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1. Agenda 1 

The Chair welcomed the Board Members to this private session. She proposed to move agenda item 6 to the 2 

beginning of the discussion followed by a short introduction focussing on an administrative issue, which will be 3 

discussed later in an open session. She then proposed administrative topics for AOB.  4 

The agenda was adopted. 5 

The Chair also informed the Members that in order to have more efficient discussion B. Sangster and M. Horst will be 6 

rapporteurs for the Advisory Forum and Stakeholder Platform items respectively, and a summary, conclusions and a 7 

proposed way forward will be made available after the meeting.   8 

 

2. Administrative Point 9 

An administrative issue was discussed. 

 

3. Interaction between EFSA and the National food Safety Agencies  10 

The Chair welcomed the members of the Advisory Forum, V. Baduel (FR), G. Ozolins (LV), A. Reilly (IRL) and noted 11 

that A. Hensel (DE) had still not arrived. The Chair also welcomed V. Silano, Chair of Scientific Committee and 12 

EFSA’s Directors of Risk Assessment and Scientific Cooperation and Assistance. The Chair briefly explained that 13 

this particular private session of the Management Board aimed at looking at ways in which the Management Board 14 

can facilitate the interaction between EFSA and the Advisory Forum. She explained this was an informal and very 15 

open discussion, not referring to the work of individual Member States (MSs) but focusing on strength and 16 

weaknesses of the existing cooperation. She then invited the Advisory Forum Members to make a short introduction 17 

of the interactions between their agency and EFSA and asked B. Sangster to act as rapporteur for this discussion. 18 

FR thanked the Board for the invitation and as a preliminary remark stated the need to clarify the position of the 19 

French Agency (AFSSA) which was, contrary to what may have been heard, very positive towards EFSA: AFSSA 20 

and EFSA had done a lot of work together and carried out numerous successful initiatives. Further work needs to be 21 

developed in specific fields such as feed additives, novel food, nutritional claims, methodology and harmonisation to 22 

mention but a few.  23 

A closer collaboration with the scientific units is desired in order to share and build on common rules for risk 24 

assessment as already demonstrated in a few important examples. EFSA is clearly the only body able to deal with 25 

problems at EU level as was recently illustrated by the important initiative of the Colloquium in imports or the 26 

meetings with DG Research for the identification and collation of risk assessment needs at EU level. FR concluded 27 

that much has been achieved and more work can be developed together in the future. 28 
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LV thanked the Board for the opportunity to talk about interactions with EFSA and confirmed that he found no 29 

particular weaknesses in the present system but that of course there is always room to increase cooperation and 30 

outputs. LV is a small country with only limited resources allowing coverage of only specific areas of risk assessment 31 

and it is crucial to be assisted in order to fill the gaps. EFSA shares this vision and has started important 32 

improvements in cooperation: the establishment of the Focal Points has been crucial as they play a major role in 33 

exchanging information and enhancing cohesion within MSs. Another great opportunity for cooperation offered by the 34 

Advisory Forum is sharing ideas and initiatives to make MSs work more successful - the Information Exchange 35 

Platform has proven very useful in this respect and should be further developed.  36 

EFSA is crucial in representing all MSs, particularly as it can provide opinions that are representative of all 37 

geographical regions. Data collection and risk assessment harmonisation initiatives need to be developed: in EFSA’s 38 

strategic plan the development of closer cooperation internationally and with third countries has been highlighted. 39 

Import and export play a huge role and improvements towards a harmonised approach is highly required. The EU 40 

needs to start developing relationships and share experiences and EFSA can play a unique coordination role in this 41 

respect. EFSA needs MSs and MSs need EFSA.  42 

The vision of IRL on the role of EFSA is that of a “safety net” that operates at EU level and supports MSs. Small MSs 43 

have no critical mass of either scientists or data for their own risk assessments. EFSA’s complements MS work and 44 

has no closed doors: an example is the work undertaken by EFSA in the area of data analysis and dissemination. 45 

The MSs are contributing to this joint effort in getting this information to EFSA.  46 

IRL reported various examples of success of cooperation between MSs and EFSA: product authorisation for example, 47 

is something that could not be undertaken by small countries and the work on claims has many benefits for EU 48 

consumers. Risk communication is also critical with EFSA giving access to all relevant information, Q&As etc. 49 

The establishment of the networks has brought numerous benefits. When a MS has a problem it can now 50 

communicate with other MSs through the networks. This tool did not exist until EFSA established it. IRL cited the 51 

examples of other countries like New Zealand that are lacking such networks and are really envious of the EU 52 

system. EFSA’s doors are always open and if any MSs have problems the Executive Director and her Management 53 

Team can be contacted at all times. 54 

IRL reported also on his experience as Chair of the ESCO WG on risk/benefit on folic acid and highlighted the 55 

fundamental support received both from the EFSA secretariat and in terms of finances that allowed scientists from 56 

around the world to be brought together: a small practical example of how cooperation is working. EFSA has 57 

demonstrated that it is greater than the sum of its parts. 58 

In December 2008 the case of animal feed contaminated with dioxin was recorded. The feed was incorporated into 59 

various food and reached 44 MSs. This was a major crisis for IRL until EFSA stepped in and, by very rapidly 60 

assessing the health risk, managed to bring out an opinion after 48 hours. This fast track advice made a great 61 

difference compared with previous incidents, with science underpinning risk management decisions. He reminded 62 

that this work in addition was carried out 1 week before Christmas with EFSA staff devoting long hours to it.  63 

He concluded that if it may be still difficult for EFSA to handle political pressure but the benefits for consumers, 64 

farmers, processors, exporters, and the food industry were invaluable. 65 
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The Rapporteur summarised the many positive aspects and examples of cooperation that were reported, and asked 66 

the Advisory Forum representatives to give briefly 3 examples where MSs were helped by EFSA and 3 where EFSA 67 

may have performed better. 68 

As very positive experiences, IRL mentioned again the cases of dioxins, the work on folic acid and the authorisation 69 

of health claims, stating that of course improvements are always possible and different approaches can always be 70 

tested. Harmonisation of risk assessment for example has proven difficult but rather for the lack of agreement and 71 

cooperation at MSs level than depending from EFSA. 72 

LV agreed with IRL adding: the example of heath claims where EFSA succeeded in delivering a great number of 73 

opinions; the speedy information exchange in emergency situations (dioxin); and the work on botanicals which has 74 

proven to be an important initiative although the botanicals list has not been legalised by the EC. 75 

FR confirmed the many positive points of cooperation and in particular: the support received on bee mortality and its 76 

assessment at EU level; the benefit of having established the Focal Points; the great value of the Information 77 

Exchange Platform; and the important work carried out on animal health for example with the Blue Tongue opinion, 78 

where EFSA took into account the opinion of various MSs and in particular the one of AFSSA. Some difficulties may 79 

have been encountered on: the nitrate and uranium opinions where information could not be effectively exchanged; 80 

diverging opinions that can be difficult to explain; and opinions based on consumption data that are not relevant for 81 

France and that may result in different assessment for French consumers. Finally difficulties have been encountered 82 

for claims where the large amount of work carried out at national level could eventually not be used by EFSA.  83 

Therefore it is crucial to work in a more efficient way in the future: this was a typical regulatory constraint, with 84 

regulation not expressing clearly if and how EFSA needs to work in collaboration with MSs. 85 

DE joined the meeting and reminded the complexity of cooperation and the diverse situations present in the various 86 

MSs, that only 3 bodies in the EU are presently responsible solely for risk assessment and that in some situations 87 

EFSA may compete for scientists.. 88 

DE explained that: BfR is in charge of risk assessment and communicates science and uncertainty; its stakeholders 89 

are different from EFSA stakeholders being any user of their assessments; only part of its work relates to routine 90 

substances, mainly chemicals; 50% of the work is received by government; its 16 panels mirror the model of EFSA 91 

but are differently structured; industry representatives may be included in the panels together with surveillance 92 

representatives and academic scientists.  93 

DE also informed that 10-20 of the scientists on EFSA’s panels originate from BfR. The role of BfR is also to 94 

communicate risk assessment and to speed up communication in crisis situations; however its communication role is 95 

different and not well defined with EFSA. EFSA in addition plays a role with EC as major customer.  96 

DE considers that EFSA cannot play a key role in national assessment and communication during crises as MSs 97 

refer to their own agencies in situations of emergency. In the dioxin case, BfR made its own risk assessment which 98 

was communicated before the one of EFSA. The opinion of BfR was communicated to the national press after 48 99 

hours and soon after the crisis was solved in Germany. EFSA and national agencies have different dynamics in 100 

communication that need to be clarified. 101 

Regarding the scientists, MSs play an important role in their education and qualification. The high time commitment 102 

required of scientists has in addition an impact on the time left for them to do science. EFSA’s workload is increasing 103 

and the existing panel system might not be sustainable. 104 
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DE added that the implementation of the health claim regulation could not be considered in his view a success story 105 

insofar: some MSs spent resources and time in the pre-selection procedure but eventually unscreened lists were 106 

forwarded to EFSA by the governments. 107 

In concluding, DE stated his positive appreciation for the work of EFSA, in particular for the authorisations but added 108 

also that 3 questions remain open: i) the role of national agencies according to their size; ii) the large workload of 109 

EFSA that must be shared within the MSs; iii) EFSA’s risk communication at national level and the need to define  110 

and balance it with other agencies. 111 

The Rapporteur asked the Management Board members to address the questions they may have to the Advisory 112 

Forum members.  113 

Members congratulated Forum Members on the interventions and: asked comments on the need for common rules 114 

and methodologies on risk assessment and how Advisory Forum would oversee their practical implementation; 115 

stressed the importance of data collection, the need to enhance this activity and asked how the Management Board 116 

could support this work in future.  117 

Other Members recognised in the exercise by the Advisory Forum representatives part of a SWOT analysis. This 118 

could help to identify how EFSA can progress in cooperation between MSs and EFSA in future. 119 

A Member agreed resources in science are limited but also stressed the EU market is globalised: this dictates the 120 

need to have an EU system for risk assessment and referred specifically to the recent BfR opinion on dioxin. The 121 

need for an overall EU assessment based on EU consumption data to respond also to questions related to export is 122 

to be addressed by the EFSA opinion. The role of Advisory Forum is precisely to ensure EFSA is building the system 123 

for scientific risk assessment at EU level and larger Agencies need to appreciate this and contribute to this objective.  124 

FR replied that, with respect to risk assessment and quality assurance methodology, a specific Working Group has 125 

been established and is on the agenda of the Advisory Forum. On data collection, important work is being carried out 126 

together with EFSA, in particular to have harmonised procedures to collect consumption data at EU level. Regarding 127 

the SWOT analysis, concrete opportunities for the development of cooperation in the area of claims, feed additives 128 

and novel foods could be envisaged in the present regulation or ad hoc regulations could be developed to better 129 

support it. The Advisory Forum needs a common strategic reflection exercise to agree on the risk assessment model 130 

we want to achieve. The importance of EU level risk assessment is recognised although data collection and exposure 131 

at national level are also unavoidable. The different perception of consumers on nutrition and the need to adapt risk 132 

management decisions at national level finally needs to be taken into account.  133 

LV agreed on the relevance of exports and the opportunity given by EFSA to collaborate with third countries and its 134 

scientists to ensure a common approach in risk assessment.  135 

IRL stressed the responsibility MSs have in contributing to the development of harmonised risk assessment 136 

methodologies. He highlighted the Strategic Plan of EFSA is clearly addressing the importance of data collection and 137 

of methodology harmonisation. Finally, regarding the duplication of work, IRL has taken the strategic decision not to 138 

duplicate the work of EFSA but to support EFSA to accomplish its mandate. 139 

DE commented that EFSA has no central role for problems which are solved locally with local exposure data. EFSA’s 140 

central role should be played in scientific coordination but with more clarity in responsibilities. DE urged the 141 

establishment of defined mechanisms to use and translate assessments between EFSA and the MSs.  142 
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The Members agreed on the importance of the collection and availability of data at national level and the need for a 143 

harmonised system to collect the data. They stressed the importance of trusting EFSA science, avoiding duplication 144 

of EFSA’s work and confirmed its central role in EU risk assessment and in representing the EU position globally.  145 

The Director of Scientific Cooperation and Assistance underlined the 3 main components in cooperation: the experts, 146 

the sister organisations and the networks. EFSA makes judicious use of the experts but needs to invest in science 147 

and training. EFSA works closely with MSs in relation to preparatory work with well defined processes: priorities are 148 

agreed with the Advisory Forum and the tools utilised to fund the work carried out by the MSs are grants and 149 

procurement. In addition, all data collection exercises are performed through the networks and clearly illustrated in 150 

the “EU menu” project proposal that the Management Board endorsed at its last meeting. Finally, training has a 151 

crucial role. 152 

Other Members investigated the functioning of the Advisory Forum, whether it was an effective platform for 153 

discussion, whether the discussion covered the right subjects and whether the level of debate was appropriate.  154 

IRL commented that the Advisory Forum gives an opportunity for all MSs to set the agenda with issues they wish to 155 

discuss, to avoid duplication and to set up various Working Groups (Communications, IT and others), giving further 156 

opportunity to discuss specific issues in detail. It is a collective responsibility to make this platform work efficiently. LV 157 

agreed on the present format of the Advisory Forum and added its crucial role in establishing the networks. 158 

The Chair of the Scientific Committee stressed the fundamental role of the Advisory Forum for the future 159 

development of an EU system as indicated by most interventions. EFSA’s founding regulation clearly describes its 160 

role but clearly the EU system is funded on national agencies and institutions. The question remains if we can 161 

accelerate or can be more efficient in promoting the establishment of the new European system. Agencies are 162 

national in nature, different from each other and dealing with national relevant issues. A more formal interaction 163 

between national authorities and EFSA needs to set up in order to establish a system where everyone’s role is better 164 

recognised. This could represent the opportunity to clarify and structure the roles of the different partners in respect 165 

of the regulatory framework.  166 

The Chair of the Scientific Committee referred o the development of risk assessment harmonisation and the 10 WGs 167 

established by the Scientific Committee to discuss RA procedures. He stated that only in some cases was there 168 

genuine interaction, as was the case for botanicals and emerging risk. For other topics revised guidelines were 169 

adopted but without major involvement of the MSs which later hesitate to accept the conclusions. He recognised the 170 

need to better structure the components of risk assessment harmonisation so that national agencies are more 171 

engaged.  172 

He highlighted that emerging risks cover crisis situations but also data gathering and monitoring in peace time and for 173 

this the national agencies are a prerequisite for success. For data gathering, it is crucial to ensure monitoring of data 174 

production and the literature on a wide range of topics and on a regular basis: after opinions are adopted there is a 175 

very demanding system to monitor new emerging data and the structured involvement of MSs in this field could be 176 

substantial. Regarding the size of the MSs this is a reality, but areas of expertise from each national agency could be 177 

identified and built-in to a systematic cooperation model. This would also enhance expert recognition in their 178 

agencies.  179 

A Member of the Board commented on emergency situations, where crises can become easily political crises. To 180 

avoid this, assessment needs to be as fast as possible and it is necessary to find a solution to bridge the gap 181 
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between national agency and EFSA communications. Another Member highlighted the need to distinguish risk 182 

assessment communication and risk management communication. 183 

The Chair of the Management Board stressed the importance of EFSA’s role as well as the role of national agencies. 184 

Differences among MSs, the input they can provide and some overlap in the work will always exist. Duplication 185 

however should be avoided and it is necessary to identify areas for improvements particularly in relation to diverging 186 

opinions between EFSA and agencies. The sharing of data should always be guaranteed as well as the reliance on 187 

MSs experts. The role and the representatives of the Advisory Forum and of the networks can be further clarified: the 188 

rules of the Networks will be discussed at the next Management Board meeting and comments are welcome from the 189 

Members. Further work and cooperation is anticipated for emergency situations but with better defined roles for the 190 

agencies and EFSA.  191 

The Executive Director reminded that in the founding regulation, clear definition of roles, responsibilities and remit of 192 

EFSA can be found. The founding regulation outlines also that MSs have to cooperate with EFSA and it could be 193 

worthwhile to reflect with the Advisory Forum on the role of national food safety agencies in the EU food safety 194 

system. EFSA has already initiated a number of cooperation activities and we need to strengthen them in particular in 195 

relation with harmonisation of risk assessment methodologies and data collection. Further consideration could be 196 

given on how the national agencies can help to face the increasing routine work (applications). 197 

DE said that: divergent scientific opinions are only a minority; the critical mass presently is the experts; and panels 198 

should avoid doing preparatory work. 199 

FR specified the objective should not be to subcontract to individual agencies, but to make use of a collective 200 

expertise at EU level. Procedures for cooperation with MSs need to be developed to organise work like for instance 201 

in the pesticides area. 202 

LV recommended further discussions focusing on specialisation and the role of the small countries and proposed that 203 

EFSA could start some coordination work on this. 204 

IRL stressed the response provided by EFSA within 48 hours was remarkable and allowed EU to be back in business 205 

in 6 days. The sustainability of relying on volunteer scientists in future needs to be carefully looked at. Independence 206 

is critical, and if a fees system were introduced, these should not be addressed directly to EFSA but to the EC. 207 

The Rapporteur summarised that interactions are part of an ongoing process and time may impact on their 208 

characteristics. EFSA and the MSs have to look at ways of working and procedures that allow them to move in the 209 

right direction. MSs are different as well as their agencies and their local roles: this needs to be accepted and 210 

furthermore should be encouraged. EFSA has a well defined EU role but an EU role for the national organisations is 211 

clearly missing. Without the existence of a specific regulation covering this aspect, the Management Board can help 212 

to clarify this situation. The crisis aspects are very interesting and illustrative: the different timing and dynamics and 213 

potential gaps in communication caused most of the difficulties between BfR and EFSA. Divergences do not occur 214 

often but could be solved. 215 

 

4. Interactions between EFSA and its Stakeholders 216 
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The Chair of the Management Board welcomed the Chair (Mr A. Varlamos, AV) and the two vice-Chairs (Mrs A. Toft, 217 

AT and Mr G. Thompson, GT) of the Stakeholder Platform and thanked them for accepting the invitation of the 218 

Management Board. The aim of this meeting was to listen to views and experiences from the Stakeholder Platform 219 

members. At the last Management Board meeting a decision was taken to re-discuss after an interim period of 1 year 220 

the adoption of the new terms of references of the Stakeholder Platform. The Management Board wanted to have an 221 

opportunity to discuss with the Stakeholder Platform before the end of the interim period. 222 

The Management Board Chair asked the Stakeholder Platform members to first share their views with the 223 

Management Board and asked M. Horst to be the Rapporteur for this item on the agenda. 224 

AV thanked the Board and the Chair for the invitation and for the opportunity to share their views also on behalf of 225 

other Stakeholder Platform members. He informed the Board that the members of the Stakeholder Platform are 226 

satisfied with their interactions and activities with EFSA. The improved interactions with EFSA and the present 227 

planning and structuring of the meetings are providing a good opportunity for the Stakeholder Platform to meet 228 

between them and with EFSA and exchange views.  229 

He explained the Stakeholder Platform consists of very different organisations and interests which would not often 230 

have the opportunity to meet and discuss together. The guiding principles for the Stakeholder Platform are 231 

transparency, the balanced representativeness of the partners and the dialogue. He informed the Board that recently 232 

the platform has moved towards a more organised format and type of interaction which is a significant improvement. 233 

With regards to more operational aspects, the Stakeholder Platform would like to see earlier notification of meeting 234 

dates, circulation of agenda and of the documents to be discussed in order to be well prepared and have a more 235 

efficient discussion. He then acknowledged EFSA’s efforts to enhance all of these aspects. 236 

AV mentioned a few areas for improvement. Some specific rules would be useful on the participation of associate 237 

members and observers. He added that the role of the Stakeholder Platform should be central to EFSA’s stakeholder 238 

activities through a possible coordination role. Regarding the composition, further discussion is necessary on the 239 

definition of stakeholder: this differs very much from one MSs to another. Further needs would be to define and 240 

structure the WGs so that they can operate effectively. Finally, the decision process and the actors involved in the 241 

decision process should also be better defined.  242 

For AT, representing COPA-COGECA and therefore all primary producers of the EU, it is crucial that risk assessment 243 

is sound and scientific above all. For stakeholders, world trade is crucial and in particular for emerging issues and 244 

new technologies the interest of the stakeholders focuses on the need to have scientific information available before 245 

political solutions intervene. 246 

Transparency and the way decisions are taken are fundamental and the split between risk assessment and risk 247 

management is now clear among all stakeholders. Looking at the scientific topics, nutrition and claims are clearly 248 

important but EFSA should also look at other issues that could be far more critical to safety: EFSA should not just 249 

look at what EC asks but focus on risks to human and animal health. Cost effectiveness is another important aspect 250 

and in particular stakeholders are interested in the timelines with which new products are risk assessed. She 251 

suggested the use of the national Focal Points to act as ambassadors and to communicate EFSA’s work in the MSs. 252 

Finally, consumer perception of risk is different in all MSs and should also be addressed.  253 

GT representing the CIAA stakeholder group congratulated EFSA on the significant improvements achieved by the 254 

Stakeholder Platform in the last period: in particular the last meeting was the best meeting ever and extremely 255 
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successful. The Stakeholder Platform has clearly moved away from the previous format, with successive 256 

presentations of EFSA, to an open discussion on key issues, processes, objectives and essential steps involved in 257 

achieving them. This allows Platform members to accurately report back to the stakeholder groups on how their 258 

concerns were addressed, demonstrating that the Stakeholder Platform is fulfilling its role. The establishment of 259 

specific WGs to discuss some issues in more depth could be effective in supporting the Stakeholder Platform which 260 

meets  only three times per year. 261 

The Rapporteur summarised the many valuable aspects reported so far by the Stakeholder Platform representatives 262 

and asked to structure the discussion on 3 major questions:  263 

1) are the expectations of the stakeholders met by the Stakeholder Platform?   264 

2) is the Stakeholder Platform composition appropriate?  265 

3) is the Stakeholder Platform satisfied with the working conditions and methods 266 

AV reported that the members are satisfied and aim at moving to an even more interactive approach. The EFSA 267 

secretariat can be satisfied with the level of dialogue achieved with the Stakeholder Platform.  268 

In terms of improvements, GT asked for an annual discussion on the expectations of the Stakeholder Platform, 269 

looking at deliverables for the year so as to better prioritize topics. The achievement of the goals would help in 270 

answering the question on satisfaction. 271 

A Board Member highlighted the need to clearly define what the expectations of the Stakeholder Platform are: EFSA 272 

can better explain the scientific process and the Stakeholder Platform can better explain its concerns but the 273 

scientific processes can not be influenced. Regarding the observer she asked the Stakeholder Platform view on the 274 

possibility of involving all group of stakeholders in the discussion: associate and observers. 275 

Other Members commented that expectations and impacts are different between the different stakeholders. The 276 

definition of the role of the platform needs also to be taken into account as this is not a body that can endorse 277 

decisions.   278 

AT confirmed the role of the Stakeholder Platform is clearly stated in the Terms of Reference and AV added that 279 

what the Stakeholder Platform expects from EFSA is regular communication and information on latest news. The 280 

stakeholders are not aiming at influencing risk assessment processes, but want to listen and be listened to. 281 

A Member commented that the Stakeholder Platform certainly has improved its role but that adopting a central 282 

position for stakeholder engagement could become impractical and dangerous in relation to balance of interests. 283 

There are other important mechanisms to engage with stakeholders that should be maintained. She then asked what 284 

are the views of consumers on this as they have various concerns about the balance and would lack resources to 285 

attend WGs and meetings. 286 

A Member reflected that the Stakeholder Platform is complex, with very different representatives each of them 287 

playing an individual role within its group. Often the various organisations are represented by different people: is this 288 

a matter of concern or is this aiming at giving voice to the complexity of each member? 289 

GT explained that the representatives of the Stakeholder Platform have to take views and express the positions of 290 

the majority of their membership.. 291 
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AT added that, when approached by small organisations, their views and points have always been taken up at the 292 

Stakeholder Platform. The 24 members cannot represent the whole of EU activity but are the channel to help EFSA 293 

in getting in touch with them. 294 

A Board Member reported his experience as an expert of an EFSA panel, the problem of terminology and the 295 

complexity of the scientific decisions process. His expectation from the Stakeholder Platform is that it will help 296 

reflecting on the process of scientific evaluation. 297 

AV confirmed that the Stakeholder Platform understands EFSA processes and work, the effect of its outputs and that 298 

it may have a more proactive role in the future. 299 

The Director of Risk Assessment reminded the Board of the many targeted stakeholder meetings and events 300 

organised in different MSs at which EFSA staff and experts participate and explain specific scientific issues to a 301 

targeted stakeholder audience. This was the case for example of the recent meeting on claims. Many activities are 302 

undertaken outside the Stakeholder Platform umbrella and she asked how these activities should be linked with the 303 

platform and what is the relationship between the audiences involved and the Stakeholder Platform. She suggested 304 

including these aspects into the Stakeholder Platform definition. She concluded by highlighting the important of the 305 

role of the platform during public consultations and in alerting EFSA on issues in the pipeline and asked how 306 

stakeholder involvement could be enhanced.  307 

GT agreed on the relevance of the other consultation processes and how effectively they respond to specific needs. 308 

The Stakeholder Platform could reflect and review with EFSA staff the extent to which the specific activities and the 309 

technical consultations are meeting or not the expectations and needs of the stakeholders. These two types of 310 

consultation seem to go on in parallel without coming together in the Stakeholder Platform, so this is certainly 311 

something to look at in the future. 312 

AT mentioned the excellent work EFSA is carrying out when presenting specific items, both in terms of scientific and 313 

legal aspects, to meetings involving small stakeholders. She suggested that very technical items should not be 314 

discussed in the Stakeholder Platform which should focus on strategic aspects. Stakeholders have information on 315 

many items and could help in flagging emerging risks to EFSA. 316 

The Rapporteur invited EFSA to also share its views on the work of the Stakeholder Platform and to comment on the 317 

previous intervention.  318 

The Executive Director thanked the Stakeholder Platform representatives for the very encouraging comments 319 

regarding the latest progress and promised further enhancements. EFSA is very satisfied with the Stakeholder 320 

Platform contribution and confirmed the activity is growing and the discussions are interesting and lively. Discussions 321 

are always constructive and add value to EFSA’s work. 322 

The Stakeholder Platform has matured and it is now time to move further. She then outlined the 3 main areas to be 323 

developed with the support of the Stakeholder Platform: i) transparency and openness, through a better 324 

understanding and engagement in the RA processes ii) sharing of annual programmes: many activities are already 325 

developed together and a more formal consultation of the annual work programme with the Stakeholder Platform 326 

could be envisaged iii) on emerging risks and new technologies, an new initiative will be shortly launched: EFSA is 327 

aware of the amount of information the Stakeholder Platform have access to in this area and will involve stakeholders 328 

through a network constituted by the platform, the MSs and their national agencies, the EC, risk managers and other 329 

EU agencies. 330 
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AV thanked the Executive Director for the suggestions and agreed that the Stakeholder Platform would take these 331 

into account and see how to work on them. GT agree on supporting EFSA on transparency. 332 

The Rapporteur summarised the overall satisfaction expressed by the Stakeholder Platform regarding expectations 333 

and interactions. This Stakeholder Platform has achieved much and has already led to a better understanding of 334 

EFSA as a risk assessor. EFSA is also satisfied with the Stakeholder Platform and has put forward some proposals 335 

for improvement to be developed in the future. He then moved to the second question and asked the Stakeholder 336 

Platform representatives to comment on the composition of Stakeholder Platform, the adequacy of its size, and the 337 

different type of membership. 338 

AV commented the present size of 24 members is sufficient, satisfactory and balanced. After defining what 339 

stakeholders are, it is important to recognise the categories of stakeholders and check if they have adequate 340 

representation in the platform. 341 

GT stated that the presence of small interest groups would not be practical and therefore he would not recommend 342 

enlarging the Stakeholder Platform further. 343 

AT commented that the many requests for joining the Stakeholder Platform are indicative of its success. A necessary 344 

criterion should be that the stakeholder represents an EU interest. For the involvement of very large companies new 345 

ways may be found but single companies or national interests should not be represented at the Stakeholder Platform 346 

level. 347 

A Member reported that from the last call, 43 eligible candidates for the Stakeholder Platform were found. To respect 348 

proportionality and representativeness, many of these 43 candidates should not be sitting in the platform. He 349 

suggested maintaining the 24 full members, to have no associate members but open to observers. He suggested the 350 

definition of 4-5 general interest groups (i.e. consumers, farmers, NGOs etc.), decide on the allocation of a number of 351 

members to each group and select within each group the 3-4 most representative organisations. 352 

The Board asked: if there were gaps in the representativeness or duplication of interests; if the present terms of 353 

reference of the Stakeholder Platform clearly distinguish associate members from observers; and if it is necessary to 354 

clarify how the associate members can be involved. 355 

AT informed the audience that presently there are associate members on the list linked to very specific political 356 

interests and that these may be relevant for only a relatively short length of time. She agreed that the presence of the 357 

observers is not a problem. 358 

AV asked whether the organisations representing manufacturers could be rationalised. The criteria of group 359 

categorisation could help in achieving the right balance and GT added that attendance should also be taken into 360 

account. 361 

The Rapporteur confirmed that, in the terms of reference the permanent members, the associate members and the 362 

observers are cited but it is necessary to clarify each role better, e.g. who can participate, who can take the floor or 363 

who is sitting at the table on a specific invitation. AV agreed that the definition and role of the associate member is a 364 

grey area and need to be clarified. 365 
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Some Board members considered that the associate member status was no longer necessary. Rules would be 366 

required also to decide which topic can be discussed at the Stakeholder Platform and what goes to specific 367 

consultation. Finally, discussion and agreement on criteria is necessary.  368 

The rapporteur introduced the last point covering working methods. The Stakeholder Platform representatives 369 

confirmed the frequency of meetings is adequate and regarding the preparation of meetings the circulation of 370 

information and documents in advance could be improved to allow better preparation of the meetings. The Board 371 

confirmed that WGs may be appropriate when there are topics of particular interests. The Executive Director added 372 

that the establishment of WGs should be agreed with the Stakeholder Platform  in relation to topics, mandate and 373 

composition.  374 

The Rapporteur concluded that this Platofrm is very positively perceived by all parties and should continue. There is 375 

room for improvement and agreement was rapidly reached on the size and the need for clear criteria for the 376 

membership. The terms of references will be revised and the issue of WGs will be further investigated. 377 

The Chair thanked everyone for participating in this discussion which will helped the Board to make the best decision 378 

regarding the adoption of the revised terms of references of the Stakeholder Platform. Agreement has been reached 379 

on a few points and further points for discussion have been identified. This  open discussion has proven very useful 380 

and regular feedback from Stakeholder Platform would support the Management Board in this area of responsibility. 381 

She then concluded that criteria will be established, terms of reference will be re-drafted and a decision will be taken 382 

on the membership. She thanked the representatives for their participation and for reporting back to the whole 383 

Stakeholder Platform. 384 

 

5. AOB 385 

Conclusions 386 

All Members recognised the usefulness of the discussion with the Advisory Forum and Stakeholder Platform. The 387 

Chair suggested that the presentation of the revised Terms of Reference of the Stakeholder Platform will be done 388 

during the June meeting. 389 

The Executive Director informed the Board that she will give feedback on the outcome of the discussion to the 390 

Advisory Forum at the February meeting and suggested to present the final report at the April meeting so to get 391 

feedback from all the Advisory Forum members, identify the key questions and come back to the Management Board.  392 

The Chair and the Board discussed the possibility of organising a common meeting involving all Management Board 393 

and Advisory Forum members and the possibility of establishing a Working Group. It was agreed to organise a 394 

meeting between Advisory Forum and Management Board in 2011 and to circulate first the summary of the 395 

discussion to the Advisory Forum members and to re-discuss the possibility of establishing a WG at the March 396 

Management Board meeting. 397 

The Executive Director and Members stressed the importance of having a clear vision on the expected outcome of a 398 

common meeting and clear terms of references. The Executive Director suggested also that the Advisory Forum 399 

should be empowered to provide suggestions to the Management Board on new initiatives.  400 
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A Member stressed the importance of the MSs in helping EFSA in its workload, acknowledged the several tools 401 

already existing for cooperation and asked EFSA to further streamline these tools. She added that, with respect to 402 

the feasibility of establishing fees for applications, the EC is working on the report that should be available at the 403 

June meeting of the Board.  Another Member encouraged the Board to seek for different scenarios and approaches 404 

to improve cooperation with MSs 405 

Other administrative points (ways of working of the MB – Indemnities) 406 

Other administrative issues were discussed. 407 


