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            Brdo pri Lukovici, 19. October 2026

Subject: EBA COMMENTS ON THE EU HONEY PLATFORM

The Honey Platform was established to advise and support the European Commission on honey authenticity, traceability, compositional criteria, and the establishment of a European Union Reference Laboratory (EURL). 
These four issues remain critical pillars in addressing the systemic challenges of the beekeeping sector. For many years, shortcomings in these areas have contributed to widespread fraudulent practices, market distortions, unfair profiteering, and consumer deception. 
The European Beekeepers Association (EBA)—representing 450,580 beekeepers across 32 countries—firmly believes that addressing these four priorities is essential for the survival of the beekeeping sector. Currently, the sector faces deep uncertainty, with many producer-beekeepers questioning their professional future. Therefore, we respectfully ask you to view our comments and suggestions as a constructive contribution to the Commission's efforts to resolve these complex problems, rather than as mere criticism. 
Based on our participation in the meetings of the Honey Platform thus far, we have identified several operational challenges:
A. Discussions occasionally remain focused on secondary issues. 
B. The available meeting time is insufficient to fully resolve established systemic problems. 
C. The Platform relies on rigid, pre-set questionnaires, while critical implementation challenges sometimes go unaddressed. 
Below, we detail our perspective on the operation and effectiveness of the EU Honey Platform, complete with concrete examples and suggestions for improvement. 

A. Honey Platform Discussions Remain Bogged Down in Minor Issues
1. Critical Point: Establishment of the EURL
Discussions regarding the establishment of an EURL within the Platform remain preliminary, while a disproportionate amount of agenda time is devoted to specific compositional parameters. 
Discussions on individual parameters (e.g., invertase, HMF, or pollen analysis) fall at the lower level of the hierarchy of the cascade rule set out in Article 34 of the Official Controls Regulation (OCR) (EU) 2017/625. These parameters are primarily meant to establish honey compliance with standard specifications rather than address the core challenge of honey authenticity. The Honey Platform would benefit from clearly distinguishing standard quality parameters from advanced fraud and authenticity detection methods. 
Furthermore, the Honey Platform currently tends to treat the EURL as a topic for "recommendation" rather than a clear administrative mandate under existing law, leading to unfortunate delays. 
EBA suggestions for improvement
· To ensure harmonized, legally sound, and effective anti-fraud enforcement across all Member States, the Platform’s work should explicitly align with the OCR. This includes the designation of an EURL under Article 92, the harmonization of official control methods under Articles 34 and 35, and the development of a fully workable traceability framework. 
· We encourage the European Commission to initiate the formal process for designating an EURL for honey promptly and to include progress updates as a standing agenda item for the Honey Platform. 
· Official methods should fully safeguard operators' legal rights to a second expert opinion ("counter-analysis") under Article 35 of the OCR. 
· The Platform should ensure that draft implementing acts on methods of analysis explicitly define the legal status, uncertainty thresholds, and validation levels of test methods in accordance with OCR requirements. 
· We respectfully invite the Commission to maximize the potential of the Honey Platform by treating it as the dedicated Technical Advisory Body for the swift implementation of Article 92 of the OCR. 

2. Critical Point: The Union Traceability System
This vital tool against large-scale adulteration using sugar syrups and the mislabeling of origin has not yet received the comprehensive attention it requires from the Honey Platform, remaining largely confined to general discussions. The EBA highlights several key vulnerabilities regarding imported honey traceability that merit in-depth review: 
· The potential manipulation of Box I.11 of Annex II of Regulation (EU) 2019/1715 regarding the country of origin on CHED/TRACES NT documents in transit countries, frequently under the interpretation of "substantial transformation" pursuant to Article 60 of the Union Customs Code (UCC) (Regulation (EU) No 952/2013). 
· The variable oversight of approved establishments, where competent authorities in exporting countries facilitate exports while maintaining limited regulatory supervision. 
· Approvals relying primarily on HACCP compliance, which is inherently insufficient for detecting the addition of exogenous sugar syrups. 
· Current analytical methods lack the capacity to reliably quantify the declared percentage contributions of different geographical origins. 
· Border Control Post (BCP) physical and identity checks on honey remaining sporadic and optional. 
· The foundational limitation that honey authenticity enforcement lacks a designated EURL and legally validated reference methods as envisioned under Articles 34–35 of the OCR. 

EBA suggestions for improvement
· The Association proposes that the EU prioritize a harmonized and mandatory EU traceability framework for domestic honey. The administrative and legal components required for a comprehensive domestic traceability system are already established within EU legislation. Elements such as the beekeeper register, lot identification, commercial documentation, HACCP records, mass-balance accounting, and TRACES/CHED controls collectively form a complete traceability architecture. 
· The principal challenge lies in the harmonization, digital integration, and consistent enforcement of these existing requirements across all Member States. 
· A robust traceability system for domestic honey production could serve as the anchor of the EU honey market, protecting both consumers and beekeepers, while establishing a solid foundation to address the much more complex issue of imported honey traceability. 
· For imported honey, the context is fundamentally different because production occurs outside the EU regulatory environment, necessitating documentary verification and international cooperation outside direct EU jurisdiction. Consequently, the EBA proposes first mapping existing vulnerabilities, followed by collaborative discussions on targeted solutions.  For instance, the EBA suggests that for processed honey remaining classified under Harmonized System heading 0409, operations such as filtering, heating, and blending do not constitute substantial transformation, and the CHED country of production should remain unchanged. 
· Furthermore, a robust traceability system requires legally binding EU reference methods to officially designate non-compliant honey as adulterated. Without validated reference methods, traceability risks remain a purely administrative exercise rather than a functional enforcement tool. 


3. Critical Point: Addressing the Implementation Framework of the Breakfast Directive (EU) 2024/1438
The Honey Platform has yet to fully examine the practical implementation of critical amendments to honey legislation regarding consumer transparency on countries of origin and blend percentages—the first major update in 25 years. 
While Amendment Directive (EU) 2024/1438 successfully introduced stricter origin-labelling obligations, it was not paired simultaneously with the technical infrastructure required to police them. Consequently, we have a legal mandate without an accompanying harmonized analytical method, an operational EURL, or a modernized traceability framework capable of scientifically verifying percentage claims. Market enforcement currently relies heavily on documentary evidence—such as purchase invoices, customs slips, and batch records—rather than laboratory testing, which severely limits the real-world impact of these consumer protections. 
The amended text was adopted in May 2024, providing a two-year runway ahead of its application date in June 2026. Additionally, Article 6 established an open-ended transitional period allowing stocks placed on the market or labeled before 14 June 2026 to be exhausted. This transition period was intended to give the Commission, national competent authorities, and commercial packers adequate time to build a functional ecosystem. To date, more coordinated efforts across the Platform, authorities, and packers are needed to close these remaining gaps. 

EBA suggestions for improvement
· To the European Commission: Provide validated analytical methods capable of verifying both countries of origin and the exact percentages declared in a blend. Expedite the establishment of an EURL dedicated to honey authenticity. Foster focused discussions within expert groups and the Honey Platform to establish practical enforcement guidelines. 
· To Competent National Authorities: Update national guidance, support inspector training, and align local administrative procedures. 
· To Packers: Adapt corporate packaging, update internal traceability software, and refine purchasing records to list countries of origin in descending order. 
The EBA emphasizes that regulatory measures are most effective when supported by robust verification mechanisms. Until standardized analytical methodologies and proactive market surveillance are fully operational, the transparency promised to consumers will remain largely theoretical. 

4. Critical Point: Ensuring the HARM Project Successfully Supports BCP Controls
During early meetings, the Honey Platform indicated that upcoming Joint Research Centre (JRC) methods will empower BCPs to intercept non-compliant shipments, which suggested that the standard legal architecture of the OCR could potentially be bypassed. 
While the EBA would be the first to congratulate JRC scientists and the Commission on such a breakthrough, we are mindful that establishing an EURL and subsequently developing a fully validated, harmonized method with a legally binding benchmark for honey adulteration typically requires significant time. 
We therefore respectfully offer several technical observations and welcome clarification from the Honey Platform on the following points:
· Advanced or newly developed JRC methods cannot simply be deployed at borders without respecting the hierarchy prescribed in Article 34 of the OCR. 
· Non-standardized or newly validated JRC analytical protocols (e.g., advanced MS, untargeted NMR, or multi-isotope profiling) naturally default to Tier 3 of the cascade rule unless formally adopted into secondary legislation or elevated to ISO/CEN standards. 
· If an official control laboratory at a BCP rejects an incoming shipment based solely on a Tier 3 method when no official benchmark limit is established in EU law, that decision may rest on vulnerable legal ground, leaving it open to immediate challenge by third-country exporters and EU importers in national courts.  Under Article 35 of OCR,  food business operators hold an explicit right to a second expert opinion ("counter-analysis"). 
· If a JRC method relies on proprietary databases, statistical probability models, or unharmonized decision limits rather than a legally defined threshold in Directive 2001/110/EC, an operator's defense can readily question the method's legal certainty. 
· Scientific method validation demonstrates reproducibility and accuracy, but it does not automatically confer immediate legal status as an official benchmark. Tier 3 methods lack the binding force required to withstand Article 35 legal challenges; scientific validation is distinct from legal harmonization. 
· Even a single overturned administrative decision can impact confidence in a method and create an unhelpful judicial precedent. 

EBA suggestions for improvement
· JRC methods derived from the HARM project should be formally integrated via implementing acts under the revised Honey Directive, supported by an established EURL under Article 92 OCR, and governed by clear, legally binding decision thresholds capable of withstanding scrutiny under Article 35 OCR. 
· Methods should ideally be adopted by CEN and/or ISO and seamlessly integrated into official EU control legislation, with appropriate laboratory training and incorporation into TRACES and import workflows. 
Addressing this structural gap will help ensure the EU drafts legally robust secondary acts that provide long-term certainty for all stakeholders. 
5. Critical Point: Reviewing Unaddressed Legislative Loopholes
We also respectfully suggest that the Honey Platform examine several persistent legislative and operational loopholes, including:
· The importation of baker's honey sharing characteristics with filtered honey, yet lacking clear country-of-origin labeling. 
· The absence of standardized legislative methods to detect the removal of HMF or the addition of industrial enzymes. 
· Mislabeling practices, such as obscuring countries of origin or placing mandatory consumer information and images on the back of packaging where they are easily missed. 
· Ambiguities surrounding the criterion of "mainly" concerning the botanical origin of monofloral honeys. 
· The lack of standardized definitions for the physicochemical, microscopical, and organoleptic characteristics of monofloral honeys. 
· The need to harmonize melissopalynology methods regarding nectarless plants, as well as over- and under-represented pollen grains. 
· The complex relationship between HMF and diastase levels in naturally low-enzyme honeys. 
· The absence of an official reference list recognizing naturally low-enzyme honeys. 
· Vague regulatory phrasing stipulating that honey should be free from foreign matter "as far as possible" (Anne II of Honey directive). 

B. The Time Available Is Insufficient to Solve Systemic Problems
Critical Points
Plenary meetings held twice a year are insufficient for diving deeply into complex technical files (e.g., authenticity testing methods, traceability protocols, labeling standards). 
A significant portion of meeting time during the two physical and formal meetings is frequently consumed by administrative updates or non-contentious technical details. 
Information asymmetry and the delayed sharing of working documents lead to a loss of momentum between meetings. 
Discussions often focus heavily on abstract problems rather than concrete regulatory text. 

EBA suggestions for improvement
· Establish Dedicated Technical Working Groups (TWGs): Request the creation of small-scale TWGs focusing on specific pillars (e.g., Adulteration & Testing Methods, Traceability & Digital Passports, Market Transparency). These groups could meet virtually every 4 to 6 weeks between plenaries to draft technical position papers, leaving the twice-yearly plenary strictly for final reviews, consensus building, and formal voting. 
· Implement a Formal Written Consultation Process: Adopt a structured written consultation process with fixed deadlines (e.g., 20 working days) for commenting on draft implementing acts, delegated acts, or background documents prior to meetings. This would reserve plenary time exclusively for resolving high-level political or technical deadlocks that require face-to-face negotiation. 
· Set Up a Collaborative Digital Workspace: Urge the Commission to establish a dedicated digital platform featuring active thematic discussion threads. This would allow stakeholders to continuously share laboratory evidence, data, and draft revisions, avoiding the need to restart conversations every six months. 
· Require Concrete Text Submissions: Introduce a procedural rule requiring any stakeholder bringing an issue or position to the floor to submit a concrete draft proposal or amendment text at least 3 weeks prior to the meeting. This will shift discussions from broad, inconclusive debates to targeted editorial work. 
· Define Clear Workplans Tied to Legislative Deadlines: Ask the Secretariat to publish a roadmap with clear milestones aligned with the Commission’s legal deadlines for implementing and delegated acts. This will establish accountable stop-gap dates for stakeholder inputs, preventing endless debates and encouraging compromise as deadlines approach. 

C. Discussions Are Restricted to Pre-Formulated Questions
Critical Point
While the preparation of specific questions in advance is useful for structuring the Platform's work, the current approach may inadvertently limit members' opportunities to raise other critical issues essential to the quality, authenticity, and integrity of honey. 
Examples
· Across the first four meetings, a substantial amount of time was spent debating whether invertase should be added to quality criteria alongside HMF and diastase. This debate largely overlooked the reality that adulterators frequently strip out high HMF concentrations and artificially supplement enzymes. 
· The questions formulated regarding authenticity controls created the impression that the Platform views honey fraud exclusively as an analytical detection problem, which is not the case. The EBA maintains that necessary analytical methods and digital tools already exist (such as those developed under the EU Hive projects of 2017 and 2023). The core challenge lies not in scientific limitations, but in legal enforceability, as outlined in Part A of our document. 
· Similarly, questions raised by the Platform regarding recommendations for creating an EU Reference Laboratory (EURL) were largely unnecessary, as the relevant provisions are already addressed in Articles 34, 35, 92, 93, 94, and related sections of the Official Controls Regulation (OCR). 
EBA suggestions for improvement
The EBA suggests making discussions within the Honey Platform more open and inclusive, ensuring that pre-formulated questions serve as a starting point rather than an exhaustive boundary. Members should have the opportunity to introduce additional issues, explain their relevance, and propose subjects for further consideration. To facilitate this, we recommend: 
· Introduce an Open Agenda Item: Reserve time at each meeting for participants to raise issues outside the scope of pre-formulated questions. 
· Allow Advance Submission of Additional Questions: Provide all representatives the opportunity to propose topics prior to each meeting, supported by a transparent selection process. 
· Include a Participant-Led Discussion Session: Dedicate a portion of each meeting to topics proposed directly by participants, rather than relying exclusively on an agenda determined by organizers. 
· Ensure Agenda Flexibility: Treat pre-formulated questions as guiding points rather than an exhaustive list, allowing emerging or overlooked issues to be addressed during meetings. 
· Enhance Transparency and Follow-Up: Record additional issues raised, clarify which ones will be addressed, and provide constructive feedback when a topic cannot be immediately accommodated. 
For a practical and balanced compromise, we propose a simple three-step procedure:
1. Raise: Any member may submit an additional issue. 
1. Assess: The Chair determines whether it can be addressed immediately or scheduled for a future meeting. 
1. Follow-Up: The issue and the decision taken are formally recorded in the meeting minutes. 
This approach preserves the benefits of a structured agenda while ensuring that the collective expertise and experience of all Platform members can contribute more fully to its objectives. 
Ultimately, the EBA believes that a more flexible and participatory format will help the Honey Platform identify relevant challenges more comprehensively and develop stronger, more evidence-based recommendations to improve honey quality, authenticity, traceability, and consumer protection. 


Boštjan Noč, President of the European Beekeeping 
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