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Minutes 
85th MEETING OF THE EFSA ADVISORY FORUM 

Meeting details 

Venue: Vienna House Diplomat Prague, Evropská 370/15, Prague – Czech Republic 

Meeting dates and hours:  

25.10.22, 9:00 – 17:30  

26.10.2022, 9:00 – 12:30  
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Attendance 

In person Virtual 

Austria (AT) Klemens Fuchs  
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Cyprus (CY) Charitini Frenaritou  
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France (FR)  
Matthieu Schuler 
Salma Elreedy (25/10 morning) 
 

Germany (DE) Andreas Hensel 
 
 

Greece (EL) Stavros Zannopoulos  

Hungary (HU) Akos Jóźwiak  

Iceland (IS) apologies  

Ireland (IE) Anderson Wayne  

Italy (IT) Alessandra Perella  

Latvia (LV) apologies  

Lithuania (LT) Deimante Bikneryte  

Luxembourg (LU) Marc Fischer   
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Malta (MT)  Johanne Borg Galea 

Netherlands (NL) Antoon Opperhuizen  

Norway (NO) Harald Gjein Danica Grahek-Ogden 

Poland (PL) Jacek Postupolski   

Portugal (PT) Pedro Portugal Gaspar  

Romania (RO)  Monica Neagu 

Slovak Republic (SK)  Kristína Lépesová 

Slovenia (SI) Urška Blaznik  

Spain (ES)  Icíar Fierros Sánchez-Cuenca 

Sweden (SE) Per Bergman 
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Attendance 

In person Virtual 

Albania (AL) Amarilda Keli Valbona Paluka 

Bosnia and Herzegovina (BA) Dzemil Hajric   

Kosovo*  Uka Kujtim 

Montenegro (ME) Vladimir Djakovic  

Republic of North Macedonia (MK) Nikolche Babovski  

Serbia (RS) apologies  

Switzerland (CH) Michael Beer  

Turkey (TR)  Serap Hanci 

European Commission – DG SANTE 
(Observer) 

Anastasia Alvizou  

Swedish Chemicals Agency (KEMI) 
Thematic Discussion guest speaker 
 

 Johan Axelman 

Ctgb - Board for the Authorisation of 
Plant Protection Products and Biocides 
Thematic Discussion guest speaker 
(NL) 

 Ingrid Becks-Vermeer 

European Commission (DG SANTE)  
Thematic Discussion guest speaker 
 

 Karin Nienstedt 

European Commission (DG ENV) 
Thematic Discussion guest speaker 
 

 Andreas Gumbert 

University of Coimbra 
Thematic Discussion guest speaker 

 José Paulo Sousa 

INRAE 
Thematic Discussion guest speaker 

 Christian Huyghe 

European Commission (JRC) 
 

 Stephanie Bopp 
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Team Manager Ecotoxicology – Ctgb - 
Board for the Authorisation of Plant 
Protection Products and Biocides (NL) 

 J. Werner Pol 

European Commission (DG AGRI) 
 

 Aymeric Berling 

 
European Medicine Agency (EMA) 

 Michael T. Empl 

 
Agencia Española de Medicamentos y 
Productos Sanitarios (AEMPS) 

 Ricardo Carapeto Garcia 

Cyprus Ministry of Health (CY) 
Additional participant for the thematic 
discussion 

 Maria Christofidou 

ANSES (FR) 
Additional participant for the thematic 
discussion 

 Pierre-François Chaton 

Risk assessment center on food chain 
(BG) Additional participant for the 
thematic discussion 

 Stefanova Borislava 

Ministero della Salute (IT) 
Additional participant for the thematic 
discussion 

 Maria Rita Rapagnani 

Federal Office of Consumer Protection 
and Food Safety (DE) 
Additional participant for the thematic 
discussion 

 Achim Gathmann 

Norwegian Scientific Committee for Food 
and Environment (NO) 
Additional participant for the thematic 
discussion 

 Merethe Aasmo Finne 

EFSA Representatives 

Bernhard Url (Chair)- In person Claudia Heppner – Virtual  

Barbara Gallani (Co-Chair) - In person Arthur Healy - Virtual 

Nick Kriz (Co-Chair)- In person Sofia Altesini (Advisory Forum Secretariat) - Virtual 

Guilhem de Seze (Co-Chair) - In person 
Sérgio Potier Rodeia (Advisory Forum Secretariat)- 
Virtual  

Maria Azevedo Mendes (Advisory Forum Secretariat) - 
In person 

Victoria Villamar - Virtual 

Virginia Spurio Salvi (Advisory Forum Secretariat)  - 
In person 

Yann Devos - Virtual 

1. Opening and welcome address from the Czech Presidency of the Council of the 
European Union 

Bernhard Url, Chair of the meeting, welcomed all the 37 physical and on-line participants to the 85th 
Advisory Forum (AF) meeting; he thanked the Food Safety Department (Ministry of Agriculture of the 
Czech Republic) for kindly hosting the AF meeting.  

2. Welcome address from the Czech Presidency of the Council of the European Union 
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The Chair gave the floor to Mr. Jindřich Fialka, Deputy Minister of Agriculture of the Czech Republic, 
recently appointed EFSA MB member and representing in this context also the Czech Presidency of 
the Council of the EU. 

In his speech Mr. Fialka remembered how EFSA, in the recurrency of its 20 years of activity, is a world 
respected organisation, especially thanks to the professionalism of its external experts, staff and active 
approach of the Member States (MS). As new member of the MB, he will be happy to contribute to 
the further development of the Authority, namely by enhancing the cooperation between the Czech 
Republic and EFSA, possibly in the field of individual experts or grants and procurements. 

He congratulated EFSA for the high standards achieved in the occasion of the ONE Conference, 
highlighting, among other, the discussion about the sustainability of the food system. Finally, Mr. 
Fialka invited the audience to the international Scientific Conference "European Agri-Food & 
Sustainability Innovation “, taking place in Prague the 28 – 29 November 2022 as part of the Czech 
Presidency event. 

The Chair thanked again Mr. Jindřich Fialka for his words. 

3. Adoption of agenda and action points from last meeting 

The Chair informed about the rules for a smooth running of the meeting, to avoid difficulties arising 
from the hybrid format and that the meeting would be recorded for minute-taking purposes.  

No objections were raised. 

After providing an overview of the agenda, Bernhard Url welcomed the participants again and 
particularly: 

 Ms. Paluka Valbona new Observer for Albania 

 Ms. Borg Jalea Joanne new AF Member for Malta 

 Ms. Kristina Lépesová new AF member for Slovak Republic 

 Mr. Wayne Anderson previously AF alternate, now new AF member for Ireland  

 Mr. Stavros Zannopoulos previously AF alternate, now new AF member for Greece.  

The Chair expressed his gratitude to the Luxembourg delegate Mr. Marc Ficher from the Ministry of 
Consumer Protection as this would be his last AF meeting. New official nominations for AF from the 
newly created Administration Vétérinaire et Alimentaire (Luxembourg Veterinary and Food 
Administration (ALVA) would be sent to EFSA for the appointment of a new AF member. 

The Chair also welcomed: 

 Anastasia Alvizou, representing (physically) of the European Commission (EC). 

 Other representative of DG SANTE, representatives of DG-ENV, DG-AGRI and JRC who would join 
virtually for the thematic discussion on “Advancing environmental risk assessment (ERA) 
methodologies: moving towards a partnership for ERA”, in the afternoon.  

 Apologies were noted from Iceland and Latvia 

Under AOB, Sweden asked for an intervention related to possibility of having experts' coordinators   
when there are groups applying for the calls, namely on the one on Support to EFSA in the Risk 
Assessment.  France asked to give an update on the Horizon Europe Sustainable Food Systems (SFS) 
Partnership. 

The Chair informed the Plenary that: 

 the final minutes of the 84th Advisory Forum meeting have been published on the EFSA website 
on the 3rd of October. 
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 all action items from last AF meeting have been implemented  

4. The new Focal Point (FP) Operational Framework: state of play and road towards 
2027 

The Chair gave the floor to Barbara Gallani for providing an overview on the main elements of the 
new FP framework 2023-2027.  

Barbara introduced the session by summarising the main steps of the process, with a focus on the 
engagement initiatives with MS, in particular the work carried-out with the Advisory Forum Steering 
Group led by Netherlands and EFSA and the finalisation of the framework together with the Focal 
Points, during weekly meetings. She noted how setting up this participatory initiative had been a key 
element to shape, plan and conclude the activities for next year(s). 

Barbara touched upon the main elements composing the new framework. She acknowledged that 
there was no “one size that fits all”-model, that EFSA-MS have different planning cycles hence the 
need of ensuring predictability. She then referred to the new framework by emphasizing its three main 
characteristics: 

• Multiannual with the implementation of a Framework Partnership Agreement lasting 5 years 
(2023-2027)  

• Flexible as it envisages different areas of work to be considered as an overarching umbrella for 
the implementation of activities (principal and/or tailor-made), which MS can choose depending on 
capabilities, interests and priorities. 

• Tailor-made as through the introduction of tailor-made activities, EFSA and MS will have the 
opportunity, of addressing specific needs/priorities enhancing collaboration and partnerships. 

Barbara mentioned that an overarching Framework Partnership Agreement (FPA) would be signed 
with the MS for the duration of the overall framework (the process of signature kicked off on the 11th 
October). She said that the FPA will give the possibility to EFSA and the MS of signing specific 
agreements for the principal and tailor-made activities. For 2023, there will be a specific agreement 
for the principal activities signed still in 2022 and specific agreements for tailor-made activities signed 
at the beginning of 2023.  

Barbara noted that principal activities (26 in total) will be the same for all countries and they will 
remain constant throughout the framework. FP will plan their principal activities yearly on a choice-
basis with a minimum requirement of 10 activities. Some of the activities can be sub-contracted in 
their non-core parts to make it more flexible for national authorities to interact with other actors at 
national level.  

The tailor-made part is where MS priorities come at stage and it is composed by proposals, each fitting 
into one of five areas of work. Proposals were brought by MS, AF Discussion Groups and EFSA and 
they can be country-based or with collaborative nature, envisaging a group of MS working together. 
There are different levels in terms of financial support, acknowledging the different roles MS can have 
and effort. 

Barbara went on by presenting an overview of the available tailor-made activities to which MS can 
subscribe. Among others, she highlighted 1) the BfR World Food Safety Almanac and support to the 
new FP network’s activities, included under the area of Knowledge and information management and 
support to scientific production, 2) engagement, collaboration and partnerships area with activities 
related to promotion of grants & procurement and facilitation of knowledge sharing, 3) capacity 
building area with activities related to the European Excellence Label initiative and ImproRisk project, 
4) the data area with proposals on MS collaboration tools put forward by the Advisory Group on DATA, 
5) the risk communication activities aimed at developing a framework for coordinated communication 
in the MS.  
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Regarding the mechanisms to measure the impact of the new Framework, Barbara noted the 
introduction of overarching indicators per area, which are directly linked with the EFSA Strategy 2027. 
Indicators per area are measurements that EFSA (together with MS) will carry out to see if there is a 
long-term improvement in the areas where the FPs are contributing and for which the FPs are one of 
the numerous actors involved. Moreover, FP will plan and report their activities through self-
assessment based on harmonised guidance and there will be a monitoring system so to keep track of 
the implementation of activities. 

Referring to the next years, Barbara emphasized the scale of the investment towards 2027, which will 
go from 4.5 million in 2023 until 10 million in 2027. Most of the budget will be invested in tailor-made 
activities as the allocation of grants for principal activities will remain constant at 2.1 million. She 
stressed the importance of enhancing the collaboration with MS, having common objectives and a 
shared vision towards the future. 

Barbara concluded the presentation with an outline on the next steps. The signature process of the 
FPA has kicked off on the 3rd October. MS received the draft FPA on the 11th of October and the 
process will last until end of October.  The signature of the specific agreement for the principal activities 
and planning of the principal activities will last from the 11th October until 31st October while the 
signature process until the 15th of November. Barbara informed the Plenary that there is more time 
and flexibility for the planning of tailor-made activities as the signature is foreseen in January 2023 
but MS are requested to submit their proposals and express formal interest for them during the last 
quarter of 2022. 

The Chair thanked Barbara for the presentation. Before opening the floor for comments, he stressed 
that the Transparency Regulation called for more transparency and sustainability and how the new FP 
framework 2023-2027 is part of this endeavour. He went on by noting how EFSA can only carry-out 
its work and fulfil its mission with the support of the MS and called the AF for an increased investment 
to the FP so to bring them to next level of cooperation and success. 

Germany raised a comment on how the FP Network evolved since its foundation, where it was mostly 
providing support to the Advisory Forum. The EFSA FP Network now has a different nature with 
individual tasks to carry-out and a level of exchanges proved to be a successful example, also in crisis 
situation. He mentioned that country-based priorities are always different and integration at national 
level with other institutions should be facilitated via a flexible FP legal system. He finally called for a 
structured communication framework so to ensure information and updates on activities are timely 
shared with the MS.   

Denmark praised the new model built and asked if the principal activities will have the same allocation 
of funding throughout the framework while for the tailor-made activities the funds will progressively 
increase. 

The Netherlands intervened by noting the steps forward made with the new FP framework, a system 
which will enhance even more the collaboration with MS. He highlighted the importance of identifying 
national challenges and sharing them with other MS. He also stressed the need for a closer work AF-
FP and to make more visible the content of the new Framework, in particular the tailor-made activities 
at AF level. He proposed to focus one of the 2023 agendas of the AF meeting on this aspect as it would 
be valuable to have an in-depth discussion with MS setting 2024.  

Barbara acknowledged that country-based priorities are different, a challenge which this new model 
is trying also to address. She also agreed on the importance of having clear communication framework 
and the intention of EFSA to ensure full visibility to the FP activities by investing in digital platforms 
and channels. She also mentioned the willingness to have dedicated sessions during 2023 AF meetings 
on how the new Framework is evolving and looking specifically at the content. On the investment, she 
clarified that for the principal activities the grants allocated per country have been increased of the 
10% compared to the grant 2019-2022 and they are meant to remain constant throughout the 
framework. 



 

 
7 

Action point 1: EFSA and MS to develop a communication framework to ensure visibility of the 
content of the new FP operational framework 

 

Action point 2: EFSA to consider a thematic discussion on the implementation of the new FP 
operational framework, including possible breakout sessions on specific MS proposals for joint work 

 

5. Update from AF Discussion Groups 

 5.1 – Advisory Group on Data 

The Chair gave the floor to Akos Jozwiak (HU) as Chair of the Advisory Group on data (AGoD), to 
provide an overview on the outcome of the last meetings of the Group - the 11th held physically back-
to-back with the AF Plenary - and activities of the group. 

Akos informed the Plenary that the three meetings of the group focused mainly on 1) the activities of 
the AGoD and the establishment of its sub-groups 2) the tailor-made activities on data envisaged 
under the new FP Operational Framework, 3) the Commission’s data related strategies. 

Akos explained that to make the work of the AGoD group really effective it was decided to set up six 
sub-groups which are composed by experts nominated by the MS. He informed the Plenary that the 
call for nominations for the sub-groups had an uptake of around 40 experts from different MS and 
that there is still space to join. He went on by clarifying that sub-groups represents an extension of 
the Advisory Group on Data and that they will still discuss strategic issues acting as a bridge between 
high level strategy and operational networks. In terms of next steps, he mentioned the launch of three 
out of six sub-groups during the following weeks. Moreover, each group will have a Terms of Refence 
currently under finalisation and will develop its workplan in consultation with the AGoD on Data. 

The second topic addressed by the AGoD and reported by Akos during the AF was the FP tailor-made 
tasks on data. Akos highlighted that the take up from countries was quite good, with indications from 
10 MS about their willingness to lead some of the proposed activities. Furthermore, additional 
expression of interests to participate can arrive at a later stage during the formal planning phase. He 
also noted that possible additional tasks under the data remit might be included in the future since 
things constantly evolve. He then reported on an exercise carried out during the last meeting of the 
AGoD, which was focused on understanding which added value the different tools prioritized under 
the FP tailor-made activities could bring to different user groups. The discussion was carried-out from 
the perspective of food inspectors, laboratory staff and data managers and was aimed at identifying 
pain points and gains that these tools can deliver for these 3 groups. The exercise helped also to 
identify what functionalities are needed in the tools to make their use effective. The group agreed on 
the fact that there is a complex set of connections and interaction between user groups and tools it is 
important to consider the broader context, interrelating tools with each other. Despite the exercise 
was preliminary, it led to a shared understanding of the importance of performing it in a more 
systematic and professional manner.  

Akos also stressed how the budgetary aspect is not the only one MS are taking into consideration 
when subscribing to the tailor-made activities. It is important to acknowledge that there are also other 
challenges related to the coordination and implementation as well as to the national environment, 
when it comes to involve other organisation and the legal and financial provisions that MS have to 
comply with. At the same time, he mentioned the new Framework is a new way of working and it 
requires change management therefore learning-by-doing, flexibility and mutual understanding are 
key factors to make it a success.  

Akos also mentioned that discussion had started on Commission’s data related strategies. In particular 
he informed the Plenary about the Chief Veterinary Officers (CVO) report of the Slovenian Presidency 
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and the actions stemming from it which led towards a more collaborative data strategy between EFSA, 
the European Commission and the MS. AGoD have been asked to participate in a DG SANTE Official 
Controls group to extend collaboration to MSs activities at the point of data creation and capture. Akos 
invited MS to get in touch with representatives participating in this EC group so to make sure 
information are shared and there is alignment at national level. 

In terms of next steps, Akos mentioned the launch of the sub-groups with the ambition of having the 
first virtual meetings before year-end, the drafting of the report on the activities of the group, the 
preparation of the workplan for 2023 and planning of the data tailor-made activities, which is ongoing. 
The next meeting of the group will be back-to-back with the next AF Plenary in Berlin. 

The Chair thanked Akos and the AGoD group for the work done. He also acknowledged the shift 
towards a new way of working, which is marked by coexistence of the AGoD group as a strategic force, 
the sub-groups linked to the operational projects and the FP framework as enabler for such activities. 
He mentioned that this can bring an additional level of complexity which will require MS, AF and EC 
joint effort. 

Akos agreed with the existence of a certain level of complexity linked with the new approach, which 
will need to be addressed. However, he clarified and reassured that sub-groups are meant to be 
strategic advisors for specific recommendations, and that it is foreseen they will act as governance 
body for their reassessment and implementation of the task force recommendations. He also stressed 
the importance of building a new way of working so to combine the task of strategic advice and project 
generation, implementation, and maintenance.  

France thanked Akos by praising the work of the group. On the sub-groups, Matthieu raised a        
comment on the timeframe for the launch, asking if it would be more reasonable to launch the first 
three sub-groups and then following up with the others in a second phase? He then stressed the 
importance of having clear details and expectations on the data “tailor-made” FP activities ahead of 
the planning exercise which will start in one month time and for which selection of activities by FPs is 
expected.   

Akos informed the AF that the idea is to launch the first three sub-groups in a first moment and, on 
the basis of lesson learned, then proceed with the launch of the others. He also informed the AF that 
detailed description of the project proposals are already available for the MS to be consulted. However, 
the idea is for leader MS to then develop a more detailed project charter during the first phase of the 
project, before the actual start. 

Germany intervened with a remark on the urgent need to enhance and implement systems to handle 
data so to support the ordinary work of agencies worldwide. He also noted the successful example of 
the “Risk Assessment Modelling and Knowledge Integration Platform” (RAKIP) initiative, supported by 
several organisations and aimed at creating a new repository of modelling based on harmonized data 
formats and consistent rules for knowledge annotation. The initiative foresees also a strategic aspect, 
which is to make the repository usable to all. He then asked which is AGoD’s vision to tackle future 
challenges in the data remit, related for example to integration of data and artificial intelligence. 

Akos replied by highlighting that one of the sub-groups will focus on data analysis and data streams 
and it can also develop recommendations on how to tackle specific issues on this remit at MS level. 
On RAKIP, Akos acknowledged its relevance in the context of data activities and that it could be 
brought forward with the MS to promote it and have more users. He also noted how the initiative 
could fit within the new FP framework. 

The EC took the floor by praising the initiative of the AGoD and appreciating the increased engagement 
of DG-SANTE in the discussion. She also made a plea to consider ideas for tailor made projects which 
are of added value both to the MS and the EC as this is a golden opportunity to move forward together.  

The Netherlands raised a concern about the importance of not leaving anyone behind in the tailor-
made projects and in the work of the group and called for strategies so to involve also those countries 
not directly participating. He also mentioned the need of digital platform and communication tools so 
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to disseminate and connect information, avoiding gaps between participant countries and those not 
participating.  

Akos agreed with the importance of involving everyone and reassured that the development of 
collaboration tools is meant to be beneficial for all, since these tools will be made available to any MS 
who wish to use them.  The tools which will be developed will be shared with everyone and everyone 
could use them. He acknowledged the challenge of sharing information and keeping everyone up to 
date which is something we would need to address together. 

 5.2 – AF Discussion Group on the Future of Partnerships  

The Chair gave the floor to Salma Elreedy (FR) and to Victoria Villamar, co-chairing the Discussion 
Group on the Future of Partnerships (AFDGFoP), to inform the Plenary about the conclusion of the 
AFDGFoP work and its final output. 

Salma introduced the presentation by reminding the Plenary about the Terms of Reference of the 
group and the way the work in the Group was structured. She noted how the Group investigated the 
operational considerations in setting up partnership projects, taking into account any discussions with 
relevance to partnerships that were taking place, during its mandate, in the AF, the various AF Task 
Forces / Discussion Groups and the FP network.  

Salma provided an overview of the Group’s final output, focussing on proposed “intervention areas”, 
and suggestions for actions. In her presentation, she indicated that the proposed interventions were 
classified in two broad categories, depending on the associated time-frame and the feasibility of each, 
as follows: 

 Short/mid-term: this category includes the interventions that address the challenges in identifying 
expertise to support the RA work and encourage the participation of organisations with such 
expertise in the partnership opportunities that EFSA launches.  

 Mid/long-term: this category includes the interventions that support ecosystem expansion (i.e., 
the inclusion of new actors in the RA community), as well as interventions that support the 
expertise sustainability in the EU RA system.  

In addition to those intervention groups, Salma underlined the need to ensure continuous 
improvement of the Partnerships approach so as to leverage new opportunities and integrate any 
lessons learned along the way. 

Salma briefly presented the vision for Partnerships, both in terms of the concept and of operational 
considerations, particularly highlighting their key features namely: the long-term timeframe of 
cooperation, the sharing of risks and benefits between partners and the generation of tangible outputs. 
The latter also implies that Partnerships will need to have, at some point in time, contractual elements, 
which will describe which tangible elements should be expected and how they will be delivered. Salma 
also referred to examples of long-term partnerships mechanisms1, already employed by other 
organisations, which the Group looked into. 

Salma explained that there is a lot to be gained from leveraging engagement opportunities during the 
lifecycle of a call for partnership projects. Suitable windows for engagement exist (i) at the early 
stages, where the concept of a project is being formed and engagement can produce ideas or insights 
that could improve the scope of the project; (ii) during the scoping stage, where engagement can 
provide insights on the capabilities and ambitions of the potential partners, thus informing on the ways 
that a project call can improve its value proposition; and (iii) after the launch of the call, where 
engagement can have a strong role in promoting the call, clarifying its objectives but, also, in collecting 
feedback that can be considered when preparing future calls. To that end, the experience from the 
preparation and launch of SPIDO calls was quite useful.  

 
1 Examples considered included WHO Collaborating Centres, EEA European Topic Centres and EU 
Reference Centres for Animal Welfare. 



 

 
10 

Salma gave the floor to Victoria, who debriefed the Plenary about the way forward. She mentioned 
the direct link with the new Focal Point Operational Framework and how the recommendations of the 
group will be translated into activities to be implemented as of 2023; moreover, she also referred to 
the perspective of implementing and piloting some of the areas the group identified in the new EFSA 
processes particularly with regards to areas such as outsourcing via Partnerships, Knowledge 
organisation and Capacity building. She also concluded by saying that there will be regular updates 
during the AF meetings on the state of play of the areas for intervention identified and progress made 
in the realisation of Partnerships. 

Barbara thanked Salma and Victoria for the presentation and intervened by stressing the importance 
of both AF and FP members participation in the activities of the group which led also to formulate fit-
for-purpose activities to be implemented in the new framework. She then opened the floor for 
comments. 

France stressed the relevance of work carried-out by the group and how Partnerships are fundamental 
to enhance a cooperation based on common goals and methodology, but also the challenges given 
that the diversity of goals. Given that a partnership is a way of doing activities together, he also 
suggested that it might be interesting to develop a label for activities which can be conducted as 
Partnerships. 

Salma acknowledged the difficulty linked to the fact that Partnerships is a broad concept and that one 
of the challenges is to understand which work can be carried-out under this umbrella. Therefore, the 
identification of parameters can be of support in this process, to help the interaction phase and actors 
involved. 

Finland asked about the legal challenges identified in the example of the EU Reference Centres in the 
area of animal welfare, and about which topic potential centres of excellence could be covered at 
EFSA. 

Salma clarified that the example was considered in broad terms in an overview of the existing 
mechanisms to foster Partnerships, there was not a discussion on possible topics to be covered for 
EFSA via this approach. The main idea was to analyse opportunities and challenges linked to such a 
mechanism, and it seems that EFSA would face constraints due to its Financial Regulation regarding 
operating grants, EFSA can provide more details on this. 

Victoria mentioned that the idea of considering Centres of Excellence was aimed at analysing existing 
mechanisms which could potentially fit also EFSA and MS needs in the area ensuring the sustainability 
of the RA process. She clarified how Centres of Excellence could support matching EFSA and MS 
strategic priorities, leveraging joint planning and common RA agenda but that there are also 
challenges linked to this model, such as funding, which need to be considered. 

The EC asked for the floor and raised a question on how the relation between EFSA, MS and EC is 
seen in the context of Partnerships, taking into consideration the separation between RA and RM. 

Salma and Victoria clarified that discussion at group level have not tackled such aspect since the 
discussion was very much focused on the relation between EFSA and MS to address common needs. 
The only exception was the example of the EU Reference Centres for Animal Welfare where the EC 
plays a central role, for which the Group considered them in two ways: (i) as model for Partnership, 
which proved to have a number of administrative challenges and (ii) as a source of knowledge (e.g., 
on practices, data, etc.) which could support EFSA in its work in addressing requests for scientific 
advice on relevant matters. On both aspects, further reflections would be needed. 

 5.3 – MS publication initiative  

The Co-Chair gave the floor to Arthur Healy to update the AF on the MS Publication initiative 

Arthur updated the Advisory Forum on the progress made since the last meeting. He presented an 
overview of the steps in the creation of this new “tool” that will enable information sharing among 
EFSA, MS and the whole RA community in line with the Transparency Regulation.  



 

 
11 

He then informed the achievements from July to October as the decision on the name for the new 
channel and thanked all the participants for their input on that matter.  He proceeded by informing 
that the new channel - Food Risk Assess Europe (FRAE) - is registered with ISSN, as a journal, which 
confers certain legitimacy. Arthur outlined that they have worked in the structure and also revised the 
Editorial Advisory Board to reflect the greater input of the MS. The Board advises EFSA on how it 
publishes its work and how to increase its impact. He expanded by informing about the launched call 
for the Board for which 9 nominations were received. They have completed the Board taking into 
account gender balance, geographic distribution etc., appointed the reserve panel which can be called 
when needed, and issued new operating procedures along with the ToR. Arthur also reported that the 
meetings with the Network of Contacts, who will be working on the day-to-day work publishing MS 
reports, were also completed. 

He proceeded by informing about the next steps, with the first meeting of revised Editorial Board 
Meeting on 14 Nov, where the ToR will be confirmed. Then the launch of the channel in the coming 
months will be completed and the first pilot publications (Nov/Dec) will become available. During that 
phase the workflows will be tested and work with MS will progress to make sure that MS requirements 
are captured, and everything is working well. A promotional campaign to promote the use of the 
channel in the coming years, which will include EFSA, many National Agencies and Wiley, is planned. 
Arthur proceeded by presenting the 3 channels and showed a prototype of the 3rd channel so 
participants could better understand how in practice the platform will work when it comes live. 

Barbara Gallani thanked Arthur, the members of the Editorial Board and all working with Willey and 
EFSA. She pointed out that work will continue so to make sure the needs of MS are met by this new 
product. Barbara closed the topic emphasising the hope to come back to AF in a near future presenting 
the number of articles published and more important showing the impact in the RA community of this 
close cooperation with MS.  

There were no comments on the topic and the Co-Chair proceeded introducing the following item in 
the agenda.  

6.  Engagement & Communications update  

The Co-Chair, Barbara Gallani took the floor to debrief on engagement & communication activities, 
including feedback on engagement and capacity building activities, reporting back on  EU-FORA and 
Parma Summer School 2022 as well as on communication activities, grouped under the umbrella of 
coordinated communication. 

Barbara provided an overview of the many engagement initiatives EFSA has been involved over the 
year, among others the ONE Conference, the Parma Summer School and events which will take place 
before the year end such as the RARA Conference and a Stakeholder event on New Genomic 
Techniques. 

She noted the external relations initiatives and stressed the importance for EFSA to reach out to its 
partners through countries visits, something where effort was put also in 2022 also to mark important 
anniversaries in the MS (Norway, Croatia, France, Germany).  

Barbara referred to EU-FORA, the 2022-2023 cycle starting in September with the 3-week induction 
training back in person in Parma. She also informed the AF that EFSA had launched a new EU-FORA 
logo and that the new cycle had reached additional three countries that had never participated before 
(Bulgaria, Malta and Latvia). A call for the new cycle 2023-2024 is due to be launched this year. 
Barbara mentioned the positive outcome of the Parma Summer School, held in September, with 150 
participants connected per day. 

Denmark asked if the EU-FORA call had reached the uptake expected. Barbara replied that the new 
approach had highlighted the need to develop more guidance for potential consortia on how to apply. 

Estonia asked if the EU-FORA project could foresee shorter training for people who have already risk 
assessment experience so to avoid the burden of being away from the job institution for a long period 
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Barbara replied that the EU-FORA is a programme intended to last for 1 year, but there is the 
possibility to apply for the EFSA guest programme annual call2 or short secondment positions3 in EFSA. 

Barbara then focused on Coordinated Communications. She provided an overview of the building 
blocks EFSA has been working on to address the provisions of the Transparency Regulation (TR) which 
called for more coordinated communication and better impact of EFSA communication on EU public.  

Among the initiatives, Barbara noted: 

 The campaigns #EUChooseSafeFood and #StopASF. She referred to how the multi-country 
Campaigns are growing. In its 2nd year #EUChooseSafeFood has an uptake of 10 countries 
which are fully engaged. The #Stop ASF campaign is growing too, due unfortunately to the 
fact that ASF is still present. 

 Eurobarometer was published in September and EFSA has produced country facts sheets that 
Communication experts’ network have been using to inform their communications strategies, 
their target audience and choices.  

 The Food.EU Project: to support the development of a platform initially with input and advice 
from Italy, The Netherlands and Germany. It was acknowledged that it is important to fully 
identify the added value of the platform. 

 The Hazard and Risk Project, something that was specifically mentioned in the Transparency 
Regulation, involved 30 focus groups in most European countries and results were used to 
develop mood boards, storyboard and fact sheets and the results will be used in different 
countries. 

Sweden congratulated EFSA for the presentation and asked if the Parma Summer School was also 
physical. Barbara replied that was an on-line event and suggested that during the CEN EFSA can also 
share information on this matter. 

Denmark asked how EFSA managed and addressed the focus groups organised for the hazard vs risk 
project, with regards to topics outside EFSA’s remit. Barbara replied that EFSA didn’t want to restrict 
the input only to food safety areas so to keep a broad spectrum in the exercise.  

Germany raised a question about Glyphosate as it was missing from EFSA media highlights. Barbara 
replied that at the moment EFSA is carrying out the scientific work with most of the media coverage 
focused on a possible extension of the authorization rather than the scientific assessment. EFSA will 
continue to provide communication support on the topic mainly clarifying the roles of different actors 
involved. Germany stressed the importance of coordinated communication at EU level and suggested 
to coordinate messages around Glyphosate with EFSA and MSs. Barbara agreed with the comment 
and informed the AF about the activities in place in the context of the CEN network where a dedicated 
shared space for exchange of information has been developed. The exchange of information and 
development of communication materials will be discussed with the CEN members interested in the 
topic. 

The Czech Republic expressed interest in participating in the #EUChooseSafeFood campaign in 2023. 
Barbara informed that EFSA would get in touch directly with countries wishing to take part in the 
campaign.  

France asked if the Focus group for the Risk v Hazard project was conducted in English or in national 
(country) language Barbara replied that the Focus group were organised in the language of the 
country.  

Ireland commented that the Eurobarometer was considered very useful and asked how EFSA decides 
on the selection of topics on which to focus its communications. Barbara replied that EFSA for the next 

 
2 https://careers.efsa.europa.eu/jobs/efsa-guest-programme-call-2022-2023-308 
3 https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/careers/secondments 
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years has a list of criteria depending on priorities for the organisation and that there will be a maximum 
of the 3 or 4 big topics to try to build a narrative for the whole year.  

Cyprus confirmed that Focus group were in national language as they had participated on it and 
congratulated for the Eurobarometer 2022 and for #EUChooseSafeFood campaign. 

Action point 3: Increase exchange of information and develop communication materials with CEN 
members interested in the Glyphosate topic 

Action point 4:  MS to express interest to take part in the #EUchoosesafefood campaign by 21st 
November.  

 

7. Report on the 2022 External Crisis Preparedness Exercise  

Co-Chair gave the floor to Dr. Iliyan Kostov, AF member from Bulgaria, who gave a presentation on 
the 2022 crisis preparedness training workshop, that took place in Sofia, between the 14th and 16th of 
September 2022. The exercise was co-organised with the Bulgarian Risk Assessment Centre for Food 
Chain, and the scenario of the training was based on a chemical incident. Representatives from the 
fields of risk assessment, risk management and risk communication from 7 MS were involved, as well 
as several representatives of DG SANTE and EFSA. The objectives of this exercise were to improve 
the collaboration when a chemical contamination crisis takes place, to ensure the role of everyone 
when a chemical contamination occurs, understand the purpose of selected tools and practice risk 
communication. Dr. Kostov reported on the activities and the simulation exercise that took place 
during the workshop.  

The simulation exercise was dealt on a key scenario dealing with fresh spinach imported in Bulgaria 
from China and NGOs detected an excessive high level of Cadmium; consequently, DG SANTE 
mandates EFSA to assess the hazard of the spinach with high level of Cadmium and EFSA publishes 
its rapid risk assessment identifying pregnant women and children as risk category consumers. As 
part of the exercise each WG was asked to give a media interview. 

Many practical recommendations for improvement were extracted by the exercise. 

Co-Chair thanked Dr. Iliyan Kostov as the EFSA team particularly enjoyed taking part to the exercise. 

 

8. Thematic Discussion on Advancing environmental risk assessment (ERA) 
methodologies: moving towards a partnership for ERA 

The thematic discussion “Advancing environmental risk assessment (ERA) methodologies: moving 
towards a partnership for ERA” explored how to best advance ERA methodologies for regulated 
substances/compounds or products falling in EFSA’s remit. Specific emphasis was placed on the active 
substances used in plant protection products, as they serve as pilot case study at EFSA level.  

The following goals for the advancement of ERA methodologies were addressed:  

• Consolidate, lean and simplify existing ERA methodologies; 

• Optimise the use of available data (including environmental monitoring and surveillance data) 
and facilitate their integration in prospective ERA;  

• Innovate ERA methodologies by integrating new approaches/tools (e.g., modelling, new 
approach methodologies, landscape aspects) and foster their regulatory uptake/acceptance. 

In line with the One Health approach and EFSA’s 2027 strategic goals, EFSA proposes to take a 
systems lens to explore holistically how to best advance ERA methodologies to integrate advances in 
science and technology, so that ERAs remain fit for purpose. To this end, EFSA intends to establish a 
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EU Partnership for ERA (PERA). This PERA Partnership could serve as a “governance board” that 
enables working better together; connecting and integrating relevant knowledge, data and expertise 
across sectors and actors; and defining and prioritising ERA methodology development needs, 
together. 

During the thematic discussion, ongoing activities supporting the advancement of ERA methodologies 
for chemicals including pesticides were presented. Specific emphasis was put on the EU Partnership 
for the assessment of Risks from Chemicals (PARC), EFSA’s PERA Roadmap, the Directors Consultation 
(DCG) and High-Level Meeting (HLM) on plant protection products, and the European Research 
Alliance on a chemical pesticide-free agriculture. These activities differ in scope and objectives, but 
will deliver knowledge, data and expertise that are relevant for the further advancement of ERA 
methodologies for pesticides.  

The EC welcomed the PERA project; it underlined the need to deliver actionable results that enable 
the implementation of the existing EU legislation. To this end, PERA should be recalibrated to take 
into account the existing regulatory framework on plant protection products, which is being used as 
the test case at hand. The EC further added that the focus should be on the ‘need to know’ elements 
rather than the ‘good to have’, with emphasis on ensuring faster access to the market and maximise 
efficiency. It also reminded the higher level of transparency and the opportunities that are now 
available in the EU risk assessment following the entry into application of the Transparency Regulation. 
Finally, it called for synergies between PERA and the Horizon Europe Partnership PARC, while noting 
the broader scope and research nature of PARC. 

Representatives of the Commission’s Directorate for Health and Food Safety (DG SANTE) and the 
Environment (DG ENV) presented the legal framework in which the ERA of pesticides is conducted and 
that requires one safe use in the EU level to approve an active substance and outlined some of the 
ERA methodology development needs they consider relevant from a policy perspective. The following 
ERA areas that may benefit from methodology advancement were mentioned:  

• Reinforce the dialogue between risk assessors and risk managers on specific protection goals; 

• Develop population models and consider resilience of populations in the environment and the 
effects of pulse vs. chronic exposure; 

• Deliver faster ERAs for low-risk substances and low risk plant protection products, e.g. 
microorganisms and pheromones; 

• Consider exposure routes and incorporate possibilities to assess application techniques with 
reduced exposure (e.g. precision farming); 

• Incorporate innovative methods for ERA (e.g. use of SSD)  

• Consider indicator/test species; 

• Better consider sub-lethal, chronic, indirect and mixture effects  

• Apply landscape scale population level approaches to ERA that account for the resilience of 
populations and the environment, as well as the ecological/environmental context (e.g. meta-
populations, landscape structure including field margins, refuges); 

Rely more on (higher tier) field studies. Experiences gained with working together in PARC, DCG/HLM 
and the European Research Alliance were shared. These experiences reinforce the added value of 
“going together”. It is therefore crucial to ensure an efficient liaison among these existing 
channels/fora to optimise the use of available resources and move towards the same strategic goals 
in a coordinated manner. However, further discussion is needed on the modalities of collaboration – 
either through the establishment of the PERA Partnership, or through the use an existing 
channel/forum.  

Several follow-up actions were proposed: 
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• EFSA and its partners agencies to pursue the discussion with DG SANTE, DCG/HLM and other 
relevant actors (such as PARC) on how to further advance ERA methodologies for pesticides. 

• EFSA to explore future scenarios for collaboration (such as the establishment of the PERA 
Partnership, or the use of an existing channel/forum) and assess their strengths and weaknesses. 

• Advisory Forum members to express their potential interest to contribute to future discussions 
on the advancement of ERA methodologies for chemicals. 

 
 

9. Engagement with MS in Risk Assessment 

 9.1 – Report from the workshop on Scientific Panels’ renewal 

The Chair gave the floor to Nik Kriz for a report on the workshop organised by EFSA for the MS on 
Scientific Panel’s renewal. 

Nik started by reminding that the topic was first discussed in France at the 84th AF meeting, and that 
the strong wish from MS to be involved in the shaping of the new panels triggered the decision to 
engage with MS on the EFSA panel renewal and to organise a dedicated workshop. Nik thanked all to 
have taken their time to contribute to that exercise where it was addressed the panel renewal process 
and selection criteria, expert attraction, campaign and dissemination so to attract more experts.  

He expanded on the structure and aims of the workshop plenary and breakout sessions and informed 
about the progress and dates of the process - the implementing rules were adopted by the 
Management Board (MB) and the call would be launched around February 2023. He further informed 
the plenary that the selection procedure is expected to conclude in March 2024 with the appointments 
by the MB and with the new mandates starting in July 2024. He outlined the need to have a fully 
adequate and transparent call and so the benefit of having MS on board helping to shape it.  

He further explained that EFSA will come out with a short list of twice the number of posts and that 
the criteria are based in various aspects e.g. education degree in a field relevant to EFSA’s work, work 
experience, fluency in English, broad geographical distribution with priority given to nationals of the 
EU, gender and age balance and specific areas of scientific expertise, not only RA but also 
communication, managing projects, etc.  

He proceeded by explaining 1) the content of the breakout sessions, where there were respectively 
discussed the obstacles and recommendations for the involvement of Member States Experts, and the 
way to enhance the dissemination and attraction of experts to EFSA Panels, and 2) the outcomes of 
those 2 sessions.   

The Chair thanked Nik and opened the floor for comments. The plenary discussed several questions 
from the MS regarding: 1) the possibility of reimbursements to the national authorities (Sweden), 
which will be followed-up with EFSA’s financial services to see if feasible; 2) the importance of the 
balance between experience in scientific assessments versus the excellence level proven by 
publications, which could be a way to move forward (France); 3) the need to show experts what they 
will gain if working in the panels (France); 4) conflict of interests (Denmark and Ireland), namely with 
staff that also performs Risk management (RM); 5) the role of the MB on the list of experts to be 
nominated (The Netherlands), which was explained to be mainly related with the process and not with 
the people; and 6) the possibility of enhancing the status of the working groups and maybe having 
the AF discussing it (Germany). On the later, Nik explained that EFSA is trying to get more MS in and 
making the procedure more flexible. Most of the questions, namely the ones on statistics per panel 
(Ireland), the DoI issue on what concerns experts also performing RM and the definition of RM, will 
be followed up by EFSA, some directly and bilaterally with the MS. The way EFSA interacts with the 
experts during the whole selection procedure and the need for a more personal and better 
communication was outlined (The Netherlands) and noted by Nik and the Chair.  
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EC praised EFSA’s effort to attract experts to apply and called on MS to encourage experts to 
participate and to discuss the issue internally so to come out with new ideas on how to address it in a 
more effective way.   

 9.2 - Report from the thematic workshop on Biomarkers of effect  

Chair gave the floor to Nik Kriz for a report on the workshop on Biomarkers of effect. 

In 2021, the EFSA Scientific Committee (SC) has adopted a Statement for establishing Health Based 
Guidance Values (HBGV)4 where the need for early markers of biological changes that precede cellular 
and tissue architectural and functional damage in the absence of overt toxicity was emphasised. While 
this Statement was focusing on regulated products that are also nutrients, there is a need to consider 
sensitive biomarkers of effect in risk assessment more widely across the different sectors within the 
remit of EFSA, together with a need to harmonise their use across EFSA’s Scientific Panels.  

To this end, a workshop was organised in September 2022 with participation of scientists in and 
outside the EU, to learn from existing experiences, to gather information on the approaches taken so 
far, to collect views and recommendations on possible ways and to help EFSA to shape its future work 
in this area. A plenary session was organised in which a general discussion took place setting the 
scene, with a presentation of examples of EFSA’s Opinions in which the biomarkers of effect were used 
in setting reference points and contributions were made on ongoing work by Member States’ experts. 
After the break-out sessions addressing specific questions on the second day, the participants made 
several recommendations on the scientific criteria for distinguishing the different biomarkers of effect, 
scientific criteria to assess their human relevance and the size of uncertainty factors, and on the use 
of NAMs for integration of biomarkers in the rick assessment process. Nik resumed by outlining 1) the 
need for further scientific discussion and to perform preparatory work in specific sub-areas that will 
support the preparation of the guidance document; 2) the opportunities for collaboration with Member 
States agencies, sister agencies (e.g. ECHA…) and international organisations (US-FDA, WHO…); and 
3) the challenges in the development of a guidance document, the integration of this methodology in 
ongoing risk assessments and the implementation of the One-Substance-One-Assessment approach.   

EFSA’s Scientific Committee will start a self-task mandate in 2023 to prepare a guidance document 
on the possible regulatory use of biomarkers of effect. It is expected that this work will take 
approximately 24 months; a public consultation of the draft guidance will be organised. Member States 
were invited to express interest in participating in the preparatory work or in supporting the Working 
Group that will be set up to jointly prepare a guidance document to be due in 2025.  

The Chair thanked Nik and opened the floor for comments. 

Germany intervened stating that they always support development of guidance documents, 
nevertheless that EFSA had to be aware that it is not only the task of EFSA but also of other agencies 
(e.g., ECHA), which may have a completely different view, and that this issue touches the work of 
toxicologists worldwide. For Germany the question is not to differentiate between biomarkers or not 
but the way we define endpoints (e.g., is that important to have the human one, what is the value of 
animal experience behind), the difference between if a substance causes adverse effects or whether 
adaptation occurs, and the need to describe all pathways. Producing a guidance by 2025 seems very 
ambitious and EFSA has to keep in mind that there is a need for a close cooperation with ECHA and 
other agencies on this matter. 

Denmark added that it would be important for EFSA to consider inclusion of ECHA experts in its working 
group in order to be aligned.  France underlined the importance of having a common guidance. 

The Chair confirmed the close cooperation with ECHA and EMA on this issue and the will to have other 
international bodies involved in the future as e.g., US-FDA and WHO. Bernhard pointed out the 
importance of moving forward and together, even if difficult or if it may take many years. 

 
4 Statement for establishing Health Based Guidance Values (HBGV) 
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Action point 5:  MSs to nominate experts to participate in preparatory work or support the Working 
Group that will be established to prepare a guidance document. 

 

 9.3 – EFSA: Mandates, upcoming Public Consultations, MS RA Plans  

The Chair introduced the item noting the ambition of EFSA, in particular of Scientific Units, to ensure 
a more interactive dialogue occurs between EFSA and MS in exchanging information on ongoing risk 
assessment plans and activities. He then gave the floor to Guilhem De Seze and Nik Kriz to briefly 
inform the Plenary on the progress of RA activities, the MS RA Plans, and the upcoming public 
consultations.  

Guilhem welcomed the ongoing sharing of MS RA activities through the MS RA Plans database, which 
is beneficial for identifying areas of common interest and potential collaboration. He outlined that 
where interest has been noted on MS activities, MS were invited to provide additional information to 
EFSA Units and EFSA Units representatives would contact the concerned MS. Guilhem proceeded by 
highlighting the MS RA plans of EFSA interest submitted by Sweden in the area of Animal Health And 
Welfare, four mandates related to Biological Hazard’s area from France (“Reducing the risk of 
monkeypox virus transmission through food handling”), Slovakia (related toxoplasma gondii in the 
food chain) and The Netherlands ( Risks for humans, animals and nature in the fish chain) Another 
mandate, in the area of Pesticides from in Norway (combined effects of pesticides in food). 

Guilhem then passed the floor to Nik which noted EFSA’s interest for mandates   coming from Austria 
(Exposure Assessment of Mercury in food), Spain (Request for a report on the available evidence on 
the potential obesogenic activity of chemical contaminants that may be present in food), Sweden 
(Swedish Market Basket) and Portugal (Preliminary assessment of consumer exposure to iodine by 
seaweed consumption). Nik went on by highlighting EFSA’s mandates, particularly the one related to 
the “Scientific opinion on the risks for human health related to the presence of bromide ion in food 
and risks for animal health and transfer from feed to food of animal origin” and provided information 
on the objective and timelines.  

Nick gave back the floor to Guilhem who brought the attention on the Public Consultation on the draft 
opinion on Nitrosamines in food which is ongoing on until the 22nd of November (follow up of the 2017 
opinion on Nitrite and Nitrite). He noted that the goal is to conclude the mandate in 2022. 

The Netherlands complemented the information provided on the on the mandate related to Risks for 
humans, animals and nature in the fish chain by informing the AF that a report has been produced in 
Dutch (translations in English available soon) and that a possible agenda item could be considered to 
present the opinion during the December AF meeting. He also noted that Netherlands conducted 
another interesting study on Future regulations measures on animal welfare and the use of sensor 
technology and artificial intelligence (published in Dutch, available in English by December) and 
mentioned this could be also considered as topic for the next AF. 

Sweden asked which is the background of the 8 different mandates from the EU Commission regarding 
African Swine fever. Nick addressed the question by mentioning that EFSA is trying to establish a 
longer plan and timeline for mandates that area for EFSA to plan adequately. This concerns African 
Swine Fever but also Avian influenza. 

Denmark intervened asking if EFSA is working on issues related to potential obesogenic activity of 
chemical contaminants  and she expressed interest in hearing more about the results of the mandate 
of Spain in that area. The Chair mentioned that the topic could be brought back to the AF. 

Norway intervened by providing additional information the mandate regarding combined effects of 
pesticides in food. He noted that that the Food Authority had a short deadline to carry-out the risk 
assessment and he then mentioned the samples and methodology used as well as some of the 
conclusions. 
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Action point 6:  MS to promote the public consultation on the draft opinion on Nitrosamines in food 
open until the 22nd of November  

 

 9.4 – Update on SPIDO  

Co-Chair, Nik Kriz gave the floor to Claudia Heppner to provide the plenary with an update on SPIDO  

Claudia started with a status update on 5 roadmaps for action, the draft plan for launching project 
calls to fill the identified knowledge gaps and the evolution of SPIDO activities. She explained that the 
process EFSA follows to identify critical knowledge gaps is done in consultation with EFSA partners 
(Commission services, Member States, EU agencies, Scientific Committee, International and third 
countries risk assessors). In order to fill knowledge gaps EFSA plans multiannual projects calls taking 
into account the recommendation of the roadmaps for action but also EFSA’s strategic objectives, 
priorities and business needs. The projects aim to generate the required data, tools and methodologies 
to be integrated in the risk assessment process. Claudia proceeded by giving an overview of the SPIDO 
roadmaps and the project calls for 2022 and the envisaged ones for 2023-2024.  Claudia informed 
that SPIDO´s activities will evolve in the light of new EFSA internal processes in 2023 and that the 
execution and implementation of the results in the risk assessment will be facilitated by the new EFSA 
Programmes. On the themes ahead, she explained that some topics are still in the envisioned state 
adding that since EFSA had kicked off 9 roadmaps for action, it was pondered the need to allow time 
for integration of the project results. So, only one candidate theme related to innovative products 
(protein allergenicity) was considered for 2023. Claudia closed the intervention by presenting the 
evolution of the SPIDO activities. The Co-Chair thanked Claudia and opened the floor for comments. 

The Chair recalled the path travelled, highlighting the opportunity provided by the TR that allowed, 
among others, an increase in the budget. He stressed that we are currently in a transition phase where 
this money is intended to be used with MS to improve scientific methodology, scientific readiness, i.e., 
to bring regulatory RA to the next steps of sophistication, being NAMs, being AI, etc. He appealed for 
MS support in this transition, not only in ideas for the future but also by applying for these calls.  

The Netherlands explained its incompatibility situation regarding the calls and asked if other MS were 
facing this problem. He informed that the Dutch law does not allow a public authority to apply for an 
open tender call (procurement) because they are considered competitions. Thus, they had to withdraw 
from the Consortium they had created in the area of welfare.  

The Plenary addressed the question of possible mechanisms to allow relevant organizations other than 
Article 36 organizations to apply for the open grant calls. EFSA to explore how to get additional 
expertise which are not available on the Art. 36 list via other options.  

Claudia thanked AF members and FPs for their continued commitment and efforts to having 
disseminated the calls for roadmap development as well as the high-value project calls, and joint 
forces to invest in innovation to advance regulatory science.  

10. RARA 2022 – proposal for a joint EFSA/AF statement  

The Co-Chair gave the floor to Danica Grahek-Ogden, member of the RARA programme Committee, 
to present a first proposal for the AF statement on the occasion of the second RARA, in PPT format. 

Danica provided a short update on the progressing with RARA 2022, informing that around 300 
participants are expected in Berlin on 7 December (back-to-back with AF and FP meetings). She 
recalled that on the occasion of first RARA, AF members declared their commitment to support the 
European Research Area and since then a lot happened as e.g., Research Platform, Food Safety 
Regulatory Research Needs 2030, FP overview of national funding opportunities. 

Danica outlined the alignment of EFSA Strategy 2027 (SO2) in supporting preparedness for future 
regulatory and policy needs with the RARA 22 objectives, namely on what concerns strengthening the 
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role and advocacy in EU and MS research programmes, together with other regulatory science bodies, 
to ensure good coverage of research priorities and access to research results and contributing to the 
Horizon Europe research programme cycle. 

She also reminded the RARA 2022 aims: 1) to continue building the wider food safety risk assessment 
ecosystem; 2) to discuss how food safety regulatory research can support the SDGs and relevant 
European policies; 3) and to foster alignment of food safety R&I investments to support regulatory 
science outcomes at European, regional and national level. 

Danica proceeded by presenting some background information regarding the development of the joint 
statement, explaining that the proposal was developed by a number of AF members who sit in the 
RARA programme committee, following the structure of the AF statement delivered on occasion of the 
first RARA in 2018. She highlighted that this draft Statement makes reference and takes account of 
tasks under the new Focal Point operational framework and is inspired by strategic drivers (Green 
Deal, F2F).  

The Co-Chair thanked Danica Grahek-Ogden and the RARA Programme Committee and Stef Bronzwaer 
and opened the floor for comments. 

Participants suggested additions to the Statement, namely: 1) to add a preamble outlining the long-
term ambitions (Denmark); 2) for a general review to ensure that the mandate of AF members is not 
overstepped (Sweden and France); 3) to emphasise that nutrition and safe food are the basis for 
sustainable food systems (Denmark); 4) to highlight that we perform science for regulatory purpose 
(France); and 5) to point to a broader vision and avoid commitments that the AF cannot commit to as 
it is not under their control, e.g. increasing exploitation of outputs of research projects thereby 
increasing impact (Sweden). 

The Chair thanked all and summed up the suggestions expressed to be included in the draft document. 
In follow-up to comments received, the RARA programme Committee will prepare a full draft AF 
statement, which will be shared with the AF after the meeting, allowing around 2 weeks for comments, 
to be adopted at the next AF meeting, in Berlin. 

Action point 7:  EFSA/RARA Committee to take on board AF comments and to share with the MS the 
draft proposal for the joint EFSA/AF statement for comments 

 

11. Any Other Business 

 11.1 New Food and Veterinary Administration in Luxembourg  

The Co-Chair gave the floor to Marc Fisher to inform AF about the newly created Administration 
vétérinaire et alimentaire (Luxembourg Veterinary and Food Administration (ALVA). 

Marc reminded to the AF Members that in Luxembourg there were 4 authorities around food safety, 
animal health and feed according to Regulation 65. The Ministry of Consumer Protection had the 
mission to reorganise this sector under one single public administration and one single political 
responsibility (i.e., Ministry of Agriculture, Viticulture and Rural Development).  ALVA will be directed 
by Félix Wildschutz and assisted by 2 Assistant Directors. Finally, Marc took the opportunity to thank 
and say goodbye to the EFSA Executive Director and all the AF members, since from the next meeting 
on he would be replaced by the new AF member from Luxembourg, Dennis Zeist. 

The Co-Chair thanked Marc Fisher for the commitment and the contribution for the good work in the 
AF and wished him all the best.  

 11.2 Outcomes of the “Follow-up Training Workshop on the Cyprus’ ImproRisk Model for 
conducting chronic dietary exposure to chemical hazards”  
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The Co-Chair gave the floor to Charitini Frenaritou from Cyprus for a presentation on the ImproRisk 
Training held in Cyprus in September 2022 and organized jointly by the Cyprus State General 
Laboratory and EFSA.  

Charitini started explaining that Improrisk model is an open access model for conducting chronic 
dietary exposure assessment for chemicals. It estimates dietary exposure to a chemical of interest at 
any level of the classification system and allows estimation of dietary exposure for subjects with 
different demographic characteristics, such as age, gender, and living area within the country. It is 
finally considered also as a tool for facilitating decision making. Charitini remarked the benefits of 
Improrisk such as the harmonisation (according to the EFSA methodology for exposure assessment 
of chemical contaminants), the accessibility as web application, the simplicity, complementarity and 
the controllability (i.e entire control of your exposure assessment calculations by uploading your own 
data). 

The ImproRisk model has been developed by the Cyprus State General Laboratory (SGL) in 2014 and 
in 2022 has been upgraded into an online model that accommodates FoodEx2, to meet EFSA’s 
requirements & risk assessors’ needs at national/European level. In May 2016 a first training on the 
model was held in Cyprus with 30 experts from the Food Safety Competent Authorities/Institutes. The 
final version of Improrisk goes online now and the follow up training took place in Larnaca- Cyprus 
(20 – 21 September 2022, SGL co-organized with EFSA). It was considered by most participants as a 
fruitful training and networking and outlined new ideas for further development of the model. Charitini 
took the occasion to thank EFSA for the support and coordination of the workshop and the State 
General Laboratory (SGL) team that together with the Director Dr. Stelios Yiannopoulos believed from 
the start that ImproRisk model was worth to be shared with other countries in the context of 
Transparency and Capacity Building in the area of Risk Assessment. 

The Co-Chair thanked Charitini Frenaritou and opened the floor for comments. 

The Netherlands informed the Plenary that they had joined the Workshop, found it very interesting, 
and conveyed that a similar model had also been developed by the National Institute for Public Health 
and the Environment (RIVM). He reiterated the importance of transparency and of sharing information 
on used tools. 

Bulgaria informed the AF that they have decided to start using Improrisk and to this end they will sign 
a Memorandum of Understanding and invited Cyprus experts to train the Bulgarian team in Sofia. 

The Chair thanked Cyprus for the commitment and addressed the comment raised by the 
Netherlands stressing that EFSA, in terms of accessibility, did an important journey recently. He 
noted the publication of all the experts information including DoIs and CVs and that the next steps 
would be on data and methodology models (with the implementation of RAKIP model repository).  

 11.3 Feedback on the Management Board meeting 

The Co-Chair gave the floor to Bernhard for a brief update on the first meeting of the new MB held at 
the beginning of October.  

Bernhard reminded the Plenary that with the implementation of the Transparency Regulation and, as 
of July 2022, EFSA’s Management Board (MB) includes representatives of the Member States, 
European Parliament, European Commission, Civil Society and Food Chain interests and Countries of 
the European Free Trade Association (EFTA). The intention behind having MS fully represented was 
not just to have similar governance as the other Agencies, but to have them more involved with a real 
sense of belonging. This was a very important step as, notably, this allows for a better outreach to 
MS Risk managers when it comes to the interface between risk assessment and risk management. 

The MB is EFSA’s governing body and ensures that the Authority carries out its mission and performs 
in compliance with the EU legal framework. The EFSA MB:  

 adopts the annual and multiannual EFSA work programme, annual activity report and budget. 

 draws up the list of the MS competent organisations that may assist EFSA with its mission. 
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 Appoints the members of the Scientific Committee and Scientific Panels, as well as EFSA’s 
Executive Director.  

The representatives of the MS are nominated by the MS themselves and appointed by the EU Council. 
The representatives of Civil Society and Food Chain interests are appointed by the EU Council in 
consultation with the European Parliament from a list drawn up by the EC. The representatives of the 
EU Institutions and EFTA countries are appointed by the Institutions and countries themselves. 

The AF instead is where EFSA and the MS, Iceland and Norway, as well as observers from Switzerland, 
the EU candidate countries and the EC, come together to exchange information and knowledge related 
to the risk assessment of food in Europe. The AF advises EFSA’s Executive Director on EFSA’s work 
programme and prioritisation of requests for scientific advice, avoids duplication and divergence and 
is supported by the FP.  

At its inaugural meeting held on 5-6 October 2022, the MB took many crucial decisions for its future 
operations, namely:  

 adopted its operating model: Rules of Procedures; 

 agreed on its ethics rules: Code of Conduct; 

 elected Aivars Bērziņš (Latvia) as Chair, as well as Pamela Byrne (Ireland) as Vice-Chair. 

 adopted the Charter of its Audit Committee and agreed on its composition 

 adopted (i) the Implementing Rules laying down the rules on the selection, appointment and 
operations of the Scientific Committee, Scientific Panels and their Working Groups. 

The Co-Chair thanked Bernhard and opened the floor for comments. 

Denmark asked if the MB adopted the strategy. BU replied that EFSA strategy 2022 was adopted by 
the previous MB in June 2021, and that although the MB could require to revise it, it would not be 
probable so he believed that this would not happen 

The Netherland asked if it was foreseen to have MB members attending the AF meetings or eventually 
AF members also debriefing the MB, maybe once or twice a year, as it would be a way to ensure good 
collaboration.  

The Chair supported the idea and suggested to propose it to the Chair and Vice Chair of the MB. He 
also informed AF that next year the chair of the Scientific Committee would attend some AF meetings. 

 11.4 Items required in the meeting for AOBs from: 

o Sweden, on EFSA experts’ cost for coordination of a consortium responding to an 
EFSA call for proposals 

The Co-Chair gave the floor to Per (Sweden) who asked to intervene regarding EFSA expert’s cost. 

Per reminded that there is an on-going call for proposals on Support to EFSA in the Risk Assessment 
of Food Enzymes, Food Additives, Food Flavourings and Feed Additives, for which EFSA seeks for  
article 36 organisations to prepare draft opinions in order to support EFSA in the risk assessment. The 
Swedish Food Safety Agency is involved in discussion with Art. 36 organisations of 6 MS hoping to 
cooperate all together. Despite he was very pleased by this situation, the group had concluded that 
the larger and more competent the consortium got, more there was the need for an overall 
coordination and administration of the consortium. Nevertheless, this kind of coordination was not 
foreseen in the current call and no funds specifically attributed to it. It seems that apparently there is 
no viable solution for finding such funds, and neither working probono as administrator coordinator 
nor reducing the payment of other partners is envisaged. Per has been asked to put forward the 
question and to seek if EFSA had the possibility to explore solutions. 

GdS thanked Per to bring the questions and for the work done in exploring how to respond to this call. 
He underlined how this call is important for EFSA as a direct application of the Transparency 
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Regulations. He outlined the need for expertise to build up the European wide capability to deliver 
food safety RA.  Guilhem informed that EFSA had already received a question from Norway, which 
was being looked up by EFSA Finance colleagues. The response will be published.  

EC also supported GdS remarks regarding the importance of this call, highlighting the very good 
direction taken to bring experts from MS into the European project, and inviting MS to participate in 
this call.  

o France, on the Horizon Europe Sustainable Food Systems (SFS) partnership 

The Co-Chair gave the floor to Matthieu (France) who updated the AF Plenary about the Sustainable 
Food Systems (SFS) Partnership that had been presented by INRAE (France) and discussed during the 
82nd meeting in December 2021.  

Matthieu reminded the Plenary that many partnerships are running already this year, others are under 
preparation and in this context the preparation of the European partnership on Sustainable Food 
Systems for People, Planet and Climate reached a level of maturity which led to the drafting of its 
Strategic Research and Innovation Agenda (SRIA).  

France informed the AF that the SRIA is open for public consultation until December 19 and invited 
colleagues to examine it, to see if food safety was sufficiently taken into account and to give their 
input, to be collected to further develop and strengthen the partnership’s SRIA. 

Denmark mentioned that there are also other partnerships to be considered such as the one on Animal 
Health and Welfare or the one on Data and Food. She also called for EFSA to get involved on ongoing 
partnerships initiatives. 

o Czech Republic, on the international Scientific Conference "European Agri-Food & 
Sustainability Innovation “ 

The Co-Chair gave the floor to Jitka (Czech Republic) who invited all participants to the international 
Scientific Conference "European Agri-Food & Sustainability Innovation “, taking place in Prague the 28 
– 29 November 2022 as part of the Czech Presidency, with the presence of the EU Commissioner 
Stella Kyriakides.  

Action point 8: EFSA to share the SRIA questionnaire with the MS for their contribution and for 
further dissemination 

 

Closure of meeting  

The Co-Chair gave the floor to the Chair, Bernhard, for the closure of the meeting. 

The Chair, Bernhard Url:   

 informed the plenary that a Survey would be available to give MS feedback about the meeting and 
also about the Thematic Discussion  

 outlined that the next meeting would hybrid and held on 6 December in Berlin, followed by RARA 
2022 and FP meeting respectively on the 7th and 8th.  

 informed that the deadline to register to RARA had been the day before but that EFSA could still 
take registrations. He thanked the Food Safety Department of Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech 
Republic, the CZ Presidency, AF participants, external speakers and participants, and EFSA 
Colleagues for their input to fruitful discussions and for the support provided for the good running 
of the hybrid AF meeting. 

 The Chair closed the 85th AF meeting. 
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End of the 85th AF Meeting 

 

LIST OF ACTION ITEMS 

Ref Who Agenda topic What 

Action 1 MS /EFSA 

Item 4 – The new 
Focal Point 
Operational 
Framework 

EFSA and MS to develop a communication 
framework to ensure visibility of the content of 
the new FP operational framework 

. 

Action 2 MS /EFSA 

Item 4 – The new 
Focal Point 
Operational 
Framework 

EFSA to consider a thematic discussion on the 
implementation of the new FP operational 
framework, including possible breakout sessions 
on specific MS proposals for joint work 

Action 3 EFSA 
Item 6 - Engagement 
& Communications 
update 

EFSA to increase exchange of information and 
develop communication materials with CEN 
members interested in the Glyphosate topic 

 

Action 4 MS 
Item 6 - Engagement 
& Communications 
update 

MS to express interest to take part in the 
#EUchoosesafefood campaign by 21st November 

 

Action 5 MS 

Item 9.2 - Report 
from the thematic 
workshop on 
Biomarkers of effect 

MSs to nominate experts to participate in 
preparatory work or support the Working Group 
that will be established to prepare a guidance 
document. 

 

Action 6 MS 

Item 9.3 - EFSA: 
Mandates, MS RA 
Plans, upcoming 
Public Consultations  

MS to promote the public consultation on the 
draft opinion on Nitrosamines in food open until 
the 22nd of November 

Action 7 EFSA 
Item 10 - RARA 2022 
– proposal for a joint 
EFSA/AF statement  

EFSA/RARA Committee to take on board AF 
comments and to share with the MS the draft 
proposal for the joint EFSA/AF statement for 
comments 

Action 8 EFSA 

AOB raised by FR on 
the European 
partnership on 
Sustainable Food 
Systems for People, 
Planet and Climate 

EFSA to share the SRIA questionnaire with the 
MS for their contribution and for further 
dissemination 

 


