Brussels, 10 December 2020

IPIFF Contribution Paper: Application of the novel food transitional measure
Introduction and background
Insects have been consumed traditionally by one-third of the world’s population, predominantly in Latin
America, Africa, and Asia. The production of insects and their derived products is a current practice in several
regions of the world, most of them having rooted traditional history of their consumption and utilisation1. As
noticed in western countries (e.g. Europe and North America), there is growing interest in novel sources of
nutrition in human food and animal feed – including insects2. In terms of food safety and risks - as highlighted
by the European Food Safety Agency (EFSA) in its conclusions - ‘risks associated with insect consumption are
comparable to other animal proteins materials, provided that insects are fed with ‘European Union (EU)
authorised feed’ and appropriate production methods are being followed’3.
Under the former EU novel food legislation (Regulation, No 258/97 -hereinafter old NFR 97- that applied
until 31 December 2017), there was legal uncertainty as to whether or not whole insects should be considered
as a novel food in the scope of this regulation. Due to this uncertainty, it was not clear whether operators had
to submit novel food applications for authorisations. In that context, several Member States (MS) have
admitted the commercialisation of these products considering that they complied with general food safety
standards, but resulted in creating divergent interpretations amongst the MS.
The Novel Foods Regulation (Regulation (EU) No 2015/2283 (hereinafter new NFR 2015), which entered into
force on 1 January 2018), included insects and their derived products as food and thereby requires operators
to submit a novel food application (i.e. centralised and generic pre-market authorisation that includes a safety
assessment by EFSA)4. This inclusion resulted in clarifying the legal status of insects as a novel food. Under
the new NFR 2015, over 20 ‘novel food’ applications have been submitted while the first ‘novel food’
authorisations could intervene as from mid-20215. Furthermore, the transitional measure (TM)6 provided in the
new NFR 2015, allows products in line with its criteria to continue to remain on the market (supported by the
respective national authority guidelines) until a final decision is made. The anticipated novel food
authorisations would bring regulatory visibility, facilitating the creation of a level playing field on the European
market for insects as food. Presently, insect as food business operators are bound by the European Union (EU)
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food safety rules/legislation and are therefore required to comply with strict production standards defined
at a European level. In particular, European food safety regulations - Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 (‘General
Food Law’) or Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 (regulation from the ‘hygiene package’) require these producers
to respect strict specifications both in terms of hygiene practices, product safety and traceability. Even after
the entry into force of the new NFR 2015, the question if ‘whole insects’ fall under the scope of the old NFR
97 remained relevant, notably in light of the applicability of the transitional regime provided by the new NFR
2015.
Although the new NFR 2015 foresaw a TM, it was applied only in certain EU MS under the condition that
operators complied with EU ‘general food standards’ and the criteria of the TM7. Certain MS8 have not applied
the TM for insects as food products, on their understanding that the aforementioned products fell under the
scope of the old NFR 97. This stance by the MS automatically disqualifies insect products in these MS to fulfil
the criteria for benefiting from the transitional measures. Consequently, the implications of ‘patchwork
interpretations’ on the legislative scope of insects as food results in ‘unfair competition’ between insect
producers across the EU because of such ‘differentiated treatments. IPIFF foresees and continues to consider
that MS should apply and give full effect to the TM 9.
On 1 October 2020, the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) ruled10 that ‘whole insects’ as
food do not fall under the scope of the old NFR 97. This judgment creates a jurisprudence applicable in
every EU MS, thus can have a significant impact for insect producers/operators active in EU MS not
benefiting from the TM. In light of the ruling, and with the legal clarity on the scope of insects as food the
respective MS should give full effect to the TM foreseen in the new NFR 2015.11

The objectives of this Contribution Paper
This paper aims to outline the views of the IPIFF organisation with regard to the implementation of the
TM notably in light of the ‘new regulatory landscape’ and further explore the possibilities for EU competent
authorities to implement this TM12. ‘We encourage national competent authorities to explore avenues for
implementing the ‘novel food’ TM, thereby giving full effect to the CJEU ruling and ensuring a level playing
field between insect producers across the EU. To this end, this document looks into the conditions associated
with the use of the TM under the new NFR 2015:
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•

defining the material scope of the old NFR 97 in the case of insect products;

•

determining whether the product was legally placed on the market before 2018;

•

application for novel food authorisation was submitted before 1 January 2019’ under the new NFR
2015.

IPIFF welcomes the developments towards the application of the transitional
measures
I.

For IPIFF, the CJEU ruling is fundamental as it puts an end to the uncertainty regarding the material
scope of application of the old NFR 97 – thus, having a considerable impact13 with regard to the
possibilities of placing insect products on the market of certain MS under the TM of the new NFR 2015.
This ruling would be applicable to two categories of products:
1. Whole insects: the CJEU ruling explicitly states that that ‘whole insects’ do not fall under the scope of
the old NFR 97. It stems from the CJEU ruling that the terms ‘foods ingredients isolated from animals’,
identified in the scope of the old NFR 97, do not include foods intended to be consumed in by itself.
2. Whole insect powders: based on the reasoning of the Court, we may reasonably consider that both
whole insects and ‘foods made of whole’ insects (such as powders made of whole insects - not subject to
additional treatment such as protein extracts) do not fall within the scope of the old NFR 97 (‘foods
ingredients isolated from animals’). Although there is no clear-cut answer on this made by the Court, the
fact that the CJEU did not exclude the possibility to market these products is consistent with the position
adopted by national competent authorities which have considered that operators producing powders made
of insects should benefit from the TM as well14.

II.

IPIFF urges EU MS (i.e. countries which did not implement the TM so far) to examine the application of
the TM for insects as food foreseen in the new ‘novel food’ Regulation. Application of the TM, when
previously denied due to the uncertainty on the scope of insects as food (i.e. if under the scope of the old
NFR 97) will thereby give full effect to the CJEU ruling from 1 October 2020. To benefit from the TM, the
products can continue to be placed on the market subject to the following criteria:
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• the products were lawfully placed on the market by 1 January 2018
• an application15 for these foods was submitted by 1 January 2019
Once the insects as novel food applications for authorisation have been assessed, a position on whether they
can be placed on the market will be known. The TM measures will continue in those countries applying it, until
a decision has been taken on the authorisation of the respective novel food product16.
Lawfully placed on the market: IPIFF considers that the operators that were already active on the EU market
before 1 January 2018 and were prevented from pursuing their activities due to a national interpretation (i.e.
insects as food are in the scope of the old NFR 97) contrary to the CJEU’s ruling should be taken into account.
Such operators should not be given an unfair disadvantage due to the positions taken by their respective MS.
Considering the provisions of the TM under the new NFR, until a decision of novel food authorisation would be
made, these operators would have lawfully placed their products on the market17 complying with applicable
legislative requirements encompassing both at EU (e.g. such as the General Food Law, food hygiene, etc.) and
individual country level if specific provisions apply nationally)18. Operators in the following situations should
be encompassed whilst examining the application of the TM19:
➢
➢

The company placed the products on the market and were later subject to a prohibition or
suspension to benefit from the TM at national level20;
The company placed the products on the market but removed them voluntarily following a general
prohibition taken on products to benefit from the TM at national level21.

Submission of application for authorisation: To benefit from the TM under the new NFR 2015 an application
for authorisation should also have been legally submitted to the European Commission for the same
concerned species, before 1 January 2019. The TM would therefore apply operators in the following
scenarios:
➢
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➢

The operator is supplied by a company that submitted such application or;

➢

The operator produces a product for which an application for authorisation has been submitted by
‘another party/operator’. In such a case, the operators will have to be able to demonstrate that both
products are the result of the same production process and have the same detailed composition/meet
the same specifications (product form – whole powder, paste; proposed uses- cereals, bars, pasta,
bread, etc) as defined in the application for novel food authorisation.

Several national competent authorities have indeed broadly interpreted/implemented these aforementioned
criteria for the TM (e.g. Netherlands, Czech Republic, etc). We believe that such positions were justified
considering that the characteristics of the products and its application which formed part of these applications
remain similar from products produced amongst all the operators claiming the benefit of the TM. Finally, there
is no exception for insect-based food products in terms of applying EU food safety, labelling and hygiene
regulations. The application of the TM concord with the current EU regulatory framework applicable to all
food business operators.

