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DAY 1 – WEDNESDAY 4 JUNE 2014  

1 WELCOME AND OPENING OF THE MEETING  

The Chair, Andreas Varlamos, welcomed members and observers to the 25
th
 meeting of 

the Platform and noted that apologies were received from Geoff Thompson, Vice-Chair, 

Beate Kettlitz, FoodDrinkEurope, and Euros Jones, ECPA.  

 

2   ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA          Doc SHP 04 06 14 – 1 

With no further points added to the draft agenda, the Chair adopted the agenda.  
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 2.1   ELECTION OF ONE OF THE VICE-CHAIRS OF THE PLATFORM  

Doc SHP 26 03 14 – 2 

 The Chair informed Platform members that Geoff Thompson will step down from his po-

sition as Vice-Chair from the end of the June 2014. The Chair thanked Geoff Thompson 

for his valuable contribution to the work of the Platform as member and for his activities 

as Vice-Chair and noted that Platform members are requested to proceed with the elec-

tion of a new Vice-Chair. The Chair gave the floor to Juliane Kleiner, Head of the sci-

ence strategy and coordination department at EFSA, to chair the election session accord-

ing to the Terms of Reference (ToR) of the Platform. Juliane Kleiner reminded members 

that Article 3.1 of the ToR indicates that members shall elect a Chair and two Vice-

Chairs and that this applies also when a Chair or Vice-Chairs steps down, and that Article 

3.2 clarifies that the functions of Chair and Vice-Chairs are held by the elected delegates 

in their personal capacity and that if an elected delegate holding such function is substi-

tuted by his/her organisation, the procedure for the election of Chair/Vice-Chairs should 

be repeated.   

Juliane Kleiner reminded members that the Secretariat had circulated a document illus-

trating the process for the election and invited members to proceed. Juliane informed that 

ahead of the meeting, AESGP, CEFIC, EuropaBio, IFAH-Europe, FEFAC, FEFANA and 

FoodDrinkEurope had proposed Euros Jones as a candidate in the  light of his long-

standing constructive engagement with the Stakeholder Consultative Platform. Juliane 

Kleiner asked whether there were other candidates and received confirmation that Euros 

Jones was the only candidate. A representative of ECPA read out a brief résumé of the 

candidate who had sent his apologies as he could not be present at the meeting. Juliane 

Kleiner proceeded with the election which took place by show of hands. With 17 votes 

cast, which was above the simple majority requested by the ToR, the election of Euros 

Jones to the position of Vice-Chair of the Platform was confirmed.  

Juliane Kleiner asked the representative of ECPA whether the elected candidate accepted 

the vice chairmanship.  Following a positive answer, it was clarified that the name will be 

recorded in the minutes and made public.  Andreas congratulated the new Vice-Chair.  

 

2.2 Follow-up actions from the previous meeting          Doc SHP 04 06 14 – 3 

Doc SHP 04 06 14 – 4 

The Chair went through the pending actions resulting from the 24
th
 meeting in March 

2014. Action point 1 “EFSA to look into best ways for stakeholders, including NGOs, to 

follow open Panel meetings” will be addressed by EFSA in the framework of the various 
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initiatives/policies EFSA will launch in the area of transparency. On 21
st
 May, a member 

provided information regarding “Management Board decision regarding feeding trials” as 

indicated in action point 2. Although the information did not refer specifically to the de-

cision mentioned by the member, the action was considered closed. Action 3 will be ad-

dressed under point 4.2 of this meeting’s agenda. A member suggested to share some 

proposals on “how EFSA could involve a broader range of independent scientists in their 

activities” – Action 4 – at one of the next Platform’s meetings. The Chair reminded 

members that they have a standing invitation to share with EFSA suggestions regarding 

topics to be addressed at the annual stakeholder meeting – Action point 5 – and to sug-

gest names of experts in the area of plant health to join the EFSA Stakeholder Consulta-

tive Group on Emerging Risks (StaCG-ER) – Action point 7. Action 6: “Members to 

comment on EFSA’s Multiannual Plan 2014–2016 and Preliminary 2015 Management 

Plan” will be discussed under point 3.1 of the day’s agenda. The Chair concluded by say-

ing that EFSA’s Scientific Cooperation Roadmap, including EFSA’s International Scien-

tific Cooperation will be tabled at the November 2014 meeting of the Platform – Action 

8, while EFSA is looking into the possibility of organising a meeting of the SHP during 

the Milan EXPO 2015 and will inform the members accordingly – Action 9. 

The Chair thanked the members for having sent comments on three of the presentations 

shared at the March 2014 meeting – Action 10.  Regarding Action 11: “Members to sug-

gest names of scientific experts in various scientific areas to contribute to the various as-

pect of EFSA’s scientific work”, the Chair suggested re-formulating the action into “En-

courage members to circulate information regarding the renewal of EFSA’s Expert Pan-

els when they occur” since the membership of EFSA’s Panels is decided following a pub-

lic call for expression of interest, and the action as previously formulated was not legally 

correct. Juliane Kleiner reminded members that on 9 April 2014, EFSA launched a call to 

renew membership of its Scientific Committee and eight of its ten Scientific Panels. The 

call is addressed to scientists who wish to be considered for membership and will be open 

until 18 June 2014; all members are invited to share the information among their dele-

gates and interested parties. 

 

The Chair also reminded members that the minutes of the previous meeting were 

approved following the comments received by members and are available on the EFSA 

website.  He also highlighted that they are valuable documents which should be shared 

with EFSA’s Management and Executive Director and invited members to send their 

comments to the Secretariat. 

 

Action 1: EFSA to look into best ways for stakeholders, including NGOs, to follow open 

Panel meetings. (23rd meeting). 
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Action 2: EFSA to reflect on how to involve a broader range of independent scientists in 

their activities. EEB to give a presentation on the topic at the next meeting of the 

Platform. 

Action 3: EFSA to discuss with the Platform the Scientific Cooperation Roadmap, 

including EFSA’s International Scientific Cooperation, at the 26
th
 Platform meeting on 

19-20 November 2014. 

Action 4: EFSA to look into the possibility of organising a meeting of the SHP during the 

Milan EXPO 2015. 

 

3      STANDING ITEMS  

3.1  Report back from EFSA on topics relevant to stakeholders  

Doc SHP 04 06 14 – 5 

On behalf of all the members of the Platform, the Chair congratulated Bernhard Url for 

his formal appointment by the EFSA Management Board in May 2014 and gave him the 

floor to illustrate some highlights of EFSA’s work since the last meeting of the Platform 

in March. Bernhard Url focused on the renewal of two of EFSA’s Panels and on the 

launch of a procedure for the renewal of the Scientific Committee and the remaining 

eight panels, highlighting the importance of receiving applications from the best risk as-

sessors in Europe to ensure EFSA can deliver the best science. Bernhard Url also focused 

on the meeting with stakeholders to discuss some of the more than 220 comments re-

ceived during the public consultation on Bisphenol A. The Chair then gave the floor to 

Ana Afonso, working in the Executive Support Office at EFSA, who updated members 

on the strategic objectives of EFSA’s Single Programming Document 2014–2016 and 

Preliminary 2015 Management Plan.  Bernhard Url clarified that the documents outline 

EFSA’s vision and the objectives of the Agency’s work which, in particular in the area of 

transparency, has to be seen as a step-wise process towards an open EFSA within the in-

stitutional and legal frames. Such a process needs to be developed taking into account as-

pects such as business-confidential information and EFSA’s technical capacities. The aim 

is to clearly outline a policy, the methodology applied and how the actions proposed can 

be tested to identify the best and most viable options. This step-wise approach and its im-

plementation has to be discussed with stakeholders and will address the challenges and 

opportunities analysed. Bernhard Url pointed out that EFSA has developed good coop-

eration among risk assessors in Europe through its work with member states and is fur-

ther working on a EU common agenda.  

Ana Afonso focused on the contribution stakeholders can have in shaping the final ver-

sions of such documents which will be submitted to the Board for final adoption in De-

cember 2014. The Chair reminded members about the importance of their contribution. 
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 The Chair gave the floor to Per Bergman, Head of Scientific Evaluation of Regulated 

Product Department at EFSA, who updated members on the Matrix project, designed to 

optimise the electronic lifecycle management of applications EFSA receives for evalua-

tion in the area of regulated products. Per Bergman referred to the project outline pre-

sented to the Platform in past meetings and updated members on the three main compo-

nents which are: i) streamline the format in which applications for regulated products are 

submitted to EFSA; ii) design data submission templates; and iii) simplify the application 

workflows for regulated products within the scope of the existing legal framework. Tar-

get benefits include, among others, a more efficient management of the submitted infor-

mation. It was pointed out that it is crucial for stakeholders submitting applications to 

take part in the benefits’ analysis EFSA will conduct in the first quarter of 2015, to gather 

their feedback and views.  

The Chair gave the floor to Rory Harrington, Communications Department, who updated 

members on some of the activities put in place in the field of communications in the past 

months and presented some future communications activities.   

 

Action 5: Members to send their comments on the draft versions of EFSA’s Single 

Programming Document 2014–2016 and Preliminary 2015 Management Plan by mid 

September 2014.    

 

3.2 Update on the work of the SHP Discussion Groups      Doc SHP 04 06 14 – 6 

The Chair gave the floor to Lucia de Luca, EFSA Stakeholder Relations Officer, for the 

regular update on the work of the discussion groups. Lucia de Luca informed members 

that updated information on membership and Terms of Reference of the groups on 

emerging risks and food chemical occurrence data are available in the dedicated area on 

EFSA’s website and reminded members that membership of the groups is open, in par-

ticular the emerging risks group would benefit from experts in the area of plant health.  

 

4. STRATEGIC TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION  

4.1 Framework for selecting and appraising the evidence  

The Chair gave the floor to Didier Verloo, Head of the Assessment and Methodological 

Support Unit at EFSA, who provided members with insights on the methodological 

roadmap outlined by EFSA for evidence-based assessments. Didier Verloo explained the 

objectives of the project, the guiding principles EFSA intends to follow at the various 
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stages of EFSA’s risk assessment process, the prioritisation approach followed and the 

various guidance or other specific documents or initiatives EFSA plans to implement dur-

ing the various stages of EFSA’s risk assessment. The Chair thanked the members for the 

interest they showed and stated that this point had been added to the agenda following 

requests received by FoEE, Greenpeace and EBB. 

 

4.2 Future needs in research for RA – Horizon 2020  

The Chair gave the floor to Jean-Charles Cavitte, Research Programme Officer at Unit H 

5, DG Agriculture and Rural Development of the European Commission who illustrated 

the key priorities, challenges and updates on progress under the Programme Horizon 

2020. He also presented on behalf of colleagues of DG Research & Innovation, of the 

European Commission who could not attend. Jean-Charles Cavitte focussed on the Euro-

pean Innovation Partnership (EIP)  “Agricultural Productivity and Sustainability” and its 

links to Horizon 2020 and explained how the EIP concept was established to enhance in-

teraction between science and practice and facilitate communication and networking with 

stakeholders also through its interactive innovation model and its operational focus 

groups. Juliane Kleiner complemented the presentation saying that identification of re-

search priorities is very important to fill up possible research gaps in EFSA’s risk as-

sessment. EFSA will continue to run consultations to ensure sound identification of re-

search priorities. The Chair stressed that coordinated feedback from stakeholders could 

be beneficial to the overall process and invited members to share examples of joint work, 

especially of stakeholders representing different interests working on the same research 

programme. 

5.  ANY OTHER BUSINESS            Doc SHP 04 06 14 – 7 

The Chair asked members if they had any questions regarding the rolling plan of EFSA’s 

activities with its stakeholders and the update on the information session organised by 

APDESK which was circulated prior to the meeting. With no further points added to the 

agenda, the Chair closed the meeting for the day.  

DAY 2 – THURSDAY 5 JUNE 2014  

DEDICATED SESSION TO THE REVIEW OF THE 2012 IMPLEMENTING RULES OF EFSA’S 

POLICY ON INDEPENDENCE AND SCIENTIFIC DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES 

REGARDING DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS (DOI) 
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1.  Welcome to the dedicated meeting on the review of the 2012 implementing 

rules of EFSA’s DoI Policy  

Andreas Varlamos welcomed the Chair and Vice-Chair of EFSA’s Management Board, 

Platform members, external experts and observers to the session dedicated to discussing 

the review of the 2012 Implementing Rules of EFSA's Declaration of Interests Policy and 

passed the floor to Sue Davies, Chair of EFSA’s Management Board. 

2. Opening 

Sue Davies opened the dedicated session expressing the support of EFSA’s Management 

Board for the continuous improvement of EFSA’s internal governance in compliance 

with EFSA’s key values and referred to the importance of the value of independence to 

ensure a proper functioning of the system of EFSA’s scientific panels. Sue Davies high-

lighted the importance EFSA’s Management Board attaches to this value also through the 

monitoring of the implementation of EFSA’s policies and by issuing specific recommen-

dations in this area. Sue Davies mentioned that the way EFSA’s scientific panels work is 

fundamental to EFSA’s performance and the independence of EFSA’s external experts is 

a peculiarity to be preserved as a fundamental guarantee for objective and independent 

science, also when EFSA has to face changes in working conditions and budgetary re-

strictions.  Sue Davies welcomed the feedback and concrete suggestions of EFSA’s 

stakeholders who, she underlined, can support EFSA in building a stronger, more propor-

tional system and get the right balance regarding the obligations imposed on EFSA’s sci-

entific experts.  

Andreas Varlamos introduced Hubert Deluyker, Scientific Adviser to the Executive Di-

rector at EFSA, as moderator of the meeting.  

3. Review of the 2012 implementing rules of EFSA’s DoI Policy – Setting the 

Scene 

Hubert Deluyker invited Dirk Detken, Head of Legal and Regulatory Affairs Unit at 

EFSA, to introduce the aim of the meeting.  

Dirk Detken said that discussions with stakeholders are part of a technical process aimed 

at gathering views and suggestions of EFSA’s stakeholders on the DoI rules adopted in 

2011 and their application, and clarified that EFSA is asked to balance the various  

societal concerns when designing rules which need to address the complexity of real life 

situations and the working environment of experts. Dirk Detken provided an overview of 

the main challenges EFSA had to face when designing the current set of rules and said 
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that EFSA started the review process at the end of 2013 and looked at the experience the 

Agency gained so far which, together with the report commissioned to an external 

consultant and the feedback EFSA looks forward to receiving from interested 

stakeholders, are important elements which will allow EFSA to ensure that all aspects are 

considered in the review. The revised rules aim at enabling EFSA to meet the challenges 

to contribute to the best possible food safety system. In particular, members were asked 

to share their views on aspects such as whether the rules are complete, clear and 

effective, if they ensure compliance and finally if they are balanced. Differences between 

current and previous rules were clarified. 

4. HOW SOUND IS EFSA’S DOI SCREENING SYSTEM – A QUICK HEALTH CHECK 

4.1 View of institutional stakeholders: European Institution  

Hubert Deluyker invited Antonis Antoniadis to share the views and suggestions of the 

European Ombudsman Office, who, the representative said, acknowledged the efforts 

EFSA put in place to develop the system and considered the 2012 rules sufficiently ro-

bust to allow for an examination of a potential conflict of interest in ‘revolving doors’ 

cases. Antonis Antoniadis pointed out that EFSA may need to look at how to best imple-

ment the new staff regulations which set very high threshold of implementation for some 

categories of officials, and underlined that most of the cases the Ombudsman dealt with 

referred to the previous rules and policy adopted by EFSA.  

Antonis Antoniadis shared some suggestions such as the importance for EFSA to focus 

on the application of the rules, to ensure their compliance and a rigorous and effective 

screening of DoIs, to be vigilant in responding to citizens concerns and acknowledge 

possible mistakes when they occur, looking at the definition of conflict of interest used 

by EFSA, use a plain language, consider having the rules available in various languages 

and strive to ensure clear rules and measures for readers and users of the system.  

4.2  View of stakeholders who are not members of the EFSA Stakeholder 

Consultative Platform: Non-Governmental Organisations 

Hubert Deluyker gave the floor to Martin Pigeon, representing the NGO Corporate 

Europe Observatory (CEO), who presented an analysis of EFSA’s independence and 

shared suggestions to EFSA and the European Commission for possible changes to the 

current system. Martin Pigeon said that CoIs have to be interpreted as specific situations 

of individuals having material ties to institutions with conflicting objectives, rather then 

indications of potential intellectual dishonesty (except when justified by circumstantial 

evidence), and that any independence policy should try to safeguard the agency’s scien-
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tific integrity otherwise its credibility is jeopardised. He referred to some of the findings 

of a report in which CEO carried out an assessment of EFSA's independence resulting in 

almost 60% of EFSA’s experts having direct or indirect interests in companies falling in 

EFSA’s remit. This problematic situation was enabled, he said, by the changes EFSA's 

Management Board introduced in EFSA's independence policy in 2011, allowing experts 

with COIs to join as long as their conflicts do not impact more than half of the meetings 

of the panels they are applying to. 

Martin Pigeon shared suggestions for EFSA to take into account such as increase the 

number of DoI samplings in control procedures, carry out a veracity check of the experts’ 

declarations, evaluate possible CoIs and define consequences by referring to the mandate 

of the agency at large rather than a narrow interpretation of the remit of the panel, work-

ing group or role of the experts. EFSA should refrain from hiring experts with CoIs, he 

added, instead of trying to “manage” these COIs by micro-managing these experts' con-

tribution to the work of the panel. EFSA should instead use “hearing experts” to access 

expertise which would be only known to experts with interests conflicting with EFSA's 

mandate in order to stay up-to-date with the latest scientific developments without com-

promising its integrity. EFSA should also revise the composition of its list of Food Safety 

Organisations which currently includes organisations with strong links to the agri-food 

sector. Other suggestions included; specifying more details regarding the financial inter-

ests of experts, specifying the full names of concerned organisations, creating new cate-

gories for activities experts may be involved in such as participation at conferences, talks 

or scientific societies’ memberships, and abolishing the 25% research funding threshold 

to avoid CoIs. He also suggested that staff not involved with EFSA’s scientific work, or 

external people (for example members of the EU Court of Auditors), should perform the 

screening of CoIs. Discussions followed on the viability of the system if the definition of 

CoI put forward would be applied. 

4.3 View of institutional stakeholders: European Commission  

Hubert Deluyker invited Robert Vanhoorde, Head of Unit 03, Relations with agencies 

and advisory groups at DG SANCO, to present his views on the DOI review process. 

Robert Vanhoorde stated that the EU institutions are aware that independence is an im-

portant principle, instrumental to maintaining public trust and an essential component for 

high quality scientific advice. He referred to the European Commission’s guidelines 

which provide guidance to EU agencies on how to avoid conflicts of interest, and to the 

DG SANCO-coordinated internal task force with its partner agencies, including EFSA, 

and mentioned some of the challenges EFSA has to face. Robert Vanhoorde also high-

lighted the need for EFSA to find the right balance between ensuring access to the best 
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scientific experts available and the need to prevent any possible conflicts of interest and 

he questioned the viability of a zero tolerance in this area. He also mentioned some as-

pects the European Commission believes are important for EFSA to take into account 

such as adhere to what is stated in EFSA’s founding regulation, respect the Court of 

Auditors’s recommendations, be in line with EU agencies’ independence guidelines, 

make public the DoIs of experts, and check the implementation of the rules as well as 

foresee corrective actions when CoIs are identified. EFSA should also comply with per-

sonal data protection and staff regulations. Robert Vanhoorde also reminded participants 

that interests and CoIs are two different concepts, that research policies encourage pub-

lic-private partnerships and some links with industry may be unavoidable, and that DoI 

controls need to be integrated and made public. He concluded by saying that it is essen-

tial EFSA ensures proper implementation and monitoring of its independence rules and 

said EFSA could improve communication and increase transparency on the actions taken 

in the area of independence. He also clarified that DoIs are only one of the tools used by 

EFSA to ensure the independence of its outputs and responded to questions about 

whether more funding allocated to EFSA and its scientists would be a solution.  

4.4 View of institutional stakeholders: Member States 

Anders Permin, representing the National Food Institute in Denmark was invited to illus-

trate how the Institute ensures independence of its work – which he clarified needs to be 

of benefit for the society, while maintaining a healthy cooperation with the private sector 

as driven by the demand of public authorities and the Horizon 2020 programme. Anders 

Permin clarified that this cooperation is intrinsic to the Danish model for food safety and 

production and the Institute is actively engaged in such cooperation with many important 

cooperation projects published on the Institute's website. Anders Permin stated that some 

of the most important Danish food safety successes originated from private-public coop-

eration projects (e.g. Salmonella prevention, investigation on antibiotic resistance, elimi-

nation of trans fatty acids). Anders Permin presented the three options applied by the In-

stitute when dealing with potential conflicts of interest resulting from such projects: i) 

quit the project; ii) accept the project but opt out of a future role in the risk assessment; 

iii) accept the project as well as future risk assessment, which will then be evaluated by 

an external independent party. In the last two cases the projects are published on the In-

stitute's website. Moreover, funding from private companies in the form of support to re-

search projects must follow public rules and are made public; both the Institute and its 

employees have a responsibility for timely publication of any issues - including research 

- that might result in a potential conflict of interest and external experts are consulted if 

there are any doubts. Discussions followed on the possible differences between the risk 

assessment work of national institutes and EFSA. 
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 4.5 View of institutional stakeholders: Members of SHP 

Hubert Deluyker invited members to share their views on the review of the 2012 Imple-

menting Rules of EFSA's Declaration of Interests Policy. Representatives of BEUC, en-

couraged EFSA to define a (non-exhaustive) guidance list with concrete examples of 

what interests are considered acceptable and which conflicting, apply the “triangle ap-

proach” more carefully on a more case-by-case basis, develop a more proactive approach 

when identifying potential conflicts of interest and look for alternative experts if neces-

sary. The organisation said that publishing DOIs for public scrutiny would also be helpful 

but not sufficient and EFSA should increase its efforts to ensure the accuracy of the in-

formation provided by the experts, define more detailed and clearer standard operating 

procedures to minimize risks and document the evidence related to the handling of con-

flicts of interest, introduce dissuasive penalties to ensure ethical conducts, and organise 

dedicated compulsory CoIs trainings for all experts. Moreover, the European Commis-

sion was invited to develop a comprehensive EU regulatory framework for conflict of in-

terest with specific guidelines, ensure comparable minimum requirements on independ-

ence and transparency applicable to all EU agencies, while EFSA should foster coopera-

tion and exchange with other EU Agencies such as the European Medicines Agency 

(EMA) and the European Chemical Agency (ECHA) to ensure a more consistent ap-

proach towards conflicts of interest.   

Copa-Cogeca welcomed EFSA’s Declaration of interest Policy which provides a good 

framework for achieving independence and high standards of professional conduct by all 

experts involved and invited EFSA to quickly identify possible conflicts while safeguard-

ing high quality of scientific expertise of the experts.  EFSA should follow specific unbi-

ased criteria to objectively measure the proficiency of an expert, preferably selecting ex-

perts with long and established careers also in academia and research, high numbers of 

publications and article citations, and experience in funding/grants for research projects. 

AESGP, AMFEP, CEFIC, ELC, EuropaBio, FEFAC, FEFANA, FoodDrinkEurope, 

IFAH-Europe, and PFP evaluated EFSA’s current rules as sufficient to ensure the inde-

pendence of EFSA’s experts and staff and pointed out that the main challenge is for 

EFSA to make best use of the available expertise while maintaining a key role in the high 

quality peer review process to ensure EFSA can deliver the best quality science in sup-

port of regulatory decision making. They also clarified that the aim of CoI policies 

should not be to exclude leading experts from taking part in the Agency’s scientific deci-

sion-making process due to perceived conflicts of interest, and expressed concerns for 

those experts who are renowned for their expertise in a particular field and excluded by 

EFSA because they are working or have worked with industry or with national authori-
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ties. They expressed a particular concern in the area of innovative technologies where 

expertise is often extremely limited and technological advances occur at a rapid pace. 

EFSA should call on the highest level of expertise to support its work and remain at the 

cutting edge of scientific risk assessment and the contribution of the individuals has to be 

recognised.  

EEB suggested that controls should be carried out by a professional, specialised and in-

dependent body, possibly also working for other EU agencies such as EMA and ECHA. 

EFSA’s future rules should require experts to also mention forthcoming contracts and in-

terests, and EFSA should take legal action against scientists who breach the rules. The 

organisation pointed out that it is particularly difficult to find high-level available experts 

without CoI in the area of innovative technologies. 

EPHA recognised the efforts made by EFSA to improve its processes to safeguard the in-

dependence of its scientific advice and suggested EFSA uses public third parties informa-

tion such as those from national agencies to assess scientists’ DoIs and the European 

Commission’s Transparency Register to double check on experts’ independence. Refer-

ence to “gifts and invitations” policies and procedures should be enhanced and experts 

should be screened beyond the thematic mandate of the scientific panel or working group 

the expert is applying to in light of the fact that EFSA’s work is multi-disciplinary.  The 

organisation called for more clarity, transparency and consistency of the current elements 

for detection and mitigation of possible conflicts and for EFSA to ban any declared Con-

flicts of Interests with industry and industry-sponsored activities. It was also suggested 

that EFSA should invite more hearing experts to panel hearings.  EFSA should internalise 

the responsibility for detection and mitigation of CoIs to ensure effective measures are 

taken. EFSA’s capacity for pro-active and consistent checking of CoIs should be 

strengthened with updated knowledge of food and drink industry-influenced tactics. 

Moreover, the member pointed out that cooling-off periods are either insufficient or non-

existent, private-funding proportion to overall budget is inadequate and too high (25%), 

and it is important to take into account the frequency of omissions from DoIs, especially 

if they happen on a regular basis. Post-employment issues in coordination with all the 

appointing bodies involved should be duly addressed. EPHA concluded by saying that 

bias-free decision-making and scientific excellence do not exclude each other.  

There was mention of the fact that EFSA should strive to broaden the expertise of its ex-

perts especially in the area of environmental risk assessment and discussion on how to 

balance the time of experts who work for national public risk assessment agencies in 

member states and sit on EFSA’s scientific panels and working groups. 

In the discussions which followed participants shared their views on some of the propos-

als put on the table and raised suggestions such as the need to ensure EFSA’s experts can 
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carry out their job particularly when the public health sector is under huge pressure in 

these times of recession, the risks of a decrease of the willingness of national food risk 

assessment bodies to share their experts with EFSA if they are repeatedly criticised for 

their work, EFSA’s multiple initiatives to inform its staff about their obligation as public 

officers, and the need for EFSA to broaden the expertise of its experts in the areas of en-

vironmental risk assessment.    

5 Wrap up and closing address  

Bernhard Url thanked participants for the time dedicated to providing EFSA with input 

on the Agency’s work in the area of independence. Agencies like EFSA have been given 

a task of developing principles and processes to mitigate possible conflicts of interests 

and EFSA has been a frontrunner in this process also in light of the sensitivity and public 

interest in all aspects related food. 

He underlined that the right for good administration is fundamental for EFSA, applicants 

and the civil society at large and that the Authority needs to be as open as possible. 

Bernhard Url said that during the meeting EFSA had received some proposals which 

could be implemented on a short-term basis such as those linked to increased clarity of 

language and communications, while others require an analysis EFSA could carry out in 

the mid-term such as those suggestions linked to economic interest and cash flow, 

strengthening of the system of hearing experts, clarification of the role of the panels, cen-

tralisation of assessment and evaluation, the setting up of an ethics committee like those 

of other European or national agencies, cooling-off periods and enhanced checks on 

compliance and veracity. He clarified however that this latter is a delicate topic as it 

could be perceived as a sign of distrust. Other suggestions received were of a more gen-

eral nature, such as those referring to more funding for EFSA, general criticisms towards 

basic principles of the Horizon 2020 programme, public funding decrease - which are not 

a responsibility of EFSA - and finally, the most crucial question, which is how EFSA can 

attract the best expertise available on the market. Bernhard Url clarified that if EFSA is 

not able to meet this challenge this will represent a complete failure for EFSA and for the 

EU in general. This will also represent the end of the project of centralising risk assess-

ment in Europe which was the basis of the creation of the EFSA and the redesign of the 

food system. He thanked everyone for the constructive and positive atmosphere.  

 

5.1 Wrap up 
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Andreas Varlamos thanked Bernhard Url for the very exhaustive and clear wrap up of the 

discussions which took place at the session, Hubert Deluyker for effectively moderating 

the meeting, all participants for delivering their views in a open and honest way, and 

EFSA’s management for their involvement. He stated that not only independence but 

also perception of independence is very important for EFSA to build trust, as well as for 

consumers and the society at large. Andreas Varlamos trusted that EFSA will capture the 

views expressed and that practical improvements will take place in future. He also said 

that the discussions contributed to make EFSA and the participants more knowledgeable 

and understanding of each other’s needs.  

A member suggested updating the negotiations between the European Union and the 

United States on the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) at the next 

meeting in November 2014 in Brussels maybe with the participation of the Directorate-

General for Trade of the European Commission.  

Minutes of the meeting will be agreed on and published in the upcoming weeks, while a 

more detailed report on the dedicated session may be published at a later stage.  

 

Action 6. Table the subject of the TTIP negotiations at the November meeting of the Plat-

form. Possible presentation by BEUC. 

5.2 Closing address 

Andreas Varlamos reminded the participants that the next meeting will take place in 

Brussels on 19 and 20 November  2014 and, with no further points added to the agenda, 

closed the 25
th
 meeting of EFSA Stakeholder Consultative Platform.    

 

Ends---  


