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1 WELCOME AND OPENING OF THE MEETING  

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle opened the meeting by welcoming Roberto Sabrido, 

President of the Spanish Agency for Food Safety and Nutrition (AESAN), and 

Josefa Ruiz Fernandez, Secretariat General of Public Health, Health Department 

of Andalusia, and by mentioning the successful workshop on science supporting 

risk surveillance on imports organised jointly by AESAN and EFSA in Seville on 

10 February 2010. She then passed the floor to Roberto Sabrido and Josefa Ruiz 

Fernandez for their opening speeches. Roberto Sabrido stressed the role of food 

safety for public health and highlighted the importance of European cooperation 

and coherent messages being conveyed to the public. Josefa Ruiz Fernandez 

talked about the relation between health care and food safety, mentioned the 

important role of Andalusia in food trade, and wished the participants a good 

meeting. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle thanked Spain for hosting the meeting and 

for the encouraging words. She then welcomed the new AF members from 

Cyprus and Portugal and mentioned that apologies were received from the 

Greece, Luxembourg and Malta.   

2   ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA 

The agenda was adopted without changes. In addition to the emerging issues 

raised by Member States prior to the AF meeting, Finland suggested discussing 

acetaldehyde in food and Hungary offered to share information on the risk 

assessment of mycotoxins. These two issues were referred to agenda item 4.4. 

France proposed a change to the minutes of the last AF meeting. This was agreed 

by the AF. 
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3 GENERAL MATTERS ARISING SINCE THE 34
TH

 ADVISORY FORUM MEETING  

3.1 Management Board meetings in Stockholm on 17 December 2009 and in 

Milan on 28 January 2010 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle informed the AF that the Management Board (MB) 

adopted EFSA‟s management plan, budget and establishment plan for 2010 and 

the rules of procedure of EFSA‟s Scientific Committee (SC) and Panels at its 

meeting in December 2009. The MB also agreed to align EFSA‟s expert 

compensation with the European Commission and encourage telemeetings to 

reduce the travel time of experts and EFSA staff. In January 2010, the MB met 

with four AF members from France, Germany, Ireland and Latvia for an initial 

consultation on EFSA‟s relation with national agencies. Further feedback and 

discussion would take place at the next AF meeting. In January 2010, the MB 

also met the Chair and Vice-Chairs of EFSA‟s stakeholder platform. 

Ireland enquired about the MB discussion on impact indicators. The related MB 

document was shared with the AF, and it was agreed to discuss EFSA‟s impact 

indicators at the next AF meeting. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle also invited the AF 

to share national experiences with impact indicators at the next AF meeting.  

France advised that the discussion should be linked with EFSA‟s strategy 

defining goals, aims and targets.  

3.2 Scientific Committee meetings in Brussels on 11 December 2009 and in 

Paris on 2-3 February 2010 

Djien Liem informed the AF that the SC is currently working on nanotechnology, 

on guidance documents for 90-day feeding trials for whole food and feed, a 

guidance document for genotoxicity testing, and an opinion on a wider 

applicability of the threshold of toxicological concern. New SC working groups 

would be established to address the application of statistical approaches in risk 

assessment as well as risk assessment terminology. The latter task would 

comprise close cooperation with the Scientific Committees of the Commission 

and other EU Agencies. The SC also agreed to proceed with further updating of 

the botanicals compendium and to harmonise across the Panels various default 

assumptions in risk assessment based on a technical report prepared by EFSA‟s 

DATEX unit. Finally, the draft SC opinion on human health risk-benefit 

assessment of food, which would be presented to the AF under agenda item 7.2, 

was endorsed for public consultation. 

Germany suggested that further work on botanicals should be defined based on an 

analysis of the current status. Bernard Bottex referred back to the workshop on 

botanicals in November 2009, where it had been agreed to expand the botanicals 

compendium and to invite all parties to apply the tool that had been developed for 

the risk assessment of botanicals. He also emphasised that EFSA does not have a 
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mandate to perform risk assessments of botanicals, but the tool had been 

developed for use by the Member States.  

Sweden requested an update on the outcome of the external review of EFSA‟s 

scientific outputs. Riitta Maijala informed that the external reviewers had 

delivered their report in December 2009. It was presently being considered by 

EFSA‟s SC and Panels and a quality management report and action plan would 

become available in April 2010. The external review is planned to be repeated in 

2010.  

Action 1: EFSA to share the technical report on default assumptions. 

3.3 Feedback from the crisis simulation exercise on 30 November 2009 

Tobin Robinson provided a feedback from the crisis simulation exercise in 

November 2009 that had focused on communication and technical aspects and 

outlined future activities to ensure EFSA‟s crisis preparedness, including training 

and a new crisis exercise scheduled for March 2011. 

France said that cooperation in the area of urgent risk assessments is needed and 

that there is a need to address also scientific aspects in the crisis exercise. Norway 

indicated an interest in becoming involved in the next crisis exercise. Belgium 

asked how often crisis exercises would take place. Austria suggested that more 

frequent exercises would be needed and indicated a need to optimise 

communications to AFCWG and AF members. Germany said that there was a 

need to discuss the role of EFSA in terms of communications in a crisis situation 

and suggested consulting AFCWG members on the development of future crisis 

exercise scenarios. Sweden agreed that future crisis exercises should involve also 

scientific aspects and be conducted more often. Denmark suggested that day-to-

day and crisis approaches should not be too dissimilar, so streamlining of regular 

and urgent work flows should be considered. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle said that 

EFSA would consider organising the next crisis exercise earlier than March 2011 

and would consult the AF on the scenario. 

Action 2: EFSA to share its revised emergency manual. 

3.4 Joint AESAN/EFSA workshop on science supporting risk surveillance of 

imports in Seville on 10 February 2010 

Didier Verloo reported back from the joint AESAN/EFSA workshop on science 

supporting risk surveillance of imports with more than 100 participants, 

comprising AF and Panel members, national experts and invited speakers from 

EU and third countries. Data to perform import risk assessments are often 

available, but not always accessible. There was general support to address this 

topic and the European Commission would follow up on the risk management 

side during the Spanish EU Presidency. 
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Sweden commented on the need for enough data and proper methods and the 

similarity between imported food risk surveillance and emerging risks. Sweden 

also noted the many ongoing activities in the plant health area and asked to which 

extent EFSA would address the expectations of the workshop participants in the 

plant health and animal health areas. Ireland said that the future focus should be 

on establishing robust systems to cope with whatever issue, since there would 

always be risks that could not be anticipated. France elaborated on the required 

interaction between risk assessors and risk managers in dealing with import-

related risks and suggested focusing initially on estimating the probability of non-

conformity of imported products. Hubert Deluyker confirmed that EFSA is 

already addressing plant health and animal health issues and suggested further 

strengthening this work in consultation with the dedicated networks. The 

European Commission confirmed that a report on the system for risk surveillance 

of imports and possible new tools required would be published in June 2010.   

3.5 Declaration regarding the pan-European food consumption survey  

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle referred to the strong support expressed by the AF at 

the last AF meeting to the pan-European food consumption survey and asked if 

the AF would agree to sign the proposed declaration thus regarding. 

France expressed strong support to the pan-European food consumption survey 

and requested a reference in the declaration to the involvement of national 

agencies. Denmark commented on different methods being used by different 

parties. The United Kingdom supported the objective and proposed some 

amendments to the declaration. Hubert Deluyker emphasised the importance of 

harmonising data collection. Ireland suggested that it would be very important 

now to go ahead with the pan-European food consumption survey. France said 

that changing national methodology could make comparisons to past surveys 

more difficult, while a harmonised approach would allow for European 

comparisons. The AF agreed on the amended text of the declaration regarding the 

pan-European food consumption survey. The “Seville declaration” was signed by 

all the AF members and AF observers from Norway and Switzerland attending 

the meeting and published on EFSA‟s website.  

3.6 Other general matters 

Tobin Robinson updated the AF on EFSA‟s strategy for the identification of 

emerging risks in the food and feed chain. He said that the network on emerging 

risks with Member States, the European Commission, EU and international 

agencies would become operational in the spring 2010 and an EFSA scientific 

colloquium on emerging risks would be organised in Parma on 24-25 June 2010. 

France found this work extremely important, suggested that AF members should 

receive monthly reports on emerging risks and requested clarification on the 

members of the network on emerging risks. Austria agreed with France on the 
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importance of this work, but suggested that some of the tasks were rather for the 

European Commission. The European Commission found the approach of 

interest, but warned against generating too many “crises”. Denmark made a 

comparison to systems used for detecting public health risks and emphasised the 

importance of considering foresight and early detection, since acute events would 

be picked up by other systems. Germany said that it is difficult to distinguish 

between science and management in this area and asked who would be the 

stakeholders of the system. Ireland drew attention to article 23 of EFSA‟s 

Founding Regulation as the basis for EFSA‟s engagement in identifying emerging 

risks and supported the proposed monitoring at EU level. Sweden agreed with 

Ireland and referred to findings from the SAFEFOOD project on the importance 

of risk framing through combined efforts of risk assessors and risk managers. 

Tobin Robinson explained that the network on emerging risks was intended for 

mutual exchange of information and that communication aspects would be duly 

considered to avoid creating unnecessary concern. Hubert Deluyker suggested 

that monthly reports on potential emerging risks could possibly be shared through 

the IEP. He reiterated EFSA‟s role in identifying emerging risks as well as the 

need to interact with risk managers in this area. He also agreed that the aim would 

be foresight. Germany indicated that the Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed 

had been created to communicate on risks, but the system would need further 

development to serve as a tool for identifying emerging risks. Hubert Deluyker 

agreed. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle emphasised that the purpose of the strategy is 

to avoid crises.        

4      EMERGING ISSUES (PART I)  

4.1 Norway: Risk assessment of amino acids used as food ingredients 

Norway informed the AF that the Norwegian Scientific Committee for Food 

Safety had received a request for a risk assessment of amino acids used as food 

ingredients and asked if this was an issue in any Member States.  

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle informed that there had been no activities in EFSA so 

far on this topic, while AFSSA had issued a general report on protein intake in 

2007, including some information on minimum and maximum levels of amino 

acid intake. Also a couple of newer scientific references existed. Germany said 

that there is no scientific evidence of adverse effects of amino acids at the levels 

used and referred to the availability of data on amino acids from the 

pharmacological industry. France offered to share an opinion from 2009 on 

vitamin supplements, including amino acids, through the IEP. Cyprus shared the 

Norwegian concern, said that there is no control of food supplements sold 

through the Internet, and called for a harmonised approach within the EU 

regulation on food supplements. Bulgaria agreed with Cyprus and added that 

some third countries have a liberal legislation on food supplements, which is 

problematic from an EU perspective when considering the sale of food 
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supplements through the Internet. Norway offered to keep the AF informed on the 

outcome of the Norwegian risk assessment. 

Action 3: Member States to share information on amino acids used as food 

ingredients through the IEP. 

4.2 Cyprus: Boron in natural mineral waters 

Cyprus reported on boron in natural mineral water imported from Georgia and 

legal complexities arising from the absence of EU limit values for boron in 

natural mineral water.  

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle informed the AF that EFSA had already addressed the 

scientific aspects of this issue in opinions of EFSA‟s CONTAM Panel and in a 

letter addressed to Cyprus. Hence, the further discussion would be an issue for 

risk managers. France informed that AFSSA had recommended upper limits for 

boron in 2001 and EFSA had reconfirmed the need for such levels. Hence, a 

follow up by risk managers would be needed. The European Commission 

suggested that the issue should rather be addressed by the Standing Committee on 

Food Chain and Animal Health. Belgium informed that the WHO has provided 

information on the toxicity of boron.  

Action 4: Member States to share information on boron in natural mineral waters 

through the IEP. 

4.3 EFSA: Q-fever 

The Netherlands updated the AF on the occurrence of Q-fever in the Netherlands, 

research into the transmission routes and measures taken. 

Riitta Maijala explained that EFSA is currently addressing a request from the 

European Commission on Q-fever. She referred to the annual zoonoses report and 

an article 36 project on “Rabies and Q-fever in the EU harmonisation of 

monitoring and reporting”, which would be finalised by mid-February 2010. She 

also highlighted the role of the zoonosis task force in sharing information on Q-

fever. Germany enquired about milk as a possible source of infection. Marta 

Hugas informed that EFSA‟s opinion would address also routes of transmission. 

Milk and meat were not thought to be routes of transmission. Catherine Geslain-

Lanéelle concluded that EFSA would provide scientific advice on Q-fever to the 

European Commission and also attend a Dutch workshop on Q-fever on 26 

February 2010.   

4.4 Other emerging issues 

Finland invited the AF to discuss about the presence of acetaldehyde in food and 

drinks. Germany said that acetaldehyde should be considered as a hazard rather 

than a risk and that the exposure through food is negligible as compared to 
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aerosols from furniture, etc. Germany would like to participate in further 

reflections on acetaldehyde in food. Riitta Maijala proposed to consider related 

communications aspects too.  

Action 5: Member States to share information on risk assessments on 

acetaldehyde through the IEP. 

Hungary reported on estimations of consumer exposure to mycotoxins from white 

bread using deterministic and probabilistic methods as well as challenges faced in 

communicating the results. Sweden commented on the interesting features of 

probabilistic estimations that could provide an indication of the number of people 

exposed at a certain level. Norway would embark on a study on mycotoxins this 

year. France asked if other types of bread and organic products had been tested. 

Hungary replied that only white bread had been tested due to its common use and 

only few samples had shown mycotoxin levels that could have an effect. 

Bernhard Berger informed that a folder on mycotoxins exists on the IEP. 

Action 6: Member States to share information on risk assessments on mycotoxins 

through the IEP. 

Riitta Maijala informed the AF that EFSA is currently preparing an opinion on 

melamine and invited the Member States to share migration data of melamine.     

5      COOPERATION BETWEEN EFSA AND THE MEMBER STATES  

5.1 Cooperation in the BIOHAZ area  

John Daniel Collins (Chair of EFSA‟s BIOHAZ Panel) presented the work of 

EFSA‟s BIOHAZ Panel and the cooperation with Member States in this area. He 

acknowledged the assistance provided by the Member States in sharing data and 

emphasised the mutual benefit of exchanging information, in particular through 

the two scientific networks on BSE/TSE and MRA, respectively, where the 

Member States participate actively. 

Bulgaria acknowledged the importance of the BIOHAZ networks and said that 

they would also nominate members for these networks. Germany found that the 

scope of work of the BIOHAZ Panel was very broad and asked if the Panel could 

handle the workload. Germany also enquired about the relation with the CVOs. 

Belgium mentioned the need to obtain more quantitative data because these are 

requested to perform QMRA and asked about the cooperation with international 

organisations, e.g. JEMRA. Austria emphasised the importance of cooperating 

with other EU agencies and the WHO. Denmark asked about data exchange with 

the ECDC. Italy complimented the work of the BIOHAZ Panel. John Daniel 

Collins explained that an advantage of the Panel covering a broad range of topics 

is that opinions prepared by specific working groups are still considered by the 

entire Panel to avoid sectionalism. The Panel can cope with the high workload 

through its enthusiasm and pride and due to the way the work is structured and 
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the support provided by the BIOHAZ unit. Data from the ECDC and zoonosis 

data are available to the Panel. Marta Hugas said that all Member States are 

welcome to join the BIOHAZ networks. She also confirmed the cooperation 

between EFSA, EU agencies and international organisations, while data sharing 

has also legal implications that are being addressed. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle 

referred to the discussion on regulatory aspects of data collection and sharing 

under agenda item 7.1 and thanked John Daniel Collins for his presentation and 

the Panel and working group members for their work.      

5.2 Communications strategy review and risk communication guidelines 

Anne-Laure Gassin presented the Communications strategy review detailing the 

major coverage for 2009 compared to 2008 and a breakdown of the 

communication activities by Panel/unit. An overview of the strategy for 2010 was 

provided along with discussion points for the AF members to consider in relation 

to the overall approach being taken, views on priorities, ideas on new 

opportunities and feedback to date. 

Austria did not consider that EFSA communcations were too technical, but 

acknowledged that different audiences had different communication needs. 

Belgium noted that while there were clear differentiations between risk 

assessment and risk management, the integration of these two aspects in risk 

communication was less clear. Anne-Laure Gassin stated that risk communication 

was the joint responsibility of risk assessors and risk managers and EFSA share 

information with the European Commission on communications even though they 

are independent communications.     

Ireland questioned to what extent new social and communications networks were 

being considered for distributing EFSA communications. Germany agreed that 

new communications routes should be considered but noted that the consumer is 

not necessarily the target audience for EFSA communications. Sweden welcomed 

the good work done to date including that in defining the target audience and 

asked about the questions to be used in the forthcoming Eurobarometer survey.   

Anne-Laure Gassin agreed that different target groups had specific 

communication needs and indicated that new communication tools were being 

actively considered and confirmed that the questions to be used for 

Eurobarometer survey would be shared with the AF and AFCWG. Hubert 

Deluyker informed that the EFSA journal had been launched in December 2009. 

5.3 Update on the focal point work 

Bernhard Berger and Andras Szoradi updated the AF on the work of the focal 

points, particularly in the areas of the expert database, the IEP and work plan 

sharing, and the focal point report. The priorities for 2010 were outlined, which 

included continuation of the use of the IEP for exchanging information on hot 

topics; maintaining the article 36 list to stimulate organisations to apply to calls 
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published by EFSA; facilitating the cooperation between EFSA‟s and national 

databases of scientific experts; extending the target audience networks in 

cooperation with the AFCWG and further developing focal point websites to 

function as a central communication tool in all Member States, and to continue 

the organisation of national scientific events. 

Sweden noted the good work of the focal points and asked whether more 

information could be provided on the activities of article 36 organisations.  

Austria questioned whether it was possible to know how many experts had been 

used by EFSA from the expert database.  Bernhard Berger replied that it is too 

early in the development of the expert database to be able to do this. Hungary 

highlighted the good cooperation between the AFCWG and focal point 

representatives at national level and welcomed the continued focal point activity. 

Germany stated that the work of the focal points was a successful model where a 

small resource is used for maximum results, but questioned whether the 

resourcing of the focal points could be improved to be more proportionate. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle noted the issue on funding. 

5.4 Training activities on food safety risk assessment 

Bernhard Berger presented an overview of training activities on food safety risk 

assessment involving EFSA, Member States and a range of European and 

international organisations. The training activities in the Member States from the 

25 replies received to the questionnaire on training indicated over 500 training 

opportunities in the past three years with attendances of between 10-200 

participants per course covering a diverse range of areas. In relation to the needs 

identified, there was overall interest in the steps in risk assessment and general 

risk assessment principles with a potential audience of 10-100 persons per 

country.  It was concluded that while there are a wide variety and large number of 

training opportunities on offer, there is limited training on general risk 

assessment. 

Bulgaria, Germany, Austria, Slovenia and Denmark welcomed the progress of 

work in this area. The recommendations to be implemented consisted of the 

development of a course module on „principles of risk assessment in food safety‟ 

in cooperation with Member States and involving senior EFSA experts; exploring 

with the European Commission how to cooperate on this issue with the „Better 

Training Safer Food‟ programme and, when possible, national authorities sharing 

training opportunities in certain specific areas. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle said 

that interim progress reports would be provided at future AF meetings.  

5.5 Evaluation of EFSA’s science grants and procurement schemes 

Ilias Papatryfon presented an evaluation of EFSA‟s scientific grants and 

procurement scheme providing information on the data collected from a survey 

sent to successful article 36 organisations and EFSA the staff involved. Key 
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highlights were that 90% of responding organisations consider the terms of 

reference were sufficiently clear for both schemes and that both EFSA staff and 

organisations positively rate (>90% from good to excellent) their cooperation in 

both schemes. The increase in EFSA funds for grants and procurements from 

2007 to 2010 was shown by Ilias Papatryfon to be three-fold. The overall 

conclusions from the report being prepared are that the assessment confirms that 

the grants and procurement schemes are effective, that the two schemes 

compliment each other, but there are some areas for improvement, mainly in the 

administration of both schemes. 

France noted the good cooperation with EFSA in the area of article 36 activities 

but questioned the criteria for when article 36 was used with regard to risk 

assessment activities. Austria also questioned how the projects were chosen for 

the call for tender and suggested there should be larger more specific projects.  

Germany requested that more information was made available to the AF members 

on the reporting of the article 36 activities. Hubert Deluyker advised that the 

strategy of cooperation and networking would be discussed at the next meeting of 

the Steering Group on Cooperation (SGC) in April 2010. On the contents of the 

reports, Hubert Deluyker advised that the final reports of all completed projects 

are published on the EFSA web site. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle agreed that 

information could also be given on the way in which the reports were used and 

that following the discussions on medium term planning at the SGC meeting in 

April 2010, there will be an opportunity to provide further information to the AF. 

5.6 Aspartame report 

Jeffrey Moon and Karen Talbot presented an update on the national expert 

meetings on aspartame, discussing the work on the information review and 

communications activities respectively. Jeffrey Moon reminded the AF that 

working under the terms of reference agreed by the AF, the work of the national 

experts was not to conduct a risk assessment, but to carry out a review of the 

information available on aspartame. The conclusions of the national experts in the 

draft report were that there was no basis for recommending to EFSA that the 

previous opinions of EFSA and the SCF needed to be reconsidered. Jeffrey Moon 

indicated that the national experts had not completed the considerations on 

anecdotal case reports, which had been collated and used to establish a database 

which enabled statistical analysis to be carried out. He noted the limitations in the 

data, which did not have detailed information which could establish cause and 

effect. Karen Talbot advised that there has been continued stakeholder interest in 

the topic and in order to give interested parties the opportunity to provide 

comment on the national expert report, it was proposed to hold a workshop once 

the report had been finalised. Karen Talbot indicated that all interested 

stakeholders would be given the opportunity to attend the workshop and that a 

report of the meeting would be prepared and be presented to the AF at the AF 

meeting in May 2010. 
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The United Kingdom expressed support for the approach being taken in 

completing the report with the work that had been done on the anecdotal cases 

and for the workshop.  The United Kingdom also provided an update on the pilot 

clinical trials indicating the difficulty with recruitment, but noted that 38 

volunteers had been found and it may be possible to report on the outcome in the 

last quarter of 2010. Sweden and Norway requested clarity on the type of report 

and the likely follow up action and Sweden noted that on the anecdotal 

information there was lack of clarity on how to proceed.  Jeffrey Moon stated that 

the report was not an EFSA output, but a report of the national experts and that 

this would be made clear in the document and that the work done so far on the 

anecdotal information could be concluded. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle requested 

that the AF members submit possible comments on the report to the AF 

secretariat and noted the agreement that the national experts finalise the report 

that would include the considerations to date on the anecdotal information, which 

would then be followed by a workshop with stakeholders. 

Action 7: AF members to submit possible comments on the draft report of the 

national experts meetings on aspartame. 

5.7 Network on nanotechnology 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle introduced the terms of reference for the 

establishment of a network on nanotechnology. 

Hungary noted that without a specific national institution for nanotechnology, 

expertise may not be easy to identify. Sweden agreed on this point. The United 

Kingdom requested that the research aspects of the terms of reference be 

strengthened. Djien Liem noted that while it would be preferable, it was not 

necessary for the network to have all Member States represented and the purpose 

would be to try to create a network as an open channel to all developments and 

there would continue to be action in the SC and monitoring of progress on 

projects funded by DG Research. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle noted the terms of 

reference were endorsed with amendment to highlight research as expressed by 

the United Kingdom. 

5.8 IT working group on data warehousing and web reporting 

Ermanno Cavalli provided a progress report on the IT working group on data 

warehousing and web reporting. The terms of reference for the group were to 

provide Member States with access to data collected by EFSA, i.e. the EFSA data 

warehouse; to take into account data confidentiality aspects related to data sharing 

and to concentrate on web reporting solutions.  The first deliverable of the project 

will be a compilation of survey results from potential data warehouse users and 

the second is to be a technical report on the results of the survey to identify 

requirements. The results to date indicate there is a high interest in accessing data 

by Member States, which needs to be facilitated. In order to access the data, there 
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was a high interest in simple tools for searching and reporting rather than 

complex statistical and other analysis. Ermanno Cavalli indicated that the highest 

priority for the working group will be to implement basic query and export tools. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle noted that further progress reports will be provided to 

the AF. 

5.9 Cooperation in the pesticides area 

Herman Fontier provided the AF with an overview of the cooperation between 

the PRAPeR unit and the Member States, detailing the major tasks of the unit, 

which relate to the conclusions on pesticide active substances, reasoned opinions 

on maximum residue limits and producing the annual report on pesticide residues 

monitoring. Herman Fontier noted that there are different workflows for activities 

carried out under different legislations and suggested that there was some scope 

for harmonising the workflows to meet the challenging workload. For each of the 

major tasks of the unit, Herman Fontier detailed the work process and interaction 

with the Member States and provided information on the two networks which 

have been established: The Pesticides Steering Committee and the Networking 

Group on Pesticide Monitoring, both of which involve all Member States. 

Anthony Hardy, Chair of the PPR Panel, provided details on the Panel and 

working group activities, particularly highlighting the development of guidance 

documents and the collaborative approach being taken, which includes Member 

State collaboration through the Pesticide Steering Committee and the Standing 

Committee on Food Chain and Animal Health as well as public web consultations 

and workshops.  

France expressed support for the work being undertaken in the pesticide area and 

recognised the need for a cooperative approach with the Member States, which 

was welcome. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle highlighted the importance of the 

cooperation with the Member States in this area and noted that while there are 

slightly different processes for different activities, some simplification could be 

possible and an effort is to be made with the risk managers, i.e. national agencies 

and the European Commission, to do this. Austria noted that some products were 

also subject to legislation on biocides and emphasised the need for collaboration 

with the responsible agency in these cases. Herman Fontier agreed that this is 

important and that within the established EC work programme involving DG 

Health and Consumers and DG Environment there was collaboration. In addition, 

meetings were held with the Joint Research Centre on identifying substances, 

which would fall under both sets of regulations. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle 

thanked Anthony Hardy and Herman Fontier for attending the meeting to make 

the very useful presentations. 
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6      EMERGING ISSUES (PART II)  

6.1 Germany: Endocrine disruptors 

Muriel Dunier-Thomann presented details of work relating to endocrine 

disruptors with specific reference to new regulations on plant protection products, 

which require a hazard based approach and come into force in 2011. It was 

acknowledged that DG Environment had the greatest expertise in the area and AF 

members were referred to the DG Environment website for detailed information. 

Germany announced a workshop on endocrine disruptors to be held in Berlin on 

19-20 April 2010. Austria stressed the importance of EFSA taking a risk based 

approach according to their role and the need to consider the involvement from all 

relevant sectors. Djien Liem updated the AF on the discussions at the last SC 

meeting and the intention for further work in the area. Djien Liem stated that a 

short paper is to be prepared to allow further discussions and this will be shared 

with the SC and the AF. Sweden noted the work being done in other parts of the 

world in considering new toxicity pathways and emphasised the need for 

maintaining up to date information on this. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle 

acknowledged that this was important and should be considered further. Germany 

suggested that in order to consider this new area an ESCO working group on 

endocrine disruptors could be established. Hubert Deluyker recommended that 

information should be shared on the IEP. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle indicated 

that EFSA would prepare a technical report on endocrine disruptors in 

collaboration with ECHA for further discussion with the SC and AF. The creation 

of an ESCO working group on endocrine disruptors might be considered when 

the technical report is available.  

Action 8: Member States to share information on endocrine disruptors on the 

IEP. 

Action 9: EFSA to prepare a technical report on endocrine disruptors for further 

discussion with the AF. 

Riitta Maijala provided a background on bisphenol A from the considerations of 

the SCF in 2002 to the current discussions with the FDA. Riitta Maijala 

confirmed that the CEF Panel is preparing a draft opinion on bisphenol A for 

Member State consultation at a meeting in Parma on 26 March 2010 with national 

experts to be nominated by the AF members. Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle advised 

members that a further letter, which had not yet been considered by the CEF 

Panel, had been received by EFSA from the European Commission with the 

request to take into consideration recent literature. 

Denmark provided an update on the situation in Denmark with regard to the 

political developments and the will to have national control measures in place to 

ban the presence of bisphenol A in products intended for use by 0-3 year olds.  
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France presented an overview of the work that had been carried out at national 

level with details of the opinion that had been published by AFSSA the previous 

week. The recommendations of AFSSA were to develop methodology suited to 

detecting potential toxicity in humans of very low doses of bisphenol A in 

addition to substituting products and endocrine disruptors in general and the 

simple precautionary measure of avoiding the heating of liquid foods to very high 

temperatures in baby bottles or other containers made of polycarbonate. 

Bernhard Berger advised that there was an existing folder on bisphenol A 

available on the IEP, which would enable information to be shared easily. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle noted the importance of cooperation between the 

Member States and EFSA on difficult subjects such as this. The European 

Commission also noted the sensitive nature of the topic and the need for ensuring 

that information was shared in a transparent manner.  

Action 10: AF members to nominate representatives to attend the Member State 

consultation on bisphenol A to be held in Parma on 26 March 2010. 

6.2 Germany: Hazard assessment for substances evaluated by EFSA and 

ECHA 

This agenda item was postponed until the next AF meeting.  

7      MATTERS RAISED BY EFSA 

7.1 Document on regulatory aspects of data collection and sharing 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle and the European Commission informed the AF that 

EFSA and the European Commission are working closely together to propose 

practical rules in line with regulations for data collection and sharing in different 

areas. The document would be tabled for discussion at the next AF meeting and 

would also be shared with the Standing Committee on Food Chain and Animal 

Health.  

7.2 Human health risk-benefit assessment of foods 

Bernard Bottex presented the draft SC opinion on human health risk-benefit 

assessment of foods and invited possible feedback. He informed the AF members 

that the public consultation on the draft opinion would take place from early 

March to mid-April 2010 and that the adoption of the final SC opinion was 

expected in June 2010.     

7.3 Monitoring report on dioxin levels in food and feed 

Pietro Ferrari presented EFSA‟s work on the monitoring of dioxin levels in food 

and feed and emphasised that the collaboration with Member States had made it 
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possible to consolidate a European dioxin database. He further announced that the 

monitoring report on dioxin would be published in March 2010. 

Austria mentioned difficulties in the past when the data collection was handled 

using Excel sheets. Germany asked if datasets from different sources could be 

brought together. Italy reported the finding of high dioxin levels in samples from 

China. Hungary said that using data from targeted sampling would lead to biased 

results. Pietro Ferrari agreed on the need to use databases for data collection and 

acknowledged the limitations of the data currently available. Hubert Deluyker 

referred to EFSA‟s work on data collection in various areas and the efforts to 

better plan the data collection in cooperation with the European Commission.   

7.4 Exchange of experiences on assessing the independence of scientific 

experts 

This agenda item was postponed until the next AF meeting.  

7.5 Other matters raised by EFSA 

No other matters were raised by EFSA.  

8      ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

Torben Nilsson drew the attention of the AF to the next SGC meeting in 

Bratislava on 20 April 2010. 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle indicated a need for the next AF meeting in Cyprus 

on 19-20 May 2010 to be a two-day meeting in order to allow sufficient time for 

the discussions on the many interesting topics raised in the AF.   

Hungary offered to host an AF meeting during the Hungarian EU Presidency in 

the first half of 2011.   

9      CLOSURE OF THE MEETING 

Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle thanked Spain for hosting the meeting and the AF 

members and observers for their constructive participation. She expressed pride 

on the signing of the “Seville declaration” on the pan-European food consumption 

survey. Finally, she thanked the interpreters and EFSA staff. 


