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• Give an introduction to Dico2

• Report on ongoing activities

• Report from the TM Area 2 meeting

• Plenary discussion on the proposal

OBJECTIVES 



DICO2 PROJECT: INTRODUCTION

The Digital Collaboration 2 (DiCo2) project goal is to extend EFSA’s remote collaboration 
capacity to some of its stakeholders.

WORK PACKAGE 2

Improve the user experience and the 
overview of the information 
disseminated via digital means to the 
EFSA Registered Stakeholders.

WORK PACKAGE 3

Develop a platform to identify 
common priorities areas of work for 
information, and foster collaboration 
among EFSA and Member States.



DICO2 PROJECT: TIMELINE
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Dico2: Ongoing activities

Cristina Alonso 
Andicoberry
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DICO2 – EU RISK ASSESSMENT AGENDA AND RISK ASSESSMENT  
PLANS DATABASE
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The Digital Collaboration 2 (DiCo2) project aims at extending EFSA’s remote 
collaboration capacity to some of its stakeholders

MSs’ sharing risk assessment priorities and building an EU Risk Assessment Agenda 
relies on legacy tools in maintenance-only mode (R4EU)

The scope remains: identifying common priorities areas of work for information and 
around which collaboration between EFSA and MSs (and among MSs) can occur

Both databases complement each other
+ potentially Focal Points tailor-made tasks 
tool



THE PRESENT – MEMBER STATES RISK ASSESSMENT PLANS DATABASE
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THE PRESENT- EU RISK ASSESSMENT AGENDA

EFSA Strategy 2020

287 entries
- 92 under “generic”
- 56 under “microbiological”
- 66 under “environmental”
- 47 under “chemical”
- 26 under “nutrition”



WORK PACKAGE 3 – WHAT HAS BEEN DONE?

Project charter, with definition of the business case, scope, impact 
and needs.

Internal consultation to better define the requirements for both 
Databases.

External consultation
- With selected MS for one-to-one interviews (AF & FP)

- Meeting with tailor-made tasks tool Area 2 MS



INTERNAL CONSULTATION - OUTCOME

Single entry point

Possibility to open it beyond AF and FP

More user-friendly interfaces

Categorisation of entries

Clear indication of the maturity stage of the ideas (EU Risk Assessment Agenda)

Clear indication of nature of cooperation requested and implementation path (EU Risk 
Assessment Agenda)

Gradually increase the info available on ongoing projects



ONE-TO-ONE INTERVIEWS – PRELIMINARY COMMENTS

Member States Risk Assessment plans is considered very useful

• The diff. nature of the entries reflects the diff. approach at MS level and diff. interpretation of risk 
assessment plan/activity

EU Risk Assessment Agenda is considered to have potential but currently not 
useful

• Outdated

• Static nature

• Misaligned expectations (e.g. funding)

Categorisation of entries would be very useful

• Harmonised across databases

• Max. one or two levels of mandatory categorisation

• Scroll down menu to avoid typos + free text for voluntary info

Improved/enhanced interfaces



FP input from TM Area 2-
Engagement, Cooperation 
& Partnership

Gorgias Garofalakis
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• Why? 

• Partnership-focused tailor-made activity, with regular group meetings to discuss practices, 
challenges, ideas, etc.

• 13 FPs (AT, BG, FI, FR, GR, HR, HU, IE, IT, LV, NL, NO, RO)

• Limited only overlap with the FPs selected for focused interviews

• How?

• 1-hour meeting

• 3 questions + open to additional ideas:

• Do you promote the databases to third parties?

• What has your experience been with both databases from technical/operational point of view?

• How would you value the following changes: Better categorisation; Clear indication of idea maturity; More 
information on interactions with interested parties

FP ACTIVITIES – AREA 2 MEETING



AREA 2 MEETING - OUTCOME

• Existing databases: 

• Member States Risk Assessment Plans database: Very useful and content of interest to the 
national risk assessment audience, but:

• varied use across countries (volume of information, types of activities included as RA-relevant) 

• challenging user interface.

• EU Risk Assessment Agenda database: There is potential but, currently, small “uptake” by the 
audience, among others because of:

• Static content. Fields not filled in consistently across the database

• Categorisation of entries is not very helpful

• Contacts on existing entries not always reachable

• Unclear objective. The database doesn’t meet the (false) implied expectation of facilitating the identification of 
suitable funding

• Browsing, filtering or searching across the entries is challenging. The option to extract the 
information mitigates the issue.  



AREA 2 MEETING - OUTCOME

• Things to improve:

• Categorisation/tagging of entries, e.g., by Panel relevance, by regulated product domain, etc.

• Clear instructions for users on what information each field holds, to help consistency

• Clear indication of the type of activity described or proposed, e.g., risk assessment vs. 
research to create evidence for risk assessment (MS Risk Assessment Plans database)

• Clear indication of the idea maturity, including clarity on what is being proposed or requested 
and information on any resources already secured or sought for. (EU Risk Assessment 
Agenda database)

• Important to consider:

• Target audiences to directly benefit from the databases and functions to be supported

• Access level (e.g., AF/FP, Art. 36, Scientific Networks, the public)

• Ideas for future evolution:

• Gradually increase the info available on ongoing projects, as this helps networking

• Make it easier to identify gaps in concluded RA outputs, which could benefit from future work



Plenary discussion

Cristina Alonso 
Andicoberry
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1. What do you think about our proposal?

• Categorisation/tagging of entries, e.g., by Panel relevance, by regulated product 
domain, etc.

• Clear instructions for users on what information each field holds, to help consistency

• Clear indication of the type of activity described or proposed, e.g., risk assessment vs. 
research to create evidence for risk assessment (Risk Assessment Plans database)

• Clear indication of the idea maturity, including clarity on what is being proposed or 
requested and information on any resources already secured or sought for. (EU Risk 
Assessment Agenda database)

2. Are we missing something here? 

3. Which other audiences (if any) should have direct access to the databases?

DISCUSSION*

*N.B. This exercise is meant to be a brainstorming exercise. Any actual decision will depend on the 

results of the business analysis.



STAY CONNECTED

SUBSCRIBE TO
efsa.europa.eu/en/news/newsletters
efsa.europa.eu/en/rss
Careers.efsa.europa.eu – job alerts

FOLLOW US ON TWITTER
@efsa_eu @methods_efsa
@plants_efsa @animals_efsa

FOLLOW US ON INSTAGRAM
@one_healthenv_eu

CONTACT US
efsa.europa.eu/en/contact/askefsa

FOLLOW US ON LINKEDIN
Linkedin.com/company/efsa

LISTEN TO OUR PODCAST
Science on the Menu –Spotify, Apple Podcast and YouTube 
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