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ABSTRACT 

 
Openness and transparency are fundamental aspects of EFSA’s work and provide a framework that 
promotes confidence in the work of EFSA among all stakeholders. The context in which EFSA 
operates has evolved over the years and so has the framework applicable to openness and 
transparency. In 2013, EFSA launched a transparency programme to address the growing demand 
from civil society stakeholders for more transparency in the scientific decision-making process. These 
demands call for risk assessment policy to be fully understood thereby promoting confidence, 
legitimacy, accountability and participation in the work of the Authority among all interested parties.  
 
To be effective EFSA should have a full understanding of the information needs of its stakeholders. 
This will facilitate reflection on an updated framework which lays down EFSA’s policy and 
approaches to transparency in the scientific decision-making process.  
 
As part of the programme, during 2013, EFSA has engaged with stakeholders to discuss their 
information needs and gather views on how EFSA could further improve transparency of its scientific 
decision-making process to benefit both EFSA and stakeholders whilst ensuring efficiency of the 
organisation.  
 
During both the meetings of the discussion group on process transparency and information access 
EFSA gathered more than 60 sometimes diverse suggestions regarding possible initiatives in the area. 
These were centred around the three key phases of EFSA’s risk assessment process and will be 
considered by EFSA when defining policies in these areas. The key suggestions gathered are 
summarised in this report. 

                                                      
1 Disclaimer: The views or positions expressed in this publication do not necessarily represent in legal terms the official 

position of the European Food Safety Authority. The European Food Safety Authority assumes no responsibility or liability 
for any errors or inaccuracies that may appear. 

2  EFSA wishes to thank the members of the Stakeholder Consultative Platform Discussion Group on Process Transparency 
and Information Access representing the following organisations: Association of the European Self-Medication Industry, 
Association of Manufacturers and Formulators of Enzyme Products, Bee Life, CEFIC – Food & Feed Cluster, ClientEarth, 
The European Consumer Organisation, European Environmental Bureau, Corporate Europe Observatory, European Crop 
Protection Association, European Federation of the Associations of Dietitians, European Farmers-European Agri-
Cooperatives, European Public Health Alliance, Federation of European Speciality Food Ingredients Industries, 
EUROCOMMERCE, European Network of Scientists for Environmental and Social Responsibility, European association 
for bio-industries, EU Association of Speciality Feed Ingredients and their mixtures, FoodDrinkEurope, GREENPEACE, 
Inf’OGM, and Andreas Varlamos Chair of the EFSA Stakeholder Consultative Platform. EFSA wishes to thanks also the 
following organisations for their contribution to a note shared by a member of the Discussion Group at the first meeting of 
the Discussion Group: APSODA, Cancer Prevention and Education Society, Fondazione Italiana Per La Ricerca In 
Agricoltura Biologica E Biodinamica, Fondation Sciences Citoyennes, Friends of the Earth Europe, GMWatch, Groupe 
International d’Etudes Transdisciplinaires, Pesticides Action Network Europe, and TestBiotech. EFSA also wished to 
thank staff members Per Bergman, Juliane Kleiner, Dirk Detken and Lucia de Luca for the support provided to this report. 
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SUMMARY 

For EFSA, the term “stakeholder” describes an individual or group that is concerned or stands to be 
affected by EFSA’s work. A distinction is made between ‘Institutional Stakeholders’ whom the 
Authority has a legal obligation to work with under Community law, e.g. the European institutions and 
Member States, and ‘Civil Society Stakeholders’ such as consumer groups, non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs)/as well as those working directly in the food chain such as farmers, 
manufacturers, distributors, caterers and science professionals.  
 
EFSA strives to forge relationships with stakeholders and consults them on specific scientific and 
corporate matters. This is critical to EFSA’s work as mentioned in Art. 42 of EFSA’s Founding 
Regulation3 which states that EFSA must develop “effective contacts with consumer representatives, 
producer representatives, processors and any other interested parties”. One of the ways EFSA interacts 
with stakeholders is through its Stakeholder Consultative Platform which is composed of EU-wide 
stakeholder organisations working in areas related to the food chain and assists EFSA in the 
development of its overall relations and policy with stakeholders.  
 
Openness and transparency are fundamental aspects of EFSA’s work and enshrined in the Authority’s 
founding regulation. They provide a framework that promotes confidence in the work of EFSA among 
all stakeholders. Although these values were recognised at EFSA’s creation, they have evolved over 
the years with the evolution of the Authority’s operating context. It should be recognised that there is a 
growing societal demand from stakeholders for more transparency of the scientific decision-making 
process.  
 
In this context, in January 2013, the Authority launched the transparency programme to further reflect 
on and define a clear and updated framework which lays down EFSA’s policy and approaches to (I) 
access from third parties to information related to the scientific decision-making process, (II) 
engagement with stakeholders during such process, and (III) facilitate a better understanding of the 
scientific decision-making process. This programme is in line with EFSA’s Science Strategy for 2012-
2016 which highlights the importance of the Authority’s role in making data accessible to interested 
parties, and addresses the recommendations made by stakeholders in an external evaluation in 2012 
that EFSA further enhances transparency in its decision-making processes.   
 
Following discussions within EFSA, it was agreed to engage in the first instance with stakeholders by 
setting up a discussion group of the EFSA Stakeholder Consultative Platform on Process Transparency 
and Information Access. Members were selected on the basis of the individual expertise of the 
nominees and to ensure a balanced representation of the various sectors of the society. 
 
In the two meetings of the discussion group and on the occasion of the conference, stakeholders 
expressed more than 60 suggestions to further improve the transparency of EFSA’s risk assessment 
process. This feedback will inform the Authority’s future transparency policy.  

 

 

 

                                                      
3 Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 28 January 2002 laying down the general 
principles and requirements of food law, establishing the European Food Safety Authority and laying down procedures in 
matters of food safety. OJ L 31, 1.2.2002, p. 1-24, as last amended. 
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BACKGROUND AS PROVIDED BY EFSA 

In January 2013, EFSA launched an initiative designed to facilitate public access to data used by 
EFSA in risk assessment and enhance transparency in EFSA’s scientific decision-making processes. 
One of the goals of the project is to develop a new policy on openness and transparency in 2014, based 
on the review of the existing EFSA policy which dates back to 2003, reflecting priorities of EFSA’s 
Science Strategy and addressing recommendations made by EFSA’s MB (December 2012). 

The outcome, to be achieved in cooperation with the Authority’s customers (European Commission, 
Member States, European Parliament) and stakeholders, consists of two major elements. One concerns 
further enhancing process transparency during the risk assessment (RA) phases - consisting of 
initiation, assessment and publication of the opinion. The other, will consider what information used in 
risk assessment can be made available to the broader scientific community and interested parties as 
well as when and how this could be done.  

This work is part of EFSA's continuing commitment to openness and addresses recommendations 
made by an independent evaluation report of the Authority's performance. It also builds on a range of 
measures already undertaken by EFSA to increase understanding, strengthen scrutiny and build 
confidence in its work. EFSA's Science Strategy also highlights the importance of transparency. 

Following discussions with the Advisory Forum (AF) on 5-6 March 2013, the Stakeholder 
Consultative Platform (SHP) on 25-26 March 2013, customers and EFSA’s management, it was 
agreed to proceed in first instance with stakeholders by setting up a Discussion Group on Process 
Transparency and Information Access of EFSA Stakeholder Consultative Platform.  

In the first phase, the group shall provide views on Information Access.  In addition, the Discussion 
Group may contribute with their views on how to further enhance process transparency during the risk 
assessment phases.  

TERMS OF REFERENCE AS PROVIDED BY EFSA 

The tasks of the Discussion Group are to provide views on the following: (I) What are the 
information/data needs by the various groups?; (II) What information/data are already available to the 
public today and by which means, and what additional information can be made publicly available and 
for what purpose? In what format and at what time in the process?; and (III) To contribute with their 
views on how to further enhance process transparency during the risk assessment phases.  
 
The Discussion Groups shall be composed of a group representing, as far as possible, the whole food 
chain, from primary production to retail as well as Non-Governmental Organisations. Members of the 
discussion groups can be nominated by the EFSA Stakeholder Platform and selected by EFSA. 
Representatives of organisations who are not members of the Platform can express their interest in 
taking part in the group. The experts shall be selected on the basis of their expertise and their strong 
motivation. Each organisation will be represented by preferably one or maximum two representatives. 
The selection will also ensure a balanced representation of both industry and consumer concerns. 

The Stakeholder Consultative Platform Discussion Group on Process Transparency and Information 
Access (referred to as DG-TI) is coordinated by the Director of Scientific Evaluation of Regulated 
Products. The coordinator of the Discussion Group will chair the meetings and will be responsible for 
drafting the records of the meetings, to report back to the Platform and for the preparation of the 
summary report on views expressed by the SHP DG-TI. The secretariat will be provided by the 
Secretariat of the EFSA Stakeholder Consultative Platform. 

 

Scope in EFSA’s work  

The feedback gathered from stakeholders through their involvement in the transparency initiative aims 
at providing EFSA with proposals in terms of enhanced transparency to be subsequently taken into 
account when writing the Agency’s future Policy on openness and transparency.  
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Timeline 

Timeframe for EFSA’s Transparency Policy  

i) April 2014: Drafting of policy by EFSA     

ii) May- June 2014: Public consultation of draft policy  

iii) October 2014: Revised draft policy taking into account comments received during public 
consultation   

iv) November 2014: Submission of draft policy to EFSA’s Management Board for possible 
adoption    

Expected deliverables  

i) Interim meeting record (1st meeting):  by September 2013 

ii) Final Summary Report of views expressed by the SHP DG-TI: by February 2014 

Publication plan: 

It is proposed to publish the meeting records and the report as soon as they are finalised and approved. 
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1. Introduction  

This report lists the suggestions put forward by the members in the two meetings of the ddiscussion 
group as well as the views expressed by participants at the Stakeholder Conference in October 2013.  
Views and proposals expressed to enhance the transparency of the risk assessment process are 
structured in this report according to the key phases of EFSA’s risk assessment process: 1) Work 
programs and Mandates; 2) Materials and Methods used for EFSA’s outputs; 3) Plenary meetings; 4) 
Minutes of Working Groups and Panel plenaries; and 5) Clarity of the Risk Assessment Process & 
Communications. 
 
2. Methods  

The members of the discussion group were selected by EFSA from nominations made through EFSA’s 
Stakeholder Consultative Platform4. They aimed to involve a wide range of interested stakeholders 
which went beyond the finite number of the Platform’s members to allow for the participation of 
organisations representing a wider array of interests. List of members available in Annex A 
 
The Discussion Group met two times. In the first meeting, members were invited to express their 
views in the area of information and data access, in particular, to clarify (I) What are the 
information/data needs by the various groups? and (II) What information/data are already available to 
the public today and by which means, and what additional information can be made publicly available 
and for what purpose? In what format and at what time during the risk assessment process? In the 
second meeting, members were asked to reflect on the further enhancement of transparency during the 
phases of the risk assessment process. The main questions EFSA sought contributions from 
stakeholders were: 1) What are stakeholders’ information needs regarding the risk assessment process? 
2) Is it possible for stakeholders to engage in the risk assessment process? and 3) How stakeholders 
think EFSA can make its scientific work clearer? 
 
3. Results 

Stakeholders expressed their views on the following aspects: I) Stakeholders’ information needs 
regarding the risk assessment process; II) Engagement of stakeholders in such process; and III) 
Stakeholders’ suggestions to further clarify EFSA’s scientific work.  This feedback will inform the 
Authority’s future transparency policy. The key suggestions gathered are summarised below. 
 

                                                      
4 EFSA Stakeholder Consultative Platform was set up by EFSA’s Management Board in 2005. It is composed of EU-wide 
stakeholder organisations working in areas related to the food and feed chain, and assists EFSA in the development of its 
overall relations and policy with stakeholders; http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/consultativeplatform/docs/cptor.pdf  
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3.1.1. Process: Work programs and Mandates 
 
Work programs 

No suggestions were expressed regarding this aspect. 
 
 
Mandates  

1. EFSA should ensure mandates clarify better the context of the request received by EFSA and the 
goal the regulator wants to achieve5. Although this aspect is mainly under the responsibility of the 
European Commission, stakeholders should be consulted more in the mandates scoping phase; 

2. EFSA to better inform stakeholders on mandates which are particularly relevant to them. For 
example, as a regular exercise, EFSA could ask stakeholders on which mandates and for which 
Panel outputs stakeholders would like to be consulted on. The onus would be on stakeholders to 
ensure they provide EFSA with appropriate feedback; 

3. Public consultations with stakeholders on mandates, prior to their acceptance, could help in 
clarifying some scientific aspects, the availability of scientific data and defining uncertainties;6 

4. In some instances, a “light” approach for public consultation on mandates could be helpful – e.g. 
to give stakeholders a 30-day period to comment on mandates; 

5. EFSA to become more pro-active in initiating self-tasking work to complement requests received 
by risk managers; 

6. EFSA should refrain from accepting mandates from the European Commission which request 
assessing only specific studies and not others. 

 

3.1.2. Materials and Methods 

 

Materials  

7. EFSA’s system of access to documents through formal requests works well. However, EFSA’s 
website could better clarify in which cases it is possible for a third party to request access to 
specific documents; 

8. EFSA’s access to data and information should be non-discriminatory and ensure equal treatment 
for all, both applicants and other stakeholders; 

9. Predictability and legal certainty for applicant and business operators should be a guiding 
principle in any EFSA’s policy approach; 

10. EFSA should ensure proactive transparency7 and replicability of studies: the request entails:  

I)  Complete, unrestricted and proactive online publication of applicants’ files when these reach 
EFSA; the data contained must be accessible to everyone without justification or 

                                                      
5 The practice of the European Medicines Agency (EMA) was mentioned as a positive example. 
6 Reference pre-consultation on the mandate on acrylamide carried out by EFSA in 2013 was made.  
7 Proactive transparency on information and elements leading to a product's authorisation would be in line with International 
(Aarhus convention) and European legislation (Regulation (EC) 1049/2001, Regulations (EC) 178/2002, Regulation (EC) 
1367/2006, Regulation (EU) 503/2013) which make it mandatory for the administration to grant citizens complete access to 
any documents and information it retains, with clearly delineated and limited exceptions, which should be interpreted in a 
restrictive manner, taking into account the public interest served by disclosure. Under no circumstances may be applied to 
information that relates to emissions into the environment. 
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identification, and must be re-publishable, so that the scientific evaluation, once reproduced, 
can be published in scientific journals;   

II)  Applications should include the raw data and the detailed methods, protocols and research 
material used (whether biological or technical, such as the name of the software used by the 
applicant and any other information used to carry out the study. Information on the design of 
experiments and the materials used are critical to interpret raw data), the names of the 
laboratories that led the experiments, and funding sources to assess potential conflicts of 
interest of the authors;  

III) The available data (including raw data8) should be published in a usable, editable format (e.g. 
MS Word or spreadsheet - not in pdf) to allow the repetition of the analysis;  

IV) Declarations of interests of EFSA's main experts and employees9 should be proactively 
published and kept online for five years after their employment at EFSA has expired. 

11. EFSA to arrange for reading rooms at its premises, where information can be consulted (paper or 
electronic version); 

12. Stakeholders pointed out that some data are quite old and would only be available in a scanned 
pdf version; 

13. Stakeholders mentioned that if re-assessments of data evaluated by EFSA lead to differences in 
the conclusions reached by EFSA in its scientific outputs, it will result in a non-trustworthy 
environment for consumers; 

14. EFSA to evaluate negative impacts which could derive from public disclosure of data, including 
misuse or unfair commercial use by business competitors in Europe and beyond of the 
information made public;   

15. EFSA should strive to protect confidential business information (CBI) and intellectual property 
rights and thus preserve the competitiveness of EU industry. This will also help ensure a positive 
investment climate within the EU and maintain the integrity and effectiveness of the decision-
making process; 

16. Public access to non-CBI versions of applications should be granted on request only; 

17. EFSA should provide applicants the procedural opportunity to review data to be made public and 
inform them about who has requested access to their data and when it will be released; 

18. In the area of data access, EFSA should ensure consistency of general principles and procedural 
rules between EU agencies and adherence to national and international legal obligations. 

 

Methods  

19. EFSA’s outputs should clearly identify and describe uncertainties, data gaps and limitations. 
EFSA should clarify uncertainties also to risk managers. EFSA should not venture into 
responsibilities of risk managers; 

20. EFSA should clearly specify methods used to search and retrieve data and information as well as 
criteria applied for exclusion and inclusion of data and information; 

21. EFSA should be more consistent in its scientific scrutiny, that is, apply the same level of 
scientific scrutiny and approaches to all applications and studies carried out by third parties, to 

                                                      
8 In the case of GMOs, transparency and replicability demands that applicants make freely available to all researchers the 
necessary research materials – the GMO and the closest non-GM isogenic comparator, for research purposes. Without access 
to these materials, no independent research can be carried out. 
9 See for instance the approach followed by French Agency for Food, Environmental and Occupational Health & Safety ( 
ANSES), http://www.anses.fr/fr/liste-membres. 
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ensure equal treatment for all studies and avoid some of them having more influence than others 
on regulatory decisions;  

22. EFSA Panels should ensure consistency among their assessments and when they evaluate the 
same substance;  

23. EFSA should clarify more the reasons triggering the re-opening of opinions;  

24. Scientific opinions should be updated when criticism is based on new evidence; 

25. EFSA to provide more clarity regarding the guidance applicants have to follow when preparing a 
dossier;  

26. The role of peer review is acknowledged by everybody but it remains difficult for EFSA to decide 
how to proceed in situations which are not very clear; 

27. EFSA should establish dialogue with other organisations, also at international level, to avoid 
them reaching different conclusions on the same subjects. 

3.1.3. Plenary meetings  

28. All initiatives implemented by EFSA aimed at making the meetings more accessible to third 
parties, e.g. open plenaries, webcast, audio-records, are welcomed;  

29. EFSA should ensure stakeholders can follow discussions at Panel meetings to gain a better 
understanding of which guidance companies should comply with when they submit new data. It 
will also allow them to know what kind of studies to run to fill the lack of data so that EFSA can 
receive the most appropriate data and reach full conclusions; 

30. EFSA should take into account the fact that in case of open plenaries of Panel meetings, EFSA 
may have to opt for closed-door discussions if confidential business information are discussed; 

31. EFSA should provide audio-recordings of meetings, such as those provided by the European 
Parliament, since they would allow interested parties to tune in, understand the process and 
ultimately contribute to increase trust in the organisation; 

32. EFSA should focus on contextualising the topics discussed at meetings more than providing 
audio or video broadcasts of panel meetings; 

33. EFSA should be able to call on experts and hear their answers; hearing experts should however 
only answer questions asked by the Panels; 

34. EFSA should pay attention that attendance to Plenary meeting and dialogue helps applicants to 
better understand EFSA’s needs, and does not lead to undue influence to the risk assessment 
process10 or to stakeholders challenging EFSA’s opinions when they are not liked. 

3.1.4. Minutes of Working Groups and Panel plenaries 

35. More comprehensive summaries of meetings would ensure a higher degree of transparency; 

36. EFSA should publish action points complemented by audio recordings of meetings for those 
stakeholders seeking more detailed information; 

37. Although minutes do not need to be too exhaustive, they should mention all key points and 
should be published right after the meeting. 

 

                                                      
10 Regarding the need to avoid undue influence when stakeholder attended Plenary meetings, there was an inquire about the 
possibility for EFSA to put in place a system similar to that of the European Chemical Agency (ECHA). Information about 
ECHA’s cooperation with accredited stakeholders can be found at: http://echa.europa.eu/web/guest/about-us/partners-and-
networks/stakeholders/cooperation-with-accredited-stakeholder-organisations  
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3.1.5. Clarity of the Risk Assessment Process & Communications 

 

Clarity of the Risk Assessment Process  

38. EFSA should strive to provide greater procedural clarity of the risk assessment process, including 
more clarity regarding indication of timeframe and sequence of meetings; 

39. EFSA should seek to enhance engagement and dialogue11 with stakeholders and go beyond the 
Open Panel meetings which are however seen as a good initiative; 

40. EFSA should look at different ways to get better applications while ensuring efficiency and 
transparency and possibly look at processes in place in other EU Agencies; 

41. EFSA should ensure companies can obtain easily a better understanding of which guidance they 
should comply with when they submit new data. Although attendance as observer at Panel 
meetings favours such understanding, EFSA should ensure more dialogue; 

42. Meetings with applicants on guidance are helpful but do not always address the issue at stake 
which refer to specific applications. Since risk assessment is application-specific, dialogue with 
EFSA Panel members on single applications would help12; 

43. EFSA should address questions from applicants in writing and not through one-to-one meetings. 
Records of such written exchanges should be made publicly available and all stakeholders should 
have the possibility to comment;  

44. In cases when EFSA requests additional data for risk assessment, EFSA should accept meetings 
with applicants because they would enhance efficiency and overall quality of the process. Such 
meetings should be documented or recorded to demonstrate their legitimacy and ensure 
transparency; 

45. Dialogue is particularly important in the context of the re-evaluation of food additives where data 
are provided by multiple producers. The following information needs were mentioned;  

(I) Publication of a list of those who responded to the call for data to facilitate coordination 
information;  

(II) Well-defined procedures with specific guidance for the re-evaluation-process;  

(III) Greater clarity on the scientific approach followed in the evaluation; 

46. Pre-submission meetings13 would avoid stop-the-clock procedures and observers attending 
plenary meetings would get a better understanding of how Panels reach conclusions; 

47. If pre-submission meetings are to take place, they should be open and transparent. EFSA to 
evaluate the possibility for a member of EFSA’s Management Board or an EFSA Ombudsperson 
to attend; 

48. EFSA should organise open workshops after submissions of dossiers (post-submission meetings), 
involving NGOs as well as consumer groups and industry. This would increase their acceptance; 

49. EFSA’s Applications Desk allows all enterprises, regardless of size, to receive equal treatment; 

50. EFSA’s Applications Helpdesk’s role and its rules could be more transparent; its scope should be 
detailed explicitly. EFSA’s Applications Desk should not comment on what studies are to be 
considered sufficient for an evaluation;  

                                                      
11 Reference was made to the pre-submission meetings for the re-evaluation of food additives, and to the 
approach followed by the Scientific Steering Committee of the European Commission, which worked together 
with stakeholders to define the protocol to identify data. 
12 Reference to the conclusions of EFSA external review calling for increased dialogue with applicants was 
made. 
13 Regarding attendance to plenary meetings, reference to the approach followed by EMA - which calls upon 
industry to provide answers to specific questions to ensure risk assessment relies on good data – was made.  
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51. EFSA should follow the same approaches and sets of rules of other EU agencies regarding pre-
submission meetings; 

52. The European Commission could be more consistent regarding the various pieces of legislation to 
facilitate the work of EFSA; 

53. EFSA should ask stakeholders to provide a declarations of interest. 

 

Communications  

54. EFSA’s scientific work and the risk assessment process have to be very clearly communicated; 

55. EFSA should communicate and explain very clearly which part of the studies needs to be kept 
confidential and why; 

56. EFSA should explain better the differences between risk assessment and risk management;  

57. Most summaries are considered understandable. Summaries for non-scientific people or further 
clarifications of acronyms are not fundamental; 

58. Summaries for non-scientific people are welcomed but they should be consistent with science. It 
was suggested EFSa could develop them in a question and answer form.  

59. EFSA should publish a detailed glossary of the acronyms, abbreviations and specialist terms used 
by nutrition and food science professionals, lawyers and EU authorities; 

60. EFSA should reach some professional communities which are not yet fully aware of EFSA’s 
work; 

61. EFSA videos on various aspects of its work were appreciated. EFSA could produce more of such 
videos on, for example, Public Access to Documents; 

62. EFSA should evaluate the need to develop clear communications approaches tailored to the 
various regulations which applies to the various areas of EFSA’s work.  

 

CONCLUSIONS  

During the meetings of the Discussion Group and the conference on transparency, stakeholders shared 
62 suggestions and ideas with EFSA for the further enhancement of the transparency of EFSA’s 
decision-making process, its communication and the interaction with stakeholders. These suggestions 
express the views of organisations representing diverse interests of stakeholders active in the food and 
feed chain. These contributions will inform the Authority’s future transparency policy.  

The mandate of this Stakeholder Platform discussion group was explicitly designed to gather 
contributions to EFSA’s reflections in the area of transparency and expired at the end of 2013.  
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  APPENDIX A - MEMBERS OF  EFSA STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATIVE PLATFORM DISCUSSION 
GROUP ON PROCESS TRANSPARENCY AND INFORMATION ACCESS  

LASTNAME FIRSTNAME ORGANISATION 
Aalten Henk  AMFEP - Association of Manufacturers and Formulators of 

Enzyme Products 
Bedert  Els  EUROCOMMERCE   
Berthier Anais  ClientEarth 

Cardoso  Carolina  Bee Life 

Contiero Marco  GREENPEACE 
Cranz Hubertus  AESGP – Association of the European Self-Medication Industry 

du Marchie 
Sarvaas 

Carel  EUROPABIO - European association for bio-industries 

Flynn Mary  EFAD – European Federation of the Associations of Dietitans 
Hunt Frances  ELC – Federation of European Speciality Food Ingredients 

Industries 
Jans Didier  FEFANA  - EU Association of Specialty Feed Ingredients and 

their mixture 

Jones  Euros  ECPA – European Crop Protection Association 
Kettlitz Beate  FOODDRINKEUROPE - European food and drink industry 
Meunier  Eric  Inf'OGM 

Muilerman Hans  EEB – European Environmental Bureau 
O’Callaghan Mary  ELC – Federation of European Speciality Food Ingredients 

Industries 
Palumbo Leonardo   EPHA – European Public Health Alliance 
Pigeon Martin  Corporate Europe Observatory 
Sprangers Diederick  ENSSER (European Network of Scientists for Environmental and 

Social Responsibility) 
Timmermans Liesbeth  CEFIC – The European Chemical Industry Council 
Tomalino Chiara  EUROCOOP – European Community of Consumer Cooperatives  
Valle Pello Javier  COPA-COGECA (Committee for Agricultural Cooperation in the 

European Union)  

Varlamos Andreas  Chair of EFSA’s Stakeholder Consultative Platform 
Veale Ruth  BEUC - The European Consumer Organisation  
Vermeulen  Marc  CEFIC – The European Chemical Industry Council 
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