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1
 Alberto Spagnolli

1
 

Anne-Laure Gassin Bernhard Url 

1 WELCOME AND OPENING OF THE MEETING  

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle opened the meeting and passed the floor to Ib Byrge 

Sørensen, Permanent Secretary of the Danish Ministry for Food, Agriculture and 

Fisheries. He welcomed the AF members, congratulated EFSA on its 10
th

 

anniversary, underlined the importance of food safety cooperation, and 

complimented EFSA’s efforts in the area of assessing risks related with the 

combined exposure to multiple chemical substances. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle 

thanked Denmark for its support, including the active contributions by the Danish 

AF member and Focal Point, and complimented the conference on antimicrobial 

resistance organised by the Danish EU Presidency in March 2012. She further 

mentioned that the report of the external evaluation of EFSA was expected by the 

end of July 2012 and announced that EFSA would organise an institutional 

conference in Parma on 13
th

 November 2012. She then greeted the new AF 

member from Finland, the substitute for this meeting from Portugal, and the new 

observer from Serbia that was granted the status of candidate country by the 

                                                 

1
 Attended part of the meeting by telephone. 
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European Council on 1
st
 March 2012. She also welcomed the representative of 

DG Research and Innovation and the Chair of EFSA’s FEEDAP Panel and said 

that apologies were received from Croatia. In addition, she introduced Bernhard 

Url, EFSA’s new Director of Risk Assessment and Scientific Assistance since 1
st
 

June 2012, and Stef Bronzwaer, the acting Head of the Advisory Forum and 

Scientific Cooperation Unit. Finally, she informed members that Torben Nilsson 

would leave EFSA by the end of August 2012 and that, in line with EFSA’s new 

linguistic regime and for cost reduction reasons, English would be the working 

language at this and future AF meetings.  

2   ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA 

The agenda was adopted.  

Germany, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, and Bulgaria raised issues for agenda item 

4.10 on other matters raised by EFSA and Member States. 

Germany advocated for a continuation of the practice of organising AF meetings 

in Member States. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle replied that EFSA would maintain 

its prior commitments made for 2013 and then consider that two AF meetings per 

year could take place in Member States, while the two other AF meetings would 

be organised in Parma.        

3 STRATEGIC DISCUSSION ON EFSA’S WORK WITH MEMBER STATES 

3.1 Work planning and prioritisation – Optimise the use of risk assessment 

capacity in the EU  

 Feedback from the AF Discussion Group on Medium Term Planning 

Torben Nilsson provided feedback from the AF Discussion Group on Medium 

Term Planning. The group had based its discussions on a draft overview table of 

EFSA’s multi-annual plan and made some general considerations on priority 

areas for European risk assessment, priorities and scientific risk ranking, and the 

current and future scientific networks and other possible partnerships. The group 

proposed to evaluate the work of the scientific networks to better understand 

where improvements could be made, whether some networks could be dissolved 

or whether new networks were needed. 

Austria suggested distinguishing between networks for information sharing and 

operational networks as well as between networks and working groups. 

Finland welcomed a holistic approach to risk assessment and methodology for 

risk-benefit analysis. 
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Romania said that data collection is important and proposed two additional titles: 

“Influence of food related nanotechnologies on oxidative stress and inflammation 

in human cells” and “Combined chemical risks for food”.   

Sweden found that the proposals were very good and caught the most important 

areas. Sweden stressed the proposed holistic approach, including risk-benefit 

analysis and risk ranking, supported the proposed evaluation of EFSA’s scientific 

networks, and advocated for more self-tasking by EFSA. Ideally, fees for 

applications could be used to free resources for self-tasking in other areas. 

Norway agreed with Sweden, complimented the work of the AF Discussion 

Group on Medium Term Planning, and highlighted the need for further work on 

food contact materials, risk ranking, and systematic risk-benefit analyses. 

Spain commented on the need to ensure that network members represent their 

organisations, harmonise how networks are organised, and avoid creating too 

many networks. 

The European Commission said that most mandates were based on legislation, 

advocated the consideration of existing networks under the European 

Commission before creating EFSA networks in the same areas, and supported the 

proposal to network on food contact materials. 

Cyprus proposed to open the networks to international cooperation. 

Denmark advocated for considering areas where EFSA could free resources in 

order to be able to take up new tasks. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle agreed with Denmark and took note of the strong 

interest in risk-benefit assessments and food contact materials. 

Hubert Deluyker and Germany suggested an enhanced focus on new risk 

assessment methodologies. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle referred this topic to the 

SC network on harmonisation of risk assessment methodologies.   

Action point 1: EFSA to launch an evaluation of its scientific networks, starting 

by a “self review” in the autumn 2012 as the basis for further discussion at the 

AF meeting in December 2012.  

 EFSA’s multi-annual planning 2013-2015 

Alberto Spagnolli provided an overview of the process of elaborating EFSA’s 

multi-annual plan 2013-2015 that was expected to be adopted by EFSA’s 

Management Board in December 2012, following consultation with the AF and 

SC in the autumn 2012. 
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 Risk ranking – Disease burden 

Djien Liem presented EFSA’s work on risk ranking. 

Germany supported a discussion on risk ranking and found the outline very 

ambitious with many dimensions, including some that were not science-based, so 

there would be a need to define the expected outcome and to address risk-benefit 

assessments. Germany proposed establishing a working group on risk ranking. 

Norway, Portugal, Denmark, Hungary, and Romania supported the German 

proposal, suggested involving the WHO, and discussed the possible involvement 

of risk managers from the health sector with experience in risk ranking. 

Also the United Kingdom and Sweden expressed their support to EFSA’s work 

on risk ranking, even though agreeing it would be complicated. 

Action point 2: Member States to share information on risk ranking that has been 

done at national level and expertise in this area. 

 EFSA’s management plan 2013 

Alberto Spagnolli presented EFSA’s preliminary management plan 2013. 

Germany expressed an interest in EFSA’s improved management system and 

Bernhard Url clarified that it was the intention to develop it in line with ISO9001. 

Germany and Ireland offered their assistance to EFSA. 

Spain congratulated EFSA on the stable budget situation and asked if EFSA could 

assist Member States that have faced budget cuts, e.g. by avoiding IT changes. 

Germany suggested discussing how to avoid unsuccessful calls for grants. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle referred this issue to the AF meeting in the autumn 

2012, when the AF Discussion Group on Article 36 will report back to the AF. 

Action point 3: AF members to provide comments on EFSA’s preliminary 

management plan 2013 by 15 September 2012.   

 Contracts and grants programme 2013 

Stef Bronzwaer presented EFSA’s contracts and grants programme 2013 that had 

been adopted by EFSA’s Management Board in June 2012 following consultation 

with the AF and other EU agencies in the spring 2012. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle reminded members that the budget for EFSA’s 

contracts and grants programme 2013 was subject to approval of EFSA’s overall 

budget. 
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Upon request from Spain, Stef Bronzwaer explained that the type of call, i.e. 

procurement or grant, depends on the needs. The number of procurement calls 

were increasing. 

Italy noted that many Article 36 organisations do not apply for EFSA calls, as 

noted also in the discussions taking place in the AF Discussion Group on Article 

36, and invited EFSA to be more transparent and open on grants. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle emphasised the need for EFSA to comply with EC 

Financial Regulations and referred further discussion on Article 36 to the AF 

meeting in the autumn 2012, when the AF Discussion Group on Article 36 will 

report back to the AF. 

Action point 4: EFSA to share Belgium’s comments on EFSA’s contracts and 

grants programme 2013 together with EFSA’s replies through the AF Extranet. 

 Scientific training activities in EFSA and Member States 

Stef Bronzwaer informed the AF about scientific training activities in EFSA and 

Member States. 

Upon enquiry from Denmark regarding the participation of competent authorities, 

Stef Bronzwaer clarified that risk assessment bodies are the main focus of the 

training. 

Finland suggested involving third countries in the training activities. 

Spain offered to host training sessions in Madrid. 

Austria asked why EFSA experts would need training, if they are the best experts. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle replied that the training is not about basic risk 

assessments, but rather to ensure that EFSA’s guidance documents are used and 

to receive feedback on these. 

Hubert Deluyker elaborated on how EFSA cooperates with the WHO to reach 

third countries. 

Germany reemphasised the importance of liaising with sister agencies in third 

countries to enhance their understanding of the EU food safety system. 

Italy asked if foundations were eligible to send participants to the training. 

Portugal expressed doubts on whether the national Better Training for Safer Food 

(BTSF) contact points would be in a position to identify suitable candidates for 

training in the area of risk assessment.  
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Stef Bronzwaer said that the BTSF was not strictly limited to public institutions, 

while EFSA targeted public risk assessment bodies and universities. Third 

countries could participate. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle mentioned that EFSA’s Management Board had 

discussed the gender balance and geographical diversity of EFSA’s Scientific 

Committee and Panel members. The AF would be consulted at the next AF 

meeting in September 2012 on proposed actions to obtain a reasonable balance 

and training may be part of that.   

3.2 Cooperation in the FEEDAP area  

Andrew Chesson, Chair of EFSA’s FEEDAP Panel, presented the work of the 

FEEDAP Panel and opportunities for cooperation with Member States. He 

mentioned that FEEDAP opinions were often delayed by lack of data and 

commented on the different degrees of assessments foreseen in the regulations on 

feed additives and feed materials. He suggested that a scientific network in the 

FEEDAP area would be valuable to enhance the dialogue with Member States.  

Italy said that Member States have an obligation to share data and suggested that 

this could be facilitated by a European monitoring plan and data collection. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle commented that the regulatory framework does not 

always ensure consistency. EFSA had addressed a letter to the European 

Commission to request permission to exchange data used for feed and food.  

The European Commission acknowledged the concerns and said that data sharing 

would be possible with industry permission. 

Per Bergman said that there is an opportunity to synchronise the multiannual plan 

for re-evaluations of food additives and feed additives. 

Germany mentioned that sometimes there could be an issue of exposure due to 

bioaccumulation. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle thanked Andrew Chesson and the members of the 

FEEDAP Panel for their comprehensive work.  

3.3 Food safety research 

 DG Research and Innovation: An update on research activities 

DG Research and Innovation presented an update on research activities, including 

the priorities and themes of Horizon 2020 that would be launched in 2014. 

Sweden asked if the reference to food security should be understood as the 

availability or health effects of food. 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/horizon2020/index_en.cfm?pg=home&video=none
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The United Kingdom saw a broad definition of food security and asked how 

EFSA’s previous contributions had been taken into consideration. 

Hungary suggested mentioning food safety explicitly in Horizon 2020. 

DG Research and Innovation confirmed that food security should indeed be 

understood in the broader sense including health and food safety. DG Research 

and Innovation welcomed the cooperation with EFSA and mentioned that a 

meeting between EFSA and DG Research and Innovation would take place on 6
th

 

July 2012 to discuss EFSA’s contributions further. 

Italy expressed a wish for close interaction between EFSA and DG Research and 

Innovation in defining the research priorities. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle confirmed DG Research and Innovation’s positive 

consideration of EFSA’s previous inputs on research proposals and the feedback 

letter from DG Research and Innovation was shared again with the AF members. 

 Update on proposals for prioritisation 

Jeffrey Moon presented the draft discussion paper on prioritisation of research 

proposals for consideration in the context of Horizon 2020, which would form the 

basis for further discussions with DG Research and Innovation. Under each of the 

four main topics identified, specific proposals were included. 

Denmark and Germany advocated for considering issues across or in the interface 

between topics. Germany illustrated this point by referring to consumer 

perception and why science does not always convince consumers. 

Romania proposed that combined chemical risks for food should be addressed. 

Belgium indicated a need for linkage between the research proposals and EFSA’s 

work planning. 

Spain saw a need for Horizon 2020 to recognise topics on food safety, including 

health and nutrition, and not just food availability, sustainability and innovation. 

Finland understood that topics under the headings of Horizon 2020 were sought at 

this stage, rather than specific research project proposals.  

Hubert Deluyker suggested including the priority topics identified under agenda 

item 3.1 on work planning and prioritisation. 

The United Kingdom proposed a holistic approach considering new production 

methods as well as their impact on food safety and consumer perception. 
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Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle offered nanotechnology as an illustrative example 

where not only production benefits, but also the safety and impact on health and 

environment would need to be addressed.  

Bulgaria suggested investigating emerging diseases in Europe resulting from 

neglected zoonoses in third countries. 

Denmark found that new developments such as the One Health Initiative might 

require new research approaches. 

DG Research and Innovation replied that cross-thematic issues have already been 

dealt with in the past and can also be dealt with in the future. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle concluded that EFSA would revise the discussion 

paper on prioritisation of research proposals for consideration in the context of 

Horizon 2020 taking into account the priority areas identified by the AF 

Discussion Group on Medium Term Planning and linking them closely to the 

Horizon 2020 strategy ahead of the meeting between DG Research and 

Innovation on 6
th

  July 2012.   

Action point 5: EFSA to finalise and share the discussion paper on prioritisation 

of research proposals for consideration in the context of Horizon 2020 with the 

AF members after its meeting with DG Research and Innovation on 6
th

 July 2012.  

4      OTHER MATTERS RAISED BY EFSA AND MEMBER STATES 

4.1 Update on cooperation in the area of TTC 

Djien Liem referred to the presentation of EFSA’s Scientific Committee’s 

opinion on threshold of toxicological concern (TTC) at the 43
rd

 AF meeting in 

March 2012. He informed members that the diverging views from the non-food 

Scientific Committees of the European Commission had been solved through 

consultations and that EFSA had agreed to cooperate with the Joint FAO/WHO 

Expert Committee on Food Additives (JECFA) in support of the WHO’s TTC 

initiative. 

Upon request from Sweden, Djien Liem explained that the divergences had been 

about the substantiation of thresholds. 

The European Commission emphasised the need for a common basis in order for 

EFSA to support the WHO’s TTC initiative. 

Djien Liem clarified that JECFA applied TTC in the flavourings area like EFSA, 

so the starting points were similar. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle said that the adoption of EFSA’s Scientific 

Committee’s opinion on TTC could have consequences also in other areas and 

that EFSA would seek further information on the WHO’s TTC initiative. 

http://www.onehealthinitiative.com/
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Djien Liem agreed that TTC could be applied in other areas, e.g. pesticides, so 

dedicated follow up would take place. 

Germany warned that TTC could be difficult to use in some areas, e.g. pesticide 

metabolites, and suggested further discussion on the application of TTC in the SC 

network on harmonisation of risk assessment methodologies. 

Hubert Deluyker commented that TTC is currently the best available screening 

tool, while other new ways for toxicity testing should also be considered. 

Sweden proposed a meeting of national experts on TTC. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle referred the further discussion on TTC to the SC 

network on harmonisation of risk assessment methodologies. 

Djien Liem confirmed that the network was already considering TTC and other 

screening tools. 

Anne-Laure Gassin referred to further information on TTC on EFSA’s website.     

4.2 Public access to documents 

Dirk Detken briefed the AF on EFSA’s policy on the public access to documents. 

Upon request from Austria, Dirk Detken confirmed that Member States would be 

consulted before sharing correspondence or documents regarding their country 

but the MS did not have a veto right. EFSA also liaised with the European 

Commission, since many requests for public access were sent simultaneously to 

EFSA and DG Health and Consumers. 

Upon request from Italy, Dirk Detken confirmed that both citizens and 

institutions could request access to documents. 

Sweden commented on the need to protect scientific decision-making processes 

and Dirk Detken confirmed that this was foreseen in the legislation but primarily 

when the decision making process was still ongoing. 

Norway asked if when balancing transparency versus commercial interests there 

was a tendency towards disclosing more information. Dirk Detken replied that 

EFSA has to give full effect to the EU legislation and the Courts case law.  While 

commercial interests were protected, EFSA can observe a clear tendency of the 

courts to disclose as much as is legally possible. 

4.3 Regulated products 

Per Bergman outlined EFSA’s work on regulated products and Karine Lheureux 

presented the role and development of EFSA’s Applications Desk. 

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/faqs/faqttc.htm
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Belgium enquired how the Applications Desk would liaise with Member States. 

Sweden wanted to know who could address questions to the Applications Desk. 

Italy enquired about the interaction with applicants. 

Karine Lheureux said that the Applications Desk can receive questions from 

anybody who wants information. Currently, the contact with applicants 

commences when they submit an application, while the aim is to support 

applicants also prior to submission, including small and medium-sized enterprises 

at national level through a network of Member State contact points to be 

developed in consultation with the Member States. 

Per Bergman added that working with contact points in Member States would be 

a great opportunity to overcome the diversity of language and local legislation. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle agreed in principle, while there would be a need for 

further clarification and discussion on the role of the national contact points. 

Per Bergman then proceeded to propose an EFSA scientific network for risk 

assessment of regulated food ingredients and food packaging, which would 

initially discuss aspartame and bisphenol A. 

Germany suggested considering also exposure and splitting the network into two 

networks, since the expertises required for food contact materials and food 

enzymes would be different. 

Greece agreed with Germany’s observation and asked about the relationship 

between the proposed network and the existing working group on chemical 

occurrence data. 

Austria also advised that food contact materials would need to be considered 

separately due to different exposure assessments and warned against duplication 

with the SC network on harmonisation of risk assessment methodologies. 

Spain requested clarification on the roles of scientific networks and Focal Points. 

Belgium welcomed the reflection on the cooperation through scientific networks, 

since it was difficult to be involved in all networks. 

The United Kingdom was in favour of scientific networking, as long as the added 

value of the networks was clear.      

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle concluded that more time was needed to assess the 

need for the proposed network in the context of the review of existing networks in 

order to see if any of these could address the needs also in this area. The AF 

would then discuss the proposed network again in connection with the feedback 
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from the review of existing networks. In the meantime, meetings with national 

experts on aspartame and bisphenol A could be organised. 

4.4 Transfer of data between EFSA and the WHO 

Bernhard Url informed the AF that the WHO had proposed a formalised 

agreement on the sharing of data from Member States between EFSA and the 

WHO. EFSA was positively considering the proposal. 

Austria enquired if it was foreseen to inform the Standing Committee on Food 

Chain and Animal Health (SCoFCAH). 

Luxembourg asked if the agreement would cover only contaminants or also other 

fields and Norway asked if consumption data would be included. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle confirmed that EFSA would liaise with the European 

Commission to inform the SCoFCAH. She said that EFSA would not share more 

data with the WHO than with Member States. 

Bernhard Url informed that the data sharing agreement would initially concern 

chemicals, while it would be desirable to extend it to other areas, including 

consumption data. 

Hubert Deluyker emphasised the need to discuss the data use. He informed the 

AF about a meeting between EFSA and the WHO on 26
th

 June 2012 to give new 

impetus to the cooperation and avoid duplication between EFSA and the JECFA 

on the same topics. 

Action point 6: EFSA to further clarify and develop proposals for data sharing 

with the WHO and inform the AF of the outcome.   

4.5 Pesticide residues in vitro combined level of exposure study – Exposure to 

mixtures of active substances and possible combined effects on human cells 

France presented a pesticide residues in vitro combined level of exposure study 

(PERICLES) on the exposure to mixtures of active substances and possible 

combined effects on human cells. The final report would become available online 

in July 2012. 

Upon enquiry from Austria, France explained that the mixtures were chosen 

based on the most frequent findings. 

Sweden asked if the study looked at high or usual exposure doses. 

France replied that different doses were tested to demonstrate genotoxic effects.  

4.6 French study of PCB concentrations in consumers of freshwater fish 
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France presented a French study of PCB concentrations in consumers of 

freshwater fish. 

Finland thanked France for sharing the results and suggested assessing health 

outcomes based on risk-benefit assessments. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle mentioned that EFSA had worked on the risk-benefit 

assessment of fish consumption.  

4.7 World Cancer Research Fund reports on red meat and cancer 

Sweden referred to the World Cancer Research Fund reports on read meat and 

cancer and enquired about the views of the AF on appropriate recommendations. 

Norway informed members that the Norwegian Nutrition Council had made 

recommendations to reduce red meat consumption.  

Greece referred to European recommendations to reduce salt intake that would 

imply reducing the consumption of processed meat. 

Denmark found that specialised bodies like the World Cancer Research Fund 

were confusing the nutritional messages through poor communications. 

Belgium would work on the topic and saw an opportunity for cooperation. 

The United Kingdom had studied the reports and found no need to change the 

advice already provided to reduce, but not exclude, red and processed meat 

consumption as part of a healthy and balanced diet. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle concluded that EFSA would consult its NUTRI Unit 

on current EFSA work in this area. 

Action point 7: EFSA to provide the AF with information on current work in the 

area of red meat and cancer. 

Action point 8: Member States to share information through the Information 

Exchange Platform on red meat and cancer.      

4.8 Research on the carcinogenic effect of exposure to acrylamide 

Denmark reported that a recent national toxicological study has shown “clear 

evidence of carcinogenic activity” of acrylamide, which is in line with previous 

JECFA and EFSA opinions indicating a human health concern. On this 

background, Denmark suggested a need for regulatory action. 

Sweden supported the call for action, saying that despite a dialogue with the 

industry on the impact of production processes, acrylamide exposure is not going 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tox.2012.03.004
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down, so from a risk ranking perspective, acrylamide is a higher priority than 

many regulated substances; yet regulation on acrylamide is still missing. 

Denmark suggested including the industry in further work on reducing 

acrylamide exposure, possibly through the use of enzymes to break down 

asparagine. 

Action point 9: EFSA’s CONTAM Panel to consider the information presented by 

Denmark in relation to acrylamide. 

4.9 Events concerning food safety issues during the Cyprus EU Presidency 

Cyprus provided an overview of the public health priorities of the Cyprus EU 

Presidency and events concerning food safety issues during the Presidency, 

including the 46
th

 AF meeting in Paphos on 5
th

 - 6
th

 December 2012.  

4.10 Other matters raised by EFSA and Member States 

Germany noted that the independence of experts working for EFSA is being 

scrutinised and expressed its trust in the system. Germany proposed a statement 

of the Member States expressing their solidarity and trust in EFSA’s scientific 

independence. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle agreed on the importance of upholding mutual trust. 

Denmark, Austria, Sweden, United Kingdom, and Romania supported the 

proposal and commented on the form and content of such a declaration. 

Finland emphasised the need to go beyond a mere reply to provocations and 

explain the need for cooperation with a multitude of different partners. 

The United Kingdom mentioned that it has published guidelines about working 

with industry and other partners. 

Denmark found that independence was linked with financial relations, while 

Ireland argued that conflicts on interests could also be of a non-financial nature. 

Hubert Deluyker drew the attention of the AF to an editorial
2
 on how independent 

experts should be kept from undue suspicion as well as undue influence. 

Denmark shared an article
3
 on cutting the use of antibiotics in the Danish pig 

livestock and suggested that the experiences and good results could be useful 

worldwide to address antimicrobial resistance. 

                                                 

2
 “Needless conflict”, Nature 485 (2012) 279-280. 

3
 F. Aarestrup, “Get pigs off antibiotics”, Nature 486 (2012) 465-466. 

http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/consultationresponse/responseexternaldata.pdf
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/consultationresponse/responseexternaldata.pdf


 

 15 / 16 

Finland announced a joint event on plant health in Helsinki on 1
st
 October 2012, 

followed by a seminar on pest risk assessment on 2
nd

 -3
rd

 October 2012. 

Ireland requested information on risk assessments of food supplements containing 

1,3-dimethylamylamine (DMAA). 

Finland, Denmark, and Sweden advised that DMAA is not suitable for use in 

food due to related health risks. 

Bulgaria informed the AF about the 1
st
 anniversary of the Bulgarian Risk 

Assessment Center of the Bulgarian Food Safety Agency and achievements made 

during its first year of existence. 

Action point 10: Germany to draft a statement of the Member States expressing 

their solidarity and trust in EFSA’s scientific independence.  

Action point 11: Member States to share risk assessments of 1,3-

dimethylamylamine (DMAA) through the Information Exchange Platform. 

5      ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

The Norwegian AF member announced that due to a new job as risk manager 

from September 2012, she would no longer be representing Norway in the AF. 

She thanked the AF for its  good meetings, cooperation, and rapid replies received 

from EFSA. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle thanked her for her active and constructive 

contributions to the AF discussions and wished for a continued cooperation.  

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle announced that the AF members will be invited for 

the institutional conference in Parma on 13
th

 November 2012, which would be 

limited to key stakeholders. She also announced that a scientific conference on 

“Challenging boundaries in risk assessment – sharing experiences” would take 

place in Parma on 7
th

-8
th

 November 2012. The registration for the scientific 

conference was opened to the public on 8 June. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle announced that information about the outcomes of 

EFSA's Scientific Colloquium on low dose response in toxicology and risk 

assessment in Parma on 14
th

 15
th

 June 2012 was available online. 

Finally, looking ahead towards the AF meeting in September 2012, Catherine 

Geslain-Lanéelle said that the report of the external evaluation of EFSA would 

form the basis of a strategic discussion on EFSA’s future directions. 

CLOSURE OF THE MEETING 

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/events/event/121107.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/events/event/121107.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/events/event/120614.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/events/event/120614.htm
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Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle thanked Denmark for hosting the meeting, the AF 

members and observers for their active participation, and the speakers and EFSA 

staff for their contributions. She wished all participants a pleasant summer break.  


