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The current praxis

Currently, 4 different kinds of documents with different layouts are being used for compiling peer review comments:

1. Output from EFSA connect 2. Commenting table

o . = word file with comments from EFSA, respectively
= excel file with comments from MS and public.

Applicant.
v 10 columns. PP

v' 4 columns.

3. Evaluation table (ET)

= word file that condenses the most important comments

3. Reporting table (RT)

= word file compiling comments from all involved parties in the RT and follows through the remaining steps of the

v 1 RT for all sections of the RAR. process.

v" 5 columns. v' 1 ET per section of the RAR.

v 5 columns.

N
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Issues with the current praxis

1) Manual data transfer required: Comments must be copied into the RT; formatting inconsistencies

(e.g. references, country codes) require manual correction.

2) Formatting issues from source files: Paragraph structures in extracted files prevent direct copying,

requiring step-by-step transfer.

3) Inconsistent input formats: Different submission formats (e.g. commenting tables vs RT) require

manual merging and editing of content.

4) Cross-referencing challenges: References between documents are not aligned, requiring manual

checks and adjustments.
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Illustration of the current workflow

Output from EFSA connect

Name Country |Country  |Affiliation Organisation |Section |Consultation REF. (volume, Comments File Attached
Acronym Name Title Section chapter, page, (to Section)
Feedback Name |line etc.)
John Sweden |SE PublicAuthority |Swedish 5.02 PCF-xx000x Vol 3CP BS, We disagree with the RMS [0
Johnsson INEUMemberSt |Chemicals ~ [Aquatic B.9.4, Chronic |conclusion on Daphnia
ate Agency organisms studies with and consider the study to
aquatic be unreliable, leadingto a
organisms data gap.
Commenting table
No. Column 1 Column 2 Column 3
Reference to Comment (restricted to 500 Further explanations
assessment report (characters, ca.10 lines)
|
(1) Vol3CABS.4. Applicant: We consider the RMS jAccording to the abc guidance, the

conclusion on Daphnia to be
inconsistent with the decision
logic used for other studies. More
specifically xyz xyz xyz xyz xyz xyz
XYZ XYZ XYZ XYZ XYZ XYZ XYZ XYZ XYZ
KYZ KYZ XYZ XYZ XYZ KYZ XYZ XYZ XYZ

RS e e —

|
|
|
|
|
|
HYZ XY E-Sea-prora-dataHeHrte— |
|
|
|
|
|
|

lcommon acepted practice is Xyz Xyz xyz
xyz xyz.
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Conclusions from the
Reporting Table

Rapporteur Member
State comments
(reference to addenda
where necessary)

Recommendations of the
Pesticides Peer Review Meeting
and discussion written
procedure

Rapporteur Member State
homewaork (reference to

addenda where necessary)

No. Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4
Reference to DAR [Comments from Member States | Evaluation by (RMS) rapporteur and Data requirement, Open point (if
(vol., point, page) |or applicant - if available - (Co-RMS) Co-rapporteur/ |data point not addressed or
response from the applicant fulfilled) or Experts’ consultation
5(1) Vol 3CP B9, B.9.4 " |SE: We disagree withthe RMS  |Applicant: We disagree with SE Expert consultation:
Chronic studies  |conclusion on Daphnia and comment, see also our discussion under|Experts to discuss the reliability
with aquatic consider the study to be 5(2) below. of the chronic Daphnia study.
organisms unreliable, leading to a data RMS (May 2026): We disagree with the
gap. opinion of 5E.
Proposal: Experts' consultation on the
reliability of the chronic Daphnia study.
5(2) Vel3 CABY.4. Applicant: We consider the RMS |RMS (May 2026): We disagree withthe  [See 5(1)
conclusion on Daphnia to be Applicant comment because the study
inconsistent with the decision  |has multiple limitations, namely xyz xyz
logic used for other studies. XYZ.
More specifically xyz xyz xyz xyz
XYZ HYZ XyZ ¥yZ xyz xyz xyz xyz xyz  |Proposal: Experts' consultation on the
XYZ XYZ XYZ XYz Xyz xyz Xyz xyz xyz |reliability of the chronic Daphnia study.
XYZ XYZ XyZ XYZ.
According to the abc guidance,
the common acepted practice is
XYZ KYZ KYZ XYZ XyZ.
ET
Column A Column B Column C Column D Column E

EFSA conclusion

Expert consultation 5.1
Experts to discuss the
reliability of the chronic
Daphnia study.




[95]

* use the output of the Targeted consultation as a starting point: delete irrelevant columns and
add new ones to create a full template covering all the steps of the process (i.e., a

Suggested change

combination of all the existing documents, where the same comment can be transparently
followed from start to end).

 Excel is suggested as the format, in order to facilitate sorting and filtering.

B C D E F G H J K L M N
Reporting table Evaluation table
drop-down lists with pre-defined options: Open
point, Data requirement etc
Comment |Section Specific Commentor |Comments Applicant's RMS* Action point(s) Action point(s) |Descriptionof |Descriptionof |Recommendations |Rapporteur EFSA
no. Title reference tothe |(MS country response to responseto (proposedbythe |agreedbyEFSA |actionpoint Report of the Pesticides Member State conclusion
RAR code, comments comments |RMS amendment Peer Review homework
Applicant, done by the Meeting and (reference to
EFSA) RMS discussion written |addendawhere
procedure necessary)
5.02 Vol 3CP BS, SE We disagree with|We disagree We disagree |Expertconsultation| Expert Experts to N/A Experts agreed that Vol 3CP B9, B.9.4
Aquatic B.9.4, Chronic the RMS with SE with the consultation discuss the the study should be |has beenrevised
organisms |studies with conclusion on comment, see |opinion of SE. reliability of the deemed unreliable |accordinglyto
agquatic Daphnia and also our chronic Daphnia butthis change has |reflectthe
organ consider the discussion study. no impact on the risk |outcome of the
study to be elow assessment. expert discussion.
unreliable,
leading to a data
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Advantages of the suggested change

1) Single standardised template: Improves efficiency, transparency, and

traceability; aligns with RCOM principles.

2) Reduced manual workload (RMS): Minimises copy-pasting across

documents; only limited initial consolidation needed.

3) Improved usability: Easier sorting/filtering and navigation; all information

in one place reduces time and risk of errors also during RAR revision.

4) Efficiency gains (EFSA): No need for separate ET file; streamlined tracking

of process steps.
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https://echa.europa.eu/documents/10162/992028/template_30drcom_en.xlsx/ad6e6a12-9005-1efe-7531-55676712e49a?t=1672748113897

Thank you for your attention!

Reflections?
Questions?

Further action?
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