR
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations



Unexpected compliance costs:

* 110. To what extent – if at all – were there any unexpected compliance costs associated with FPR compliance? Please tick one option.

[image: ] There were some unexpected costs	[image: ] There were no unexpected costs [image: ] Don’t know

111. If you responded that there were any unexpected costs, please provided an explanation below: If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	




Impact of FPR compliance costs on overall production costs


* 112. How far have FPR compliance costs led to a change in overall production costs of fertilising products? The FPR has.....

Please tick one option.

[image: ] Led to increased production costs	[image: ] Had a neutral effect on production costs
[image: ] Led to reduced production costs	[image: ] Too early to say [image: ] Don't know
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body




* 113. Has the FPR’s compliance procedures reduced costs for fertilising products put on the market compared with national certification and authorisation procedures?

Please tick one option.

[image: ] Yes, to a significant extent	[image: ] Yes, to some extent
[image: ] Neutral impact	[image: ] No, the FPR’s compliance procedures increased costs compared with national rules [image: ] Too early to say	[image: ] Don’t know


114. If you responded either yes, to a significant extent, or yes, to some extent, how far – if at all - has the FPR’s compliance procedures reduced costs for fertilising products put on the market compared with national certification and authorisation procedures? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Reduced costs by > 25%	[image: ] Reduced costs by 15%-25% [image: ] Reduced costs by 10-14.9%	[image: ] Reduced costs by 5-9.9%

[image: ] Reduced costs but by under 5%	[image: ] Had a neutral effect i.e. similar costs to complying with national rules [image: ] Increased costs by under 5%	[image: ] Increased costs by 5-9.9%
[image: ] Increased costs by 10-14.9%	[image: ] Increased costs by 15%-25% [image: ] Increased costs by > 25%


115. Please explain your response below:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs




* 116. Do you also produce products placed on the market using national rules (economic operators/ manufacturers)?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know



117. If yes, what percentage of your product portfolio is based on national rules?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






118. What are the average costs of gaining market access in a single MS?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






* 119. How far do national costs of compliance vary depending on national rules? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Compliance costs with national rules vary significantly	[image: ] Compliance costs with national rules vary to
some degree

[image: ] Compliance costs with national rules are broadly similar across Member States

[image: ] Don’t know

120. What are the most costly compliance requirements for your firm under the FPR? Please indicate the requirement and the related costs. Please note the most costly compliance requirement and why was this requirement costly?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Notified body



The following questions regard the costs for notified bodies, notifying authorities and national competent authorities linked to FPR compliance and implementation.

For notified bodies:

Whereas notified bodies carrying out conformity assessments earn income from the provision of such services under the FPR, they may also incur some compliance costs to ensure compliance with the Regulation. Examples are included in the questions.


* 121. Which of the following administrative compliance costs have you incurred in your capacity as a Notified Body under the FPR? Tick all that apply


[image: ] (Re)accreditation costs (Art. 27 requires that a conformity- assessment body applying for notification must submit an accreditation certificate issued by a national accreditation body, attesting that the body fulfils the competence requirements of Art. 2).
[image: ] Costs of informing other NBs about the outcomes of assessments made

[image: ] Costs to ensure independence




[image: ] Applying for (re)notification

[image: ] Information obligations towards notifying authorities	[image: ] Applying for (re)notification



* 122. Can the above administrative costs be quantified?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know.



123.  If yes, please provide examples of estimated costs below (voluntary, same stakeholder types as previous):
(Re)accreditation costs:

Costs to ensure independence:

Costs of informing other NBs about assessments outcomes: Costs of reporting tonotifying authorities
Applying for (re)notification:



· 124. Which of the following adjustment costs have you incurred in your capacity as a Notified Body under the FPR. Tick

all that apply.

[image: ] Familiarisation costs	[image: ] Time costs - participating in NoBo coordination group meetings.


· 125. Can the above adjustment costs be quantified?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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125. Can the above adjustment costs be quantified?
is Yes




126. If yes, please provide examples of estimated costs below. Please note costs related to familiarisation costs and participating in NoBo coordination group meetings.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is National competent authority




* 127. Which are the main types of adjustment costs you incurred in your capacity as a national competent authority / and or notifying authority under the FPR. Please tick all that apply.


[image: ] Familiarisation costs (not only with the FPR but with delegated acts under the Regulation)

[image: ] Notifying the European Commission regarding the notification of notified bodies having successfully applied to become a notified body under the FPR

[image: ] Attending meetings of the Expert Group on Fertilising Products (including preparatory and follow-up work to such meetings)



* 128. Can the above adjustment costs be quantified?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know.
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128. Can the above adjustment costs be quantified?
is Yes






129. If yes, please provide examples of estimated costs below:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is National competent authority
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Market surveillance authority




* 130. What were the main types of enforcement costs of carrying out market surveillance and enforcement activities under the FPR? Tick all that apply

[image: ] Sampling	[image: ] Documentary checks
[image: ] Laboratory checks	[image: ] Requiring economic operators to take corrective action

[image: ] Encoding controls and informing other Market Surveillance authorities, the Commission and notified bodies about non-compliant products via ICSMS or other means

[image: ] Taking measures to prohibit or restrict, withdraw or recall a product

[image: ] Participation in AdCo meetings	[image: ] Interaction with customs authorities



131.  Please explain your response and give examples of costs should you wish:
Sampling:

Documentary checks:

Laboratory checks:

Requiring economic operators to take corrective action:
Informing other Market Surveillance authorities, the Commission and notified bodies about non-compliant products:
Taking measures to prohibit or restrict, withdraw or recall a product:

Participation in AdCo meetings:
Interaction with customs authorities (noting not mandatorily required by the FPR, but costs may be incurred):
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Market surveillance authority


· 132P. lease provide an approximate estimate (best estimate) of how much in EUR your market surveillance authority spends annually on compliance-checking under the FPR. Please enter 'don't know' if not known.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is National competent authority
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Market surveillance authority



Compliance cost estimates:


· 133H. ow many staff work on the FPR in your market surveillance authority?

Please provide a figure in Full-Time Equivalent (FTEs) the amount of time they spend on monitoring and enforcing FPR compliance. For example, if a manager spends one-third of their time on the FPR and two-thirds on enforcing compliance with other laws, put 0.3 FTEs.

Please enter 'don't know' if not known.
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The benefits of the Fertilising Products Regulation


· 134. Which of the following benefits from the FPR’s implementation have materialised to date in relation to improved product safety , quality and innovation in EU fertilising products. Please tick all that apply.

[image: ] Safer fertilising products generally	[image: ] Reduced health risks associated with contaminants. [image: ] Improved efficiency of fertilising products	[image: ] Strengthened innovation in fertilising products


· 135. Which of the following benefits from the FPR’s implementation have materialised to date in relation to strategic benefits for the EU single market in EU fertilising products and for resilience. Please tick all that apply.


[image: ] Harmonisation of a wider range of products across PFCs 1-7 (e.g. inclusion of organic fertilisers, biostimulants, expanded definition and concept of an EU fertilising product)
[image: ] Increased extra-EU trade

[image: ] Increased intra-EU trade




· 136. Which of the following benefits from the FPR’s implementation have materialised to date in relation to direct

benefits for economic operators. Please tick all that apply.

[image: ] Faster single market access	[image: ] Less familiarisation costs with national requirements [image: ] Increased sales (consumer trust in the CE mark)


· 137. Which of the following benefits from the FPR’s implementation have materialised to date in relation to environmental benefits. Please tick all that apply.


[image: ] Promotion of the circular economy (e.g. greater use of bio-waste and secondary raw materials in EU fertilising products)
[image: ] Reduced environmental risks associated with contaminants.

[image: ] Promotion of nutrient efficiency (optimising fertiliser use to reduce unnecessary consumption of fertilising products)



· 138. Which of the following benefits from the FPR’s implementation have materialised to date in relation to benefits for farmers. Please tick all that apply.


[image: ] Wider choice (access to a wider range of EU fertilising products)

[image: ] Lower prices due to reduced compliance costs of putting products on the single market (in theory)



· 139. Which of the following benefits from the FPR’s implementation have materialised to date in relation to benefits for national competent and notifying authorities. Please tick all that apply.


[image: ] Increased scope for exchanges with other national authorities

[image: ] Streamlined procedures for notification under the FPR



· 140. What was the scale of these benefits in relation to improved product safety , quality and innovation in EU fertilising products? Please indicate on a scale ranging from strong benefit to neutral/ no difference.



Strong


Some


Limited

Neutral/ no


Don’t

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]benefit

benefit

benefit difference

know



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Safer fertilising products generally

Reduced health risks associated with contaminants or pollutants.

Reduced environmental risks associated with contaminants or pollutants.	[image: ]	[image: ]

Improved quality of fertilising products

Strengthened innovation in fertilising products



· [image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]141. What was the scale of these benefits in relation to strengthened EU single market in EU fertilising products? Please indicate on a scale ranging from strong benefit to neutral/ no difference).



Strong


Some


Limited

Neutral/ no


Don’t


Harmonisation of wider range of products across PFCs 1-7 (e.g. inclusion of organic fertilisers, plant biostimulants, expanded definition and concept of an EU fertilising product)

benefit
[image: ]

benefit
[image: ]

benefit difference
[image: ][image: ]

know
[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Increased intra-EU trade

Increased extra-EU trade


· 142. What was the scale of these benefits in relation to environmental benefits? Please indicate on a scale ranging from strong benefit to neutral/ no difference.



Strong


Some


Limited

Neutral/ no


Don’t


Promotion of the circular economy (use of secondary raw materials and waste-derived products)

benefit
[image: ]

benefit
[image: ]

benefit difference
[image: ][image: ]

know
[image: ]



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Promotion of nutrient efficiency and optimal or even reduced fertiliser use	[image: ]	[image: ]

Promotion of resilience to climate change (e.g. reduction of irrigation needs)



143. Please rank the top 3 benefits from your perspective (e.g. indicate 1, 2 and 3)) in relation to Improved product safety , quality and innovation in EU fertilising products.


Safer fertilising products generally1
2
3
4
5

1
2
3
4
5

1
2
3
4
5

1
2
3
4
5

1
2
3
4
5






Reduced health risks associated with contaminants and pollutants.





Reduced environmental risks associated with contaminants and pollutants.





Improved agronomic efficiency of fertilising products





Strengthened innovation in fertilising products










144. Please rank the top 3 benefits from your perspective (e.g. indicate 1, 2 and 3) in relation to strengthened EU single market in EU fertilising products.Additional options (question 143)
Min. selections required: 1 Max. selections allowed: 3



Direct access to the single market for producers1
2
3
4

1
2
3
4




Expansion of the single market - harmonisation of a wider range of products across PFCs 1-7 (e.g. inclusion of organic fertilisers, biostimulants, expanded definition and concept of an EU fertilising product)

Increased intra-EU trade








Increased extra-EU trade (indirect benefit)1
2
3
4

1
2
3
4


Additional options (question 144)
Min. selections required: 1 Max. selections allowed: 3



145. Please rank the top 3 benefits from your perspective (e.g. indicate 1, 2 and 3) in relation to environmental benefits.



Promotion of the circular economy (use of secondary raw materials)1
2
3
4
5
6

1
2
3
4
5
6

1
2
3
4
5
6

1
2
3
4
5
6

1
2
3
4
5
6

1
2
3
4
5
6







Promotion of nutrient efficiency to optimise fertiliser use






Reduced Cadmium content of fertilising products due to introduction of common Cd threshold






Reduced heavy metal content of fertilising products






Improved understanding of pathogens in fertilising products





Encouraging upstream actors to test for, and remove contaminants, pathogens etc. upstream in value chain to make available nutrients from recovered waste

Additional options (question 145)
Min. selections required: 1 Max. selections allowed: 3



146. Should you wish to comment why you ranked these benefits in a particular way, do so below: If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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* 147. Can you quantify any of these benefits?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don't know
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148. If you indicated that there were benefits in the previous questions, how far can these benefits be further quantified in relation to improved product safety , quality and innovation in EU fertilising products?
Show page if
147. Can you quantify any of these benefits?
is Yes


Provide any quantified estimates of benefits














149. If you indicated that there were benefits in the previous questions, how far can these benefits be further quantified in relation to strengthened EU single market in EU fertilising products?Safer fertilising products generally

Reduced health risks associated with contaminants and pollutants. Reduced environmental risks associated with contaminants and pollutants. Improved agronomic efficiency of fertilising products
Strengthened innovation in fertilising products


Provide any quantified estimates of benefitsDirect access to the single market for producers

Expansion of the single market - harmonisation of a wider range of products across PFCs 1-7 (e.g. inclusion of organic fertilisers, biostimulants, expanded definition and concept of an EU fertilising product)
Increased intra-EU trade

Increased extra-EU trade (indirect benefit)



150. If you indicated that there were benefits in the previous questions, how far can these benefits be further quantified in relation to environmental benefits?

Provide any quantified estimates of benefitsPromotion of the circular economy (use of secondary raw materials)

Promotion of nutrient efficiency and optimal or even reduced fertiliser use



151. Please provide any further estimates and/ or explanations about the scale/ nature of the benefits below.
Type of benefits: 
Quantification of benefits: 
Benefit 1:
Benefit 2:

Benefit 3:

Other, please specify:
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Quantified benefits:


* 152. Overall, how far do the benefits of the FPR outweigh the costs? Please tick one option.

[image: ] The benefits outweigh the costs	[image: ] About the same – benefits and costs are broadly similar. [image: ] The costs outweigh the benefits.


153. Are there any benefits that you expected from the FPR, but which have not materialised?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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153. Are there any benefits that you expected from the FPR, but which have not materialised?
is Yes




154. If yes, please explain your response:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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* 155. How far has the implementation of the FPR achieved simplification compared with the previous Regulation 2003/2003? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Significant simplification	[image: ] Some simplification
[image: ] Neutral	[image: ] Greater complexity
[image: ] Don’t know

Page 72
Show page if
155. How far has the implementation of the FPR achieved simplification compared with the previous Regulation 2003/2003? Please tick one option....
is Significant simplification
or
155. How far has the implementation of the FPR achieved simplification compared with the previous Regulation 2003/2003? Please tick one option....
is Some simplification




156. If you responded that the FPR has led to significant, or at least some simplifications, please explain your response below:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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* 157. Can you identify any further possible simplification measures relating to the current requirements and procedures under the FPR that could be considered?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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157. Can you identify any further possible simplification measures relating to the current requirements and procedures under the FPR that could be considered?...
is Yes




* 158I.f yes, please outline these below:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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Section 8: Relevance

* 159. Overall, how relevant does the FPR remain? Please tick one option.

[image: ] To a large extent	[image: ] To some extent
[image: ] To a lesser extent	[image: ] Not at all
[image: ] Don’t know



160. Please explain your response:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






* 161. How relevant do the FPR’s following objectives remain? Please indicate on a scale of 1-5 where 1-highly relevant and 5 – not relevant at all.

	
	1-
Highly relevant
	

2
	

3
	

4
	5 – Not relevant at all
	
Don't know

	General objective (GO) Incentivise large-scale EU fertilising products
	
	
	
	
	
	

	production from domestic organic or secondary raw materials,
	
	
	
	
	
	

	granting such fertilisers access to internal market and addressing
	
	
	
	
	
	

	issue of soil contamination by contaminants present in fertilisers
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific objective 1: SO1 - Improve functioning of internal market
	
	
	
	
	
	

	and level playing field for manufacturers/ importers (esp. EU fertilising
	
	
	
	
	
	

	products made of domestic and secondary raw materials in line with
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Circular Economy)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific objective 2: SO2 - Reduce admin burdens from diverging
	
	
	
	
	
	

	national rules and incomplete application of mutual recognition
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific objective 3: SO3 - Improve safety regarding environmental
	
	
	
	
	
	

	protection and human health (soil, water, air and food quality)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific objective 4: SO4 - Ensure coherence with other existing EU
	
	
	
	
	
	

	legislation to support investments
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Operational objective 1: OO1 - Remove trade barriers for intra-EU
	
	
	
	
	
	

	trade of EU fertilising products
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Operational objective 2: OO2 - Limit contaminant/pollutant levels in
	
	
	
	
	
	

	such products
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Operational objective 3: OO3 - Reduce admin burdens EOs, MS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	authorities and Commission, improve cost efficiency/ simplify
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]
	
[image: ]

	regulatory framework
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Operational objective 4: OO4 - Facilitate innovation and speed up
	
	
	
	
	
	

	access to market for more sustainable products (organic products, the
	
	
	
	
	
	

	recycling of nutrients from biomass) to promote European Circular
	
	
	
	
	
	

	economy
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Operational objective 5: OO5 - Streamline information obligations
	
	
	
	
	
	

	requirements regarding quality parameters for PFCs to allow users to
	
	
	
	
	
	

	easily compare products and address information gaps concerning
	
	
	
	
	
	

	urea-based environmental impacts
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Environmental NGOs and consumer associations




* 162. To what extent have the harmonised limit values of contaminants in the FPR contributed to the objective of reducing the levels of contaminants in soils? Please tick one option.

[image: ] To a large extent	[image: ] To some extent
[image: ] Not at all	[image: ] Too early to say
[image: ] Don’t know



163. Please elaborate if there are specific contaminants which you would like to mention (e.g. cadmium, chromium, arsenic, lead, , others) and feedback on limit value levels.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products - larger firm
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Producers of fertilising products – SMEs
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Supply chain economic operators (wastewater treatment plants operators, materials processing companies, other transformation stakeholders)...
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Distributor
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Importer
or
2. What stakeholder category are you? Please tick one option.
is Industry associations




* 164. There have been various external developments since 2019 when the FPR was adopted, some positive, whereas others negative. How far have these external factors impacted the ongoing relevance of the requirements in the FPR?




Strengthened relevance of

Neutral impact on relevance

FPR has become less relevant due to



FPR has become




Don’t


Product-level innovations, including the development of new fertilising products

FPR
[image: ]

of FPR
[image: ]

developments outdated
[image: ][image: ]

know
[image: ]


Developments in scientific and technical state-of-the-art


[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]relevant to the composition and use of fertilising products

Environmental and circular economy-related EU policy and regulatory developments relevant to fertilising products

Improvements in agronomic efficiency of fertilising products

New ways of including products based on secondary raw materials in the fertilising product manufacturing process

Higher energy costs

Other increases in input costs



165. [image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Please explain your response:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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166. Are there any other external factors which have had an impact on the ongoing relevance of the FPR?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know



167. If yes, please distinguish between positive and negative external factors:
Positive external factors: 
Negative external factors:


* 168. How far do the Component Material Categories (CMCs) for EU fertilising products set out in Annex 2 of the FPR remain relevant? Please tick one option.

[image: ] To a large extent	[image: ] To some extent
[image: ] No difference from 2019	[image: ] Less relevant
[image: ] Much less relevant	[image: ] Don’t know



* 169. Are the different existing categories of CMCs sufficient?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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169. Are the different existing categories of CMCs sufficient?
is No


170. If no, please explain your response:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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* 171. Are the requirements defining CMCs in Annex II appropriate?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know
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171. Are the requirements defining CMCs in Annex II appropriate?
is No




172. If no, please give more details:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	





Page 82

* 173. Is the FPR flexible / agile to accommodate technical progress and new scientific evidence?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know

Page 83
Show page if
173. Is the FPR flexible / agile to accommodate technical progress and new scientific evidence?
is No




174. If no, please give more details:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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Section 9: Coherence


* 175. To what extent do you perceive the FPR as being coherent with other EU legislation overall? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Strongly coherent	[image: ] Somewhat coherent
[image: ] Not that coherent	[image: ] Not coherent at all
[image: ] Don’t know
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175. To what extent do you perceive the FPR as being coherent with other EU legislation overall? Please tick one option....
is Somewhat coherent
or
175. To what extent do you perceive the FPR as being coherent with other EU legislation overall? Please tick one option....
is Not that coherent
or
175. To what extent do you perceive the FPR as being coherent with other EU legislation overall? Please tick one option....
is Not coherent at all




176. If you responded somewhat coherent, not that coherent, not coherent at all, please explain your response if you wish.

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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* 177. Are there any gaps, overlaps or inconsistencies between the FPR and other EU legislation in relevant areas (e.g. animal by-products, chemicals, others)? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Yes, to a large extent	[image: ] Yes, to some extent
[image: ] No	[image: ] Don’t know
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177. Are there any gaps, overlaps or inconsistencies between the FPR and other EU legislation in relevant areas (e.g. animal by-products, chemicals, others)? Please tick one option....
is Yes, to a large extent
or
177. Are there any gaps, overlaps or inconsistencies between the FPR and other EU legislation in relevant areas (e.g. animal by-products, chemicals, others)? Please tick one option....
is Yes, to some extent




178. If yes, to a large or some extent, please indicate the piece(s) of legislation where you perceive there to be any gaps,

overlaps or inconsistencies and explain the issue?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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* 179. Are there any gaps, overlaps or inconsistencies between the FPR and other relevant EU policies (including the Green Deal and the EU's contribution to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs))? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Yes, to a large extent	[image: ] Yes, to some extent
[image: ] No	[image: ] Don’t know
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179. Are there any gaps, overlaps or inconsistencies between the FPR and other relevant EU policies (including the Green Deal and the EU's contribution to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs))? Please tick one option....
is Yes, to a large extent
or
179. Are there any gaps, overlaps or inconsistencies between the FPR and other relevant EU policies (including the Green Deal and the EU's contribution to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs))? Please tick one option....
is Yes, to some extent




180. If yes, to a large or some extent, please indicate the policy and explain the issue?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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181. Are there any areas where there is a lack of clarity in the legal text? Please specify for different areas of internal coherence of the FPR. Please rank 1-5 where 1 – strongly coherent and 5 – not coherent at all.


1 –
Strongly
coherent	2	3	4

5 – Not coherent at all

Don't know

[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Overall clarity of the legal text
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Clarity of the product scope
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Clarity of the scope of ‘ingredients’ in the Component Materials
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Coherence of the definitions
[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Coherence of the technical annexes


182. Please explain your response if you wish in relation to any or all of the different aspects of coherence. Please skip any rows where you don't know and/or don't have a view.
Overall clarity of the legal text:

Clarity of the product scope:

Clarity of the scope of ‘ingredients’ in the Component Materials: 
Coherence of the definitions:
Coherence of the technical annexes:
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Section 10: EU added value


* 183. To what extent has the FPR added value, compared to specific national rules for the marketing of fertilising products? Please tick one option.

[image: ] To a large extent	[image: ] To some extent
[image: ] To a lesser extent	[image: ] Not at all
[image: ] Don’t know



184. How far has the FPR added value compared to the previous legislation (2003/2003)?

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






* 185. What would be the effect of repealing the Regulation? Please tick one option.

[image: ] Significant negative impact	[image: ] Some negative impact
[image: ] Neutral	[image: ] Positive impact
[image: ] Don’t know



186. Please explain your response:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






* 187. What are the effects of the FPR on national and international rules, in other words is there a Brussels effect?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know



188. Please explain your response:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
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Section 11: Final comments


* 189. Are there any further remarks on the FPR?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
[image: ] Don’t know



190. If yes, please provide suggestions below:

If you do not wish to provide further comments, please skip this question.
	






* 191. Would you be willing to provide further comments/suggestions at a later stage of this evaluation process?

[image: ] Yes	[image: ] No
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191. Would you be willing to provide further comments/suggestions at a later stage of this evaluation process?...
is Yes




* 192. If yes, please provide:



Company/organisation name: 
Full name:
Email address:


Your responses have been registered!
Thank you for taking the time to complete the survey, your input is valuable to us. To download a PDF of your response, please click here.
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