
 

    

    

   

    

Reputation barometer 
follow-up study 
European Parliament discourse 
analysis  

Final report 

April 2019 

 

Submitted to: 

The European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) 



 

    
 

ICF makes big things possible 

ICF is a global consulting and technology services provider with more than 5,000 professionals focused on making big 
things possible for our clients. We are policy specialists, social scientists, business analysts, technologists, researchers, 
digital strategists and creatives. Since 1969 government and commercial clients have worked with ICF to overcome their 
toughest challenges on issues that matter profoundly to their success. Our five core service areas are described below. 
Engage with us at icf.com. 

 



Reputation barometer follow-up study - Final report 

 

   i 
 

Reputation barometer follow-up 
study 
European Parliament discourse analysis  

Final report 

 

A report submitted by ICF Consulting Services Limited 

Date: April 2019 

Job Number 30302141 

 

ICF Consulting Services Limited 

Watling House 

33 Cannon Street 

London 

EC4M 5SB 

T +44 (0)20 3096 4800 

F +44 (0)20 3368 6960 

www.icf.com 



Reputation barometer follow-up study - Final report 

 

   i 
 

Document Control 

Document Title Reputation barometer follow-up study 

Job No. 30302141 

Prepared by Stefania Chirico, Kate McEntaggart, Laura Campbell, Julien Etienne 

Checked by Julien Etienne 

Acknowledgements Domagoj Vrbos, James Ramsay, Christophe Wolff, Luca Schombert and 
Giorgia Zamariola at EFSA provided advice and feedback on methodology 
development and data analysis. 

Martine Bisenius and Evelyn Jaeger at ICF supported the data extraction. 
Hufsah Mir and Kishan Balli prepared the figures.  

Date April 2019 

This report is the copyright of EFSA and has been prepared by ICF Consulting Services Ltd 

under contract to EFSA. The contents of this report may not be reproduced in whole or in part, 

nor passed to any other organisation or person without the specific prior written permission of 

EFSA. 

ICF has used reasonable skill and care in checking the accuracy and completeness of 

information supplied by the client or third parties in the course of this project under which the 

report was produced. ICF is however unable to warrant either the accuracy or completeness 

of such information supplied by the client or third parties, nor that it is fit for any purpose. ICF 

does not accept responsibility for any legal, commercial or other consequences that may arise 

directly or indirectly as a result of the use by ICF of inaccurate or incomplete information 

supplied by the client or third parties in the course of this project or its inclusion in this project 

or its inclusion in this report. 



Reputation barometer follow-up study - Final report 

 

   ii 
 

Contents 

Acronyms and abbreviations .................................................................................................. 1 

Executive summary ................................................................................................................ 2 

1 Introduction ..............................................................................................................5 

2 Background and conceptual framework ...................................................................6 

2.1 The European Parliament as a key audience for EFSA ...........................................6 
2.2 The concept of EFSA’s reputation with the European Parliament ............................6 
2.3 Timeline of events ....................................................................................................9 

3 Method...................................................................................................................11 

3.1 Discourse as a resource for measuring reputation .................................................11 
3.2 Selection of sources...............................................................................................11 
3.3 Data analysis .........................................................................................................12 
3.4 Synthesis ...............................................................................................................12 

4 Results...................................................................................................................14 

4.1 Overview of findings...............................................................................................15 
4.2 EFSA’s approach to science ..................................................................................18 
4.3 EFSA and other risk assessment authorities ..........................................................20 
4.4 Independence and objectivity .................................................................................21 
4.5 Transparency .........................................................................................................23 
4.6 Views on EFSA's role and remit .............................................................................25 
4.7 General Opinions of EFSA .....................................................................................26 
4.8 General views on EU agencies and food safety institutions ...................................28 

5 Conclusions ...........................................................................................................30 

5.1 Cross-cutting conclusions and recommendations ..................................................30 
5.2 Limitations and considerations for future assessments ..........................................32 

ANNEXES ............................................................................................................................ 33 

Annex 1 List of meetings and segments of debate ........................................................... 34 

Annex 2 Analysis of MEP statements ............................................................................... 37 

Annex 3 References ......................................................................................................... 81 

 

 



Reputation barometer follow-up study - Final report 

 

   1 
 

Acronyms and abbreviations 

Acronym/abbreviation Full name 

AGRI committee Agriculture and Rural Development Committee  

ALDE  Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe  

ASF African swine fever 

BfR German Federal Institute for Risk Assessment (Bundesinstitut für 
Risikobewertung) 

CONT committee Budgetary Control Committee 

EFSA European Food Safety Authority 

ENVI committee  Environment, Public Health and Safety Committee  

EP European Parliament 

EPP   European People's Party 

EU European Union 

FAO Food and Agriculture Organization 

GMO Genetically modified organism 

Greens-EFA Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance 

IARC International Agency for Research on Cancer 

MEP Member of the European Parliament 

NCA National competent authority 

NGO Non-governmental organisation 

PEST committee Special Committee on the Union's authorisation procedure for pesticides   

TDR Total diet replacement 

TERA project Transparency and engagement in risk assessment project 

UN United Nations 

WHO World Health Organization 

 

  



Reputation barometer follow-up study - Final report 

 

   2 
 

Executive summary 
In 2017, EFSA commissioned a “Reputation Barometer” study to measure reputation amongst 

its stakeholders across the European Union. As follow-up to that study, this project was 

commissioned from ICF by EFSA to assess EFSA’s reputation among Members of the 

European Parliament (MEPs) – a group which was not assessed for reputation views back in 

2017. Based on recommendations from the baseline study, reputation was assessed through 

the use of discourse analysis methods to allow for a qualitative analysis of existing records that 

document views about EFSA. 

Background and conceptual framework 

EFSA is accountable to the European Parliament, which sets the agenda for EFSA’s work and 

approves EFSA’s annual budget. As such it is a key audience for EFSA. The study built upon 

the recommendations from the 2017 reputation barometer study through the development of 

a replicable approach to assess EFSA’s reputation among MEPs. It analysed parliamentary 

debates in three European Parliament committees: 

■ the Environment, Public Health and Safety Committee (ENVI) 

■ the Agriculture and Rural Development Committee (AGRI) 

■ The Budgetary Control Committee (CONT) 

The original conceptual framework was adapted. A set of attributes (defined as “unique or 

separable capacities, roles, and obligations” of EFSA) was mapped to match those used in the 

baseline study.   

Method 

Reputation was assessed through the analysis of discourses held within the European 

Parliament’s ENVI, AGRI and CONT committee meetings between 1 January 2017 and 31 

July 2018. It involved three key stages of research.  

Firstly, the team selected discourses to review. For that purpose, a long list of keywords was 

developed based on the attributes drawn from the study’s framework, and from a review of 

media articles mentioning EFSA and published during the time period in scope. The media 

search also enabled the team to construct a timeline of events and themes. A keyword search 

was then performed on the committee meeting minutes available on the European 

Parliament’s Public Register of Documents during the period of interest. Meetings deemed 

relevant were included for further review. The video recordings of relevant meetings were then 

assessed and transcribed.  

Secondly, the transcripts and video recordings were analysed and coded against the attributes 

of interest and the topics discussed. The tone of comments pertaining to EFSA was recorded 

(positive, neutral or negative). Other meta-data, such as speaker name and party affiliation, 

were also recorded.  

Finally, the findings were synthesised. The approach to synthesis included several key 

considerations: the comparability of statements (for example, referring to the same attribute 

and topic), the frequency that certain views were expressed, the identity and party affiliation of 

MEPs making the statements and other contextual information. The synthesis also considered 

the level of coherence across all the views recorded on each attribute. Communications by 

MEPs outside of meetings, trends across different meetings, and the level of support or 

criticism that was voiced were also considered.  
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Results 

Recording from 30 meetings were scanned. 20 were kept for analysis. In total, 150 statements 

about EFSA made by 55 MEPs were identified. EFSA’s approach to science was the most 

commonly debated attribute (45 statements). Other attributes for which sufficient amount of 

information was available to draw reputation conclusions were: i) EFSA and other risk 

assessment authorities; independence and objectivity; transparency; views on EFSA’s role 

and remit; general opinions on EFSA and general views on EU agencies and food safety 

institutions. Throughout the period covered by the analysis, EFSA and other risk assessors 

were significantly involved in the debate around the risk assessment of glyphosate. This 

debate was characterised by highly polarised views, which were reflected also in MEPs’ 

discussions about EFSA. The analysis found that glyphosate and pesticides (65 statements) 

were the main topics raised in the discourses analysed, followed by bees and neonicotinoids 

(25 statements).  

Negative views were distributed across different parties, including EPP and S&D, while a large 

share of positive views came from ALDE. 

Views on EFSA’s approach to science were found to be neutral overall, with a range of both 

strongly positive and strongly negative views expressed. Some MEPs expressed doubt in 

EFSA’s scientific approach, while others considered it thorough and world-leading. MEPs 

questioning the reliability of EFSA’s assessments frequently criticized EFSA’s opinion on 

glyphosate. MEPs rather expressed positive views about EFSA’s work on neonicotinoids and 

total dietary replacements (TDRs), while views on GMOs were more mixed.  

Views on EFSA and other risk assessment authorities were positive overall. MEPs praised 

EFSA’s risk assessment procedures and the validity of their conclusions, which were felt to be 

in line with the scientific consensus.  

EFSA’s independence and objectivity was mostly perceived negatively by MEPs, who 

expressed doubt in the independence of experts involved in risk assessment. MEPs voiced 

also concerns about the use of industry data to inform EFSA’s work. These views were framed 

by the controversy around EFSA’s opinion on the risks posed by the use of glyphosate, and 

less frequently by EFSA’s work on GMOs. There was also criticism of derogations that had 

been granted under the prohibition of neonicotinoids.  

The transparency of EFSA was viewed negatively by MEPs. This sentiment was frequently 

expressed in the context of discussions on glyphosate. A perceived lack of transparency 

around the use of industry data and EFSA’s scientific methodologies used in the risk 

assessment process were criticised. While there was some indication that General Food Law 

revisions had addressed MEP concerns to a degree, this did not appear to reverse the 

dominant negative sentiment expressed in MEP discourses.  

Views on EFSA’s role and remit were positive overall, and less polarised than in other areas. 

MEPs recognised EFSA’s role in providing scientific evidence to underpin policymaking and 

felt this should not be undermined by Parliament, with risk assessment agencies considered 

key to assessing risks within the EU.  

General opinions of EFSA were positive overall. They mostly refer to EFSA’s work on food 

safety and risk assessment, but some statements also related to EFSA’s role leading the EU 

Agencies Network and the gender balance of their staff. MEP discourses mentioned that EFSA 

was doing good work and called for it to have the necessary resources to continue performing 

its role.  

General views on EU agencies and food safety institutions were also positive overall, 

despite an equal number of positive and negative statements. Negative statements were fairly 

balanced, often recognising the resource needs of EU agencies. Praise focused on the 
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performance of EU agencies and the work they did at a general level, though concerns were 

raised about staffing, transparency and procurement processes.  

Conclusions and areas for improvement 

The discourse analysis revealed scope for strengthening EFSA’s reputation within the EP, 

particularly in areas related to EFSA’s approach to science, independence and objectivity, and 

transparency in risk assessment. MEPs’ discourses on these issues often referenced and 

appeared to be framed by the glyphosate controversy. The study therefore identified the 

following recommendations: 

▪ Emphasise ongoing efforts to address perceived issues around the use of industry data 

to perform risk assessment, the methodologies used, experts involved, and 

achievement of scientific consensus in relevant interactions with the European 

Parliament. 

 

▪ Provide information on specific risk assessment topics which drive polarised views, 

such as pesticides and GMOs, in targeted communication efforts for the European 

Parliament. 

 

▪ Enhance engagement with members of different political groups, considering their 

specific concerns. 

The proposed revisions to the General Food Law are expected to address many of the issues 

highlighted by MEPs, and this should facilitate EFSA’s efforts to strengthen its reputation. An 

improvement in the perception of EFSA’s independence and transparency is also likely to 

result in improved MEP’s views on EFSA’s approach to science, as criticism on this attribute 

was often linked to debates on the former two. 

Limitations and future considerations 

This study has piloted the use of discourse analysis to systematically assess agency 

reputation. Discourse analysis has proved to be an appropriate tool for assessing EFSA’s 

reputation in the European Parliament, using video recordings of debates as primary data to 

document MEPs’ sentiment towards EFSA, and applying systematic criteria for data extraction, 

analysis and synthesis.  

Sufficient data could not be collected to assess EFSA’s reputation on some attributes. 

Furthermore, the study provided a qualitative assessment rather than a quantitative measure 

of reputation. These aspects should be taken into consideration when  comparing the findings 

with those from the 2017 baseline Reputation Barometer study. 
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1 Introduction 
This project was commissioned from ICF by EFSA (contract number 

RC/EFSA/COMMS/2018/02) under the Framework Contract No OC/EFSA/COMM/2014/01-

CT01.  

In 2017, EFSA commissioned a “Reputation Barometer” study (Etienne and Chirico 2017; 

hereinafter the “baseline study")1 to measure the reputation of EFSA amongst its stakeholders 

across the European Union. The study set a framework for assessing EFSA’s reputation and 

provided measurements of reputation across different audiences2; however it did not cover the 

assessment of reputation within the European Parliament. This study aims to address that gap 

and complete the baseline assessment.  

It adapts the baseline study’s framework to the context of the European Parliament, by 

developing an approach to analysing parliamentary debates without directly surveying the 

Members of the European Parliament (MEPs).  

To achieve this, it analyses discourses held during the period from 01/01/2017 to 31/07/2018 

in three committees of the European Parliament: the Environment, Public Health and Safety 

(ENVI) Committee; the Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI) Committee, and the 

Budgetary Control (CONT) Committee. 

 
1 https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/event/mb180321/mb171212-i2.pdf 
2 Member State authorities, European Commission, businesses, farmers and primary producers, consumers and 
thematic non-governmental organisations (NGOs), and the scientific community. 

https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/event/mb180321/mb171212-i2.pdf
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2 Background and conceptual framework 
This section presents the conceptual framework for EFSA’s reputation within the European 

Parliament. It describes the main components of EFSA’s reputation, and the events 

surrounding parliamentary debates. The framework elaborates on the work done for the 

baseline reputation barometer study from 2017.  

2.1 The European Parliament as a key audience for EFSA 

Reputation needs to be understood in the context of the Parliament’s role as a key audience 

for EFSA. As per the baseline study, the EP is to EFSA: 

■ A principal and agenda setter;  

■ A user of risk assessments; and 

■ An account holder. 

Indeed, as per EFSA’s founding regulation and mandate,3 the EP is one of the institutions 

(alongside the European Commission and the Member States’ competent authorities) that can 

define EFSA’s tasks by requesting that it works on specific topics and generates opinions as 

a result. EFSA is also accountable to the EP, and as such EFSA’s reputation within the EP is 

intertwined with more formal processes of evaluation. More generally, the EP constitutes an 

echo chamber for a variety of views from a wide range of stakeholders, on topics that fall within 

EFSA’s remit. 

The EP, together with the Council of the EU, is responsible for approving EFSA’s annual 

budget. The EP is also responsible for reviewing and scrutinising the list of candidates 

proposed by the European Commission to be appointed at EFSA’s Management Board.4  

Most discussions on EFSA at the EP occur within specific committees. The ENVI Committee 

is responsible for the sector areas covered by EFSA. Every year, EFSA’s Executive Director 

is required to inform the ENVI Committee on the Authority’s present work and future priorities, 

as well as answer questions from MEPs (EFSA, n.d.). Other parliamentary committees, 

including the AGRI and CONT committees, may also involve EFSA representatives and 

sometimes discuss issues relevant to EFSA’s work5.   

2.2 The concept of EFSA’s reputation with the European 
Parliament 

In this study, the concept of reputation was unpacked into a set of attributes, defined as “unique 

or separable capacities, roles, and obligations” of EFSA. Where feasible, these were mapped 

onto the twelve attributes identified in the baseline study, although each of the attributes was 

given a shorter and more accessible name and a revised description relevant to MEP debates 

and discussions.  

Table 2.1 lists the attributes of EFSA’s reputation within the EP (first column), the 

corresponding attributes from the baseline study in 2017, and a description of the main 

 
3 Regulation (EC) No 178/2002. Available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32002R0178&from=EN 
4 Ibid 
5 The Special Committee on the Union's Authorisation Procedure for Pesticides (PEST Committee) represents an 
additional forum for debate. Debates of the PEST Committee are excluded from this study as the committee has 
been set up as temporary and is therefore not relevant for the construction of a baseline. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32002R0178&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32002R0178&from=EN
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discussions linked to these attributes. These were developed through initial reviews of 

parliamentary debates. New and revised items are highlighted.  

The first two attributes from the baseline study were combined in this study as “EFSA’s 

approach to science”, which encompasses both EFSA’s general approach to providing 

scientific advice and the quality of EFSA’s opinions and work, as these two themes were 

conflated in parliamentary debates. 

The baseline attribute on “EFSA’s work to harmonize risk assessment methods” was renamed 

as “EFSA and other risk assessment authorities”, to embrace aspects of EFSA’s 

cooperation and relationships with other authorities, including instances of scientific consensus 

on the outcomes of risk assessment.   

Three additional themes have been added based on the review of parliamentary discussions:  

■ The first of these is “debates on science”. This is intended to capture debates on the role 

of science in policy and MEP statements on this matter more generally. Relevant 

statements include expressions of scepticism or, on the contrary, positive statements on 

the role of science or scientists in EU policymaking, as well as commentaries made by 

MEPs on other MEPs’ views on science.  

■ The second theme is “general opinions of EFSA” and is meant to capture any statements 

mentioning EFSA that qualify its work in broad or general terms, unrelated to specific 

themes.  

■ The third additional theme is “General views on EU agencies and food safety 

institutions”, which captures MEPs’ generic views not directly related to EFSA, but which 

contribute to understanding how EFSA’s reputation may be linked to broader views on EU 

agencies.  

 

Table 2.1 The components of EFSA’s reputation within the EP 

Attributes of EFSA’s 
reputation within the EP 

Related attributes 
from the baseline 
study 

Relevant discussions within EP 
committees 

1. Approach to science EFSA’s approach to 
providing scientific 
advice (1) 
The quality of EFSA’s 
risk assessment 
opinions (2) 

Precautionary principle  
Discussions of certainty/uncertainty 
Mentions of specific opinions and their value 
General references to EFSA’s approach 
being positive/negative 
 

2. Use of resources The efficiency of EFSA 
in producing risk 
assessments (3) 

Discussions related to EFSA’s budget and 
use of or need for resources 
Discussions on EFSA’s time to respond to 
requests for opinions 

3. Emerging risks The identification and 
characterization of 
emerging risks by 
EFSA (4) 

EFSA’s role in identifying and assessing 
emerging risks 
References to specific emerging risks and 
how EFSA has handled these 

4. EFSA and other risk 
assessment authorities 

EFSA’s work to 
harmonize risk 
assessment methods 
(5)  

EFSA’s contribution to harmonisation efforts 
The relationship between EFSA/national 
authorities 
Discussions of discrepancies between 
decisions/approaches 
Discussions related to centralisation 
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Attributes of EFSA’s 
reputation within the EP 

Related attributes 
from the baseline 
study 

Relevant discussions within EP 
committees 

5. Independence and 
objectivity 

EFSA’s independence 
and objectivity (6) 

Discussions related to EFSA staff’s 
independence and objectivity 
Independence/objectivity of scientists that 
work with EFSA / conflicts of interest 
The use of contractors/consultants at EFSA 

6. Transparency  The level of 
transparency at EFSA 
(7) 

Discussions related to transparency 
Availability of scientific evidence 
Discussions related to the General Food Law 

7. Risk communication How EFSA 
communicate risks (8) 

Views on the clarity and accessibility of 
EFSA’s communications 
Views on how targeted EFSA’s 
communications are to the needs of its 
audiences 
Discussions related to the communication 
tools and channels used by EFSA 

8. Relationship with 
stakeholders and the public 

Engagement by EFSA 
with external partners 
(9)  

EFSA’s relationship with/perception of 
MEPs, the public, other risk assessors or 
scientific bodies, industry, the Commission 

9. Response to crisis EFSA’s provision of 
scientific and technical 
assistance to Member 
States for crisis 
management (10) 

Discussions related to how EFSA has been 
able to support Member States in the context 
of specific crises, such as Xylella fastidiosa, 
ASF (African Swine Fever) and food safety 
outbreaks.  

10. Governance The quality of EFSA’s 
governance (11)  

Discussions related to EFSA’s leadership 
Discussions related to EFSA’s structure 
Discussions related to EFSA’s planning 
Discussions related to EFSA’s delivery 
Discussions related to EFSA’s spending 
Discussions related to EFSA’s handling of 
criticism 

11. Innovation EFSA’s innovativeness 
(12)  

Specific mentions of new or innovative 
activities 
Discussions on innovation in communication 
Discussions on innovation in risk 
assessment methods 
Mentions of EFSA being world-class or 
leading in risk assessment 

12. General opinions of EFSA  This encompasses all general 
positive/negative comments related to EFSA 
that are not specific to any area or theme. 

13. Views on EFSA’s role and 
remit 

 This encompasses questions to EFSA or 
comments on EFSA about its role and remit; 
it can include instances of possible 
misunderstandings of EFSA’s work with that 
of other agencies or DG SANTE 

14. General views on EU 
agencies and food safety 
institutions 

 Generic comments on food safety institutions 
which are not directly attributable to EFSA 
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2.3 Timeline of events 

The context surrounding parliamentary discourses is essential to understand how reputation 

develops and evolves. Certain statements by MEPs may be influenced by previous debates, 

or by certain key events (such as the publication of a new Scientific Opinion, or new initiatives 

by EFSA to change its approach to stakeholder engagement). Therefore, it is important to 

identify the chronological sequence of discourses, and to map the main events that played a 

role in shaping EFSA’s reputation. 

The timeline of events discussed, or likely to have been discussed, by the three committees of 

interest in relation to EFSA was constructed by scanning reports in the media and news articles 

from January 2017 to July 20186. This was enriched and revised with information from the 

analysis of the content of debates. The timeline is presented below.  

2017 

Following EFSA’s 2016 study (CONTAM 2016) concluding that glycidyl fatty acid esters 

contained in palm oil could potentially be carcinogenic when refined at temperatures of 200 

degrees, a food manufacturer made the news in January for defending the safety of the 

ingredient. In the same month, EFSA announced that it would re-examine the potential risks.  

In response to requests from five NCAs, EFSA announced in March that it would conduct an 

evaluation of the links between sugar and health and public advice on added sugar by 2020.  

Media reports across May and June focused on a controversy surrounding EFSA’s 

independence and transparency. Questions were raised about conflicts of interest of staff and 

panel members and issues surrounding EFSA’s scientific opinion on glyphosate. As reported 

in the media, the latter was notably criticized by Green MEPs. EFSA’s decision on the safety 

of artificial sweetener sucralose (ANS 2017) was also reported.  

In August, there were media reports of concerns about the EU’s ability to respond to health 

crises after the insecticide Fipronil was found in eggs in 15 Member States. In September, 

EFSA’s proposed changes on regulations around total dietary replacements (TDRs) were in 

the news following doubts on the feasibility of the changes, which led to rejection of the 

proposals by MEPs.  

In the remaining months of 2017, most media reports referencing EFSA related to the 

glyphosate controversy, which was associated with highly polarised views and higher 

frequency of occurrence in media reports as opposed to other topics. In December, there was 

reference in the media to staff cuts in EU agencies and increases in contract staff in the context 

of the EU’s goal to reduce staff by 5%, though EFSA is not mentioned explicitly.  

2018 

In January, the European Commission completed a ‘Fitness Check’ on the General Food Law 

Regulation (European Commission 2018a). This raised the issue of transparency around risk 

analysis in media reports. Some of the shortcomings identified included the legal requirement 

for EFSA to primarily base product risk assessments on industry studies, and cases of 

ineffective risk communication negatively impacting on consumer trust.  

Several articles published in February discussed the challenges that businesses have 

encountered in gaining EFSA’s approval for adding health claims to their products. These 

articles also reported survey findings suggesting that some food industry professionals found 

the regulatory framework for health claim approvals unhelpful. EFSA’s conclusion that 

neonicotinoid pesticides were harmful to bees was also discussed, alongside expectations for 

a ban to be voted on in the European Parliament.  

 
6 From Google News; articles are listed in Annex A3.1 
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EFSA was asked to provide its opinion on studies looking at the safety of titanium dioxide 

(Tio2) as an additive in March, and a follow up to this was published in July (ANS 2018).   

In April, the issue of transparency was raised again in a European Commission proposal to 

revise the General Food Law Regulation in conjunction with revisions to eight other pieces of 

sectoral legislation, following the findings of the Fitness Check (European Commission 2018b) 

and the European Citizens’ Initiative “Ban Glyphosate and protect people and the environment 

from toxic pesticides” which further confirmed concern regarding independence and 

transparency. This included requirements for EFSA to allow citizens full access to industry 

data submitted in the risk assessment process, and actions to increase consumer confidence 

through improved communications on EFSA’s scientific communications and risk management 

decisions.  

While it is not linked directly to EFSA in the media, the Xylella fastidiosa plant pathogen was 

highlighted as an issue for Europe in June, and the controversy surrounding glyphosate 

appeared again in the news in July.  

Throughout 2017 and 2018, there were several articles on the spread of African swine fever 

(ASF) in Europe, with a few of these mentioning the role of EFSA.  

 



Reputation barometer follow-up study - Final report 

 

   11 
 

3 Method 
This section describes the method used for the assessment of reputation. It details the 

approach to the selection of sources of information, and the methods for data analysis and 

synthesis.  

3.1 Discourse as a resource for measuring reputation 

Based on recommendations from the baseline study, reputation was assessed through the 

analysis of discourses held within the EP. This method was meant to mitigate the perceived 

survey response fatigue and allow for a qualitative analysis of existing records that document 

views about EFSA.  

Discourse, including discourse by public and elected officials, is one of several sources that 

researchers rely on to qualify the reputation of an agency and how it evolves over time. Indeed, 

reputation research in the field of public administration (starting with the seminal work from 

Daniel Carpenter; Carpenter 2010) demonstrates a frequent mixed method approach, 

combining interviews, surveys, and document review, including review and analysis of 

discourses. As such, the general approach underpinning this study is consistent with the 

scientific literature on agency reputation.  

While earlier studies of agency reputation have tended to use a variety of sources to qualify 

reputation, the context of this assignment justifies reliance on discourse because of the nature 

of the audience targeted: parliamentarians. From a practical perspective, discourse is the 

primary data that can be mined to ascertain views of parliamentarians. From an ontological 

perspective, discourse and debate are in essence what a parliamentarian institution is about. 

Due to their public character, discourses held in a parliamentary setting – not unlike statements 

provided in the media – also contribute to the formation of reputations. Parliamentarians can 

influence each other’s views on EFSA: deliberation in a parliamentary setting may lead to 

cross-influence and compromise between parliamentarians (Elster 1994). 

This study, however, relied exclusively on discourse analysis for qualifying the reputation of 

EFSA among MEPs. It is not, therefore, based on a mixed method approach and did not 

systematically rely on third sources for triangulation of its findings. Instead, the study aimed to 

achieve robustness by applying systematic cross-examination of discourses held within three 

selected committees of the EP. In other words, the study involved a more structured approach 

to assessing the content of discourses about EFSA than has been commonly used in other 

studies of agency reputation. This included the application of a structured analytical framework, 

and consistent criteria to synthesise information.  

3.2 Selection of sources 

Discourse analysis relied on video recordings of the debates in the three committees. This 

material was reviewed and, when relevant, transcribed. The review of videos brought benefits 

to the analysis: compared to written records of debates, videos provided additional information 

(such as the tone of voice and non-verbal communications) that helped to confirm that coding 

was accurate. To systematically identify relevant segments from recordings, the research team 

drew out a long list of keywords associated to EFSA and its work. This included keywords 

relevant to each of the twelve attributes listed in the reputation barometer study, as well as 

topics identified by performing a rapid media search for articles mentioning EFSA.  
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The keywords were used to identify relevant meeting sections from the minutes available on 

the European Parliament's Public Register of Documents7. These segments were then 

scanned to exclude non-relevant meetings (such as voting sessions which did not include any 

debate). The selected segments were then transcribed and analysed (see Annex 1 for a list of 

meetings and keywords). 

The research team scanned the recordings from 30 meetings and retained 20 of them for 

analysis (see Annex 1). Meetings were spread across the three committees: 14 from the ENVI 

Committee, 3 from AGRI, and 3 from CONT. A total of 150 statements about EFSA were 

identified. Statements were made by 55 MEPs.  

3.3 Data analysis 

Transcripts and recordings were reviewed to identify MEPs’ statements referring to EFSA’s 

work. Statements were then coded according to: 

■ The relevant attribute of EFSA reputation, as identified in the conceptual framework (Table 

2.1); 

■ Topics discussed, which included: Glyphosate and pesticides; bees and neonicotinoids; 

the General Food Law; GMOs; TDRs; Sugar in food; Xylella fastidiosa; and Fipronil; 

■ Tone, as either positive (use of positive adjectives to qualify EFSA or EFSA’s work, use of 

statements communicating positively connoted attributes of EFSA), negative (use of 

negative adjectives to qualify EFSA or EFSA’s work; use of statements communicating 

negatively connoted attributes of EFSA) or neutral (absence of positive or negative 

elements, balance between positive and negative messages, or mentions of factual 

statements); 

■ Meta data, namely: the speaker’s name, the party affiliation, and the country they 

represented.  

It should be noted that not all statements mentioning EFSA were necessarily coded. 

Committee meetings included introductory statements by MEPs, and questions posed by 

MEPs to EFSA’s representatives. There are instances where it was possible to qualify the tone 

of questions. This is the case for questions formulated in a leading way, and complex questions 

which include judgements of EFSA’s work. These questions were included in the analysis. 

However, questions that were formulated in a non-leading way cannot be considered as 

statements about EFSA’s work, and were therefore not included in the analysis.  

3.4 Synthesis 

The synthesis step involved the review of MEPs’ statements to identify the main narratives and 

discourses, and the assessment of the direction of EFSA’s reputation. In this instance it was 

not feasible to generate a reputation score on a scale similar to that which was elaborated for 

the baseline study. This is because the reputation barometer study developed a scale 

articulated with a particular measuring instrument – an online survey – while this study relied 

on existing discourses.. However, for consistency  with the baseline study and to provide an 

indication of the direction of reputation, the discourse was assessed in terms of  the language 

used and the extent to which it demonstrated a negative, neutral, or positive judgment  

The synthesis also considered the overall coherence of the corpus of statements related to 

each attribute – the extent to which statements on a given attribute tend to agree or disagree 

 
7 Available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegistreWeb/home/welcome.htm?language=EN  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegistreWeb/home/welcome.htm?language=EN
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with one another – which provides further indication on how consistent the Parliament’s 

views have been on that attribute.   

While involving a certain degree of researchers’ judgement, the approach to synthesis relied 

on common general criteria and considerations: 

▪ Comparability – only comparable statements were aggregated to assess the overall 

direction of reputation (e.g., statements referring to the same attribute and to the same 

topic).  

▪ Occurrence – the weighting given to opinions towards a certain attribute was influenced 

by the number of positive/neutral/negative statements about the same attribute.  

▪ Attribution – information on speakers was used to ensure that, where the same MEP 

was active across multiple meetings, their views were not given undue weight. The same 

was true for political parties and countries: tracking this allowed to determine whether 

certain views or perspectives appeared to be unique or contained within certain political 

factions or regions. These helped to nuance and qualify the assessment of EFSA’s 

reputation.  

▪ Contextual information – the context for MEPs’ statements also influenced the weight 

given to their statements. The timeline of events was used to situate fragments of 

discourses in their context and understand the various influences of EFSA’s reputation. 

For example, where feasible, votes at the end of debates were considered in conjunction 

to MEPs’ statements to assess EFSA’s performance. This helped assessing the degree 

of consensus around statements expressed during parliamentary debates.  

Furthermore, the following elements were also considered to assess the overall tone of 

debates, where available: 

▪ Communications by MEPs (outside of committee meetings) – in cases of uncertainty, 

communications such as press releases and social media messages from MEPs were 

considered to confirm the assessment of tone and interpretation of debates. 

▪ Trends – when the same discourse occurred across more than one meeting, the 

sequence of meetings was reviewed to identify any evolution over time and from one 

debate to another (for example, views may become more balanced or more polarised 

over time). 

▪ Degree of support/criticism – in some instances, it was possible to qualitatively assess 

whether the MEPs’ positions were ‘very’ strong or more balanced (for example, by 

considering contextual information or the tone of voice and language used, which could 

be captured thanks to the use of video as a primary source of data). This helped 

confirming the overall direction of reputation in cases of doubt.  
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4 Results 
This section provides an overview of findings, and the assessment of reputation for each of 

the following attributes of EFSA’s reputation: 

▪ EFSA’s approach to science; 

▪ EFSA and other risk assessment authorities; 

▪ Independence and objectivity; 

▪ Transparency; 

▪ Views on EFSA's role and remit; 

▪ General Opinions of EFSA; and 

▪ General views on food safety institutions. 

EFSA’s approach to science was the most commonly debated attribute of EFSA’s reputation 

(45 statements).  

There was little or no discussion around the remaining attributes. These have been excluded 

from the assessment, due to the insufficient number of views from MEPs. (see section 4.1). All 

data are presented in Annex 2. 
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4.1 Overview of findings 

There were great variations in the assessment of EFSA’s performance across different 

attributes and topics. As shown in Table 0, EFSA’s approach to science was the most 

referenced of all attributes across the meetings reviewed. This indicates the importance that 

this attribute had for MEPs. The overall assessment of reputation for this attribute was neutral, 

however the overall coherence of the Parliament’s views was low: the Parliament was 

polarised on this matter, with about as many negative views as there were positive ones, or 

neutral ones.  

   

Table 4.1 . Number of statements analysed by attribute and tone 

Attributes of reputation Negative Neutral Positive Total 

1. Approach to science 15 14 16 45 

4. EFSA and other risk assessment authorities 1 6 4 11 

5. Independence and objectivity 17 5 5 27 

6. Transparency 9 4 2 15 

12. General Opinions of EFSA  1 4 6 11 

13. Views on EFSA's role and remit 0 13 6 19 

14. General views on EU agencies and food safety 
institutions 

5 3 5 13 

2. Use of resources* 2 0 0 2 

3. Emerging risks* 0 0 0 0 

7. Risk communication* 0 2 0 2 

8. Relationship with stakeholders and the public* 1 1 0 2 

9. Response to crisis* 1 0 0 1 

10. Governance* 1 0 1 2 

11. Innovation* 0 0 0 0 

Grand Total 53 51 44 150 

Notes: some statements included references to more than one attribute. Statements marked with “*” were 
excluded from the assessment of reputation given the insufficient number of relevant statements.  

EFSA’s independence and objectivity, and its transparency in risk assessment were often 

discussed in a negative tone. These were respectively the second and fourth most mentioned 

attribute, and the corpus of statements was highly coherent for both. The topic of glyphosate’s 

risk assessment was frequently associated with these two attributes and drove the discourse 

assessment.  

The other attributes documented were discussed in a positive tone overall: general opinions 

of EFSA; views on EFSA's role and remit; general views on food safety institutions; and EFSA’s 

relationships with other risk assessment authorities. There was a medium to high coherence 

of the views expressed on these attributes. In particular, MEPs were broadly supportive of 

EFSA and of its role in EU risk assessment, although they were critical of how the Authority 

dealt with the risk assessment of certain food risks.  
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An overview of the assessment of the reputation for each attribute is presented in Figure 4.1 

below.  

Figure 4.1 Overview of the tone of MEP’s statements – by attribute 

  

Note: the size of the dots in the graph is defined by the number of MEPs’ statements for each attribute 

Across all debates considered for the assessment of reputation, negative views were 

distributed across different parties, including EPP and S&D, while a large share of positive 

views came from ALDE: this limits the extent to which positive views could be generalised 

across the Parliament as a whole. 

The main topics discussed by MEPs were glyphosate and pesticides (65 statements) and bees 

and neonicotinoids (25 statements). The glyphosate controversy had a significant role in 

framing MEPs’ discourses, and particularly negative views associated with EFSA’s 

transparency and independence, which represent the two main areas for improvement of 

reputation (see Figure 4.2).  
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Figure 4.2 Overview of the tone of MEP’s statements – by topic discussed 

 

 Note: the size of the dots in the graph is defined by the number of MEPs’ statements for each topic discussed 

Many negative statements were constructive rather than critical towards EFSA. In some 

debates (such as, for example, those around the revisions of the General Food Law) MEPs 

welcomed the positive steps taken by EFSA and the European Commission to overcome some 

of the issues debated with respect to EFSA’s transparency and independence. 

The following sections of the report  discuss the assessment of EFSA’s reputation by attribute 

in detail. 
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4.2 EFSA’s approach to science 

This attribute refers to EFSA’s approach to providing scientific advice and the quality of EFSA’s 

risk assessment opinions. It includes discussions around the soundness of EFSA’s science, 

uncertainty and the precautionary principle. 

Overall discourse assessment  Neutral  

 

Topics driving EFSA’s reputation: glyphosate and pesticides, neonicotinoids, GMOs and 

TDRs 

Summary of views:  

• EFSA’s approach to science was the most debated aspect of EFSA’s work: out of 150 

statements analysed, 45 were linked to this attribute.  

• Views were polarised. A similar number of statements were found to be, respectively, 

neutral (14 statements), positive (16) and negative (15). Views varied from defining 

EFSA’s scientific approach as “questionable”, to considering it “as one of the strictest in 

the world”. 

• Positive statements mainly came from representatives of the largest parties (namely, 

EPP and S&D), suggesting a degree of generalisability.  

• Several positive comments came from the same MEP. Negative comments were more 

evenly spread across different MEPs and parties.  

• Debates mainly took place at ENVI meetings.  

Discourses on EFSA’s approach to science focussed on four main topics: glyphosate and 

pesticides, neonicotinoids, GMOs and total diet replacements (TDR). Discourses and 

sentiment varied considerably across these topics.  

EFSA’s assessment of glyphosate and, more broadly, pesticides, was the most frequently 

discussed topic. MEPs’ assessment of EFSA’s work in this area was predominantly negative. 

Several MEPs questioned the reliability of EFSA's assessment due to concerns around its 

independence from the industry. Some MEPs criticised EFSA for relying on incomplete or 

plagiarised data, and others stated that EFSA’s conclusions did not adequately reflect 

evidence from certain studies. The = positive statements around EFSA’s assessment of 

glyphosate came from one MEP, who expressed their support for the validity of EFSA's risk 

assessment and cited scientific consensus around EFSA's conclusions.  

As opposed to positions on glyphosate, MEP’s views around EFSA’s assessment of 

neonicotinoids were positive and consistent, overall. MEP discourses were generally 

supportive of EFSA’s approach to assessing the risks from neonicotinoids. Some mentioned 

that the assessment has been coherent with the precautionary principle. MEPs did not 

elaborate on what this entailed in practice, but it could be assumed that it involved 

considerations about EFSA not ruling out certain risks in the presence of data gaps and 

ambiguities. While supporting EFSA, some MEPs criticised policy makers for not taking 

EFSA’s advice into sufficient consideration. One MEP drew a contrast between policy-making 

based on sound science from EFSA on the one hand, and policy making based on “ideologies” 

on the other hand. There was only one negative comment on EFSA’s assessment of 

neonicotinoids. This comment was made in 2017, before publication by EFSA of its peer 

reviews on neonicotinoids in 2018. These referred to EFSA’s Guidance on the risk assessment 

of plant protection products on bees.  
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Similarly, discourses around EFSA’s assessment of TDR were positive, overall. Only neutral 

or positive comments were expressed on this topic. The latter includes mentions of EFSA’s 

rigorous approach to risk assessment, and the validity of its conclusions, which was backed-

up by other risk assessors.  

Views around the assessment of GMOs were more mixed: Some expressed strong support 

for EFSA’s risk assessment approach, which they stated was very rigorous and worthy of trust.  

One MEP criticized EFSA’s assessment and referred to data gaps and uncertainties which 

have not been fully reflected in EFSA’s conclusions. 

Table 4.2 Views on EFSA’s Approach to science  

Direction of reputation Attribution  Context and trends 

Positive views associated to this 
attribute: 
■ EFSA is praised for applying the 
precautionary principle in its 
assessment of risks from 
neonicotinoids 
■ EFSA has a strict and rigorous 
approach to assessing risks from 
GMOs  
■ The validity of EFSA’s approach is 
confirmed by the scientific consensus 
around its risk assessment conclusions 
on topics such as TDR and glyphosate 

These views were expressed 
by 9 MEPs.  
 
MEPs expressing these views 
tended to come from the 
largest parties: EPP, ALDE 
and S&D. 
 
One MEP from the EPP party 
was particularly active, and 
made 6 positive references to 
EFSA’s approach to science.  

Positive views related mainly 
to EFSA’s risk assessments 
of neonicotinoids and GMOs.  

Neutral views associated to this 
attribute: 
■ MEPs refer to scientific outputs 
completed by EFSA, without judging 
their content. 
■ MEPs refer to ongoing 
investigations or allegations around 
EFSA’s risk assessment of glyphosate, 
but do not take a critical stance towards 
EFSA, nor express support for the 
authority  

These views were expressed 
by 12 MEPs. 
 
MEPs expressing these views 
tended to come from 
members of the EPP, ALDE 
and Greens/EFA groups. 
 

Neutral views related mainly 
to EFSA’s risk assessments 
of neonicotinoids, GMOs and 
TDR.  

Negative views associated to this 
attribute: 
■ EFSA's risk assessment of 
glyphosate is not reliable due to 
concerns around its independence from 
the industry 
■ EFSA has not applied the 
precautionary principle in its risk 
assessment; this includes the 
assessment of glyphosate 
■ EFSA has not fully reflected data 
gaps and uncertainties in its 
assessment of GMOs and glyphosate  

These views were expressed 
by 12 MEPs. 
 
MEPs expressing these views 
were mainly spread across 
the S&D, ALDE and EFDD 
groups. 
 

Negative views were largely 
influenced by the glyphosate 
controversy.  
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4.3 EFSA and other risk assessment authorities 

This attribute refers to views on EFSA in their capacity as a risk assessment authority working 

with other risk assessment authorities and promoting scientific consensus.   

Overall discourse assessment Positive 

 

Topics driving EFSA’s reputation: glyphosate, neonicotinoids and TDRs 

Summary of views:  

• Out of the 148 statements analysed, 11 related to this attribute. 4 statements were 

positive, 6 were neutral and 1 was negative.  

• MEPs with positive views felt EFSA’s risk assessment processes and conclusions were 

valid and in line with scientific consensus.  

• MEPs expressed confidence in EFSA’s risk assessments for glyphosate, neonicotinoids 

and TDRs, and some defended EFSA against criticism that other MEPs had voiced. For 

example, some MEPs highlighted that EFSA’s glyphosate assessment findings were in 

line with existing evidence from outside the EU.  

• All the comments occurred in the ENVI committee. 

All of the MEPs making positive statements about EFSA also made at least one positive 

reference to them elsewhere in the meeting or in other meetings. One MEP was particularly 

supportive, with six other positive comments about EFSA made across different themes. 

Neutral comments were mostly questions that MEPs asked about the glyphosate risk 

assessment, with MEPs expressing their wishes to understand the details behind EFSA’s 

scientific decisions as opposed to criticising them. The single negative comment made related 

to the comparability of EFSA’s risk assessment process with the processes carried out by other 

assessors. 

Table 4.3 Views on EFSA and other risk assessment authorities  

Direction of reputation Attribution  Context and trends 

Positive views associated to this 
attribute  
■ All of the MEPs were supportive of 
EFSA’s risk assessment processes, 
emphasising scientific consensus and 
the validity of the studies on 
glyphosate, neonicotinoids and TDRs. 

These views were expressed 
by 4 MEPs. 
 
Three of the four MEPs were 
from the Group of the Alliance 
of Liberals and Democrats for 
Europe. 
  

Positive views spanned topics 
of neonicotinoids, glyphosate 
and total dietary replacements 
(TDRs).   
 
Both comments on 
glyphosate were made in 
November in relevant debates 
on the subject. Most views 
expressed also linked to 
EFSA’s approach to science.  

Neutral views associated to this 
attribute. 
■ MEPs wanted to fill gaps in their 
understanding of the risk assessment 
of glyphosate, with most references 
being questions directed to relevant 
stakeholders and experts in 
attendance. 
■ One comment referred to the 
Commission’s decision to extend 

These views were expressed 
by 6 MEPs. 
 
MEPs expressing these views 
came from a mixture of 
different political groups.  
 

Five of the neutral comments 
related to glyphosate and one 
related to neonicotinoids. The 
majority of the references 
were questions to experts. 
 
Four of the references were 
made in the same meeting, in 
which the assessment of 
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Direction of reputation Attribution  Context and trends 

neonicotinoid restrictions despite 
EFSA’s risk assessment not yet being 
completed.   

glyphosate was one of the 
items on the agenda.  

Negative views associated to this 
attribute 
■ The MEP expressed concern that 
EFSA’s risk assessment procedures 
are not comparable with others which 
causes uncertainty around which 
conclusions can be viewed as valid 

These views were expressed 
by 1 MEP. 
 
MEPs expressing these views 
tended to come from the 
Group of the Alliance of 
Liberals and Democrats for 
Europe (three of the four 
MEPs).  
 

Negative views related to 
EFSA’s risk assessment of 
glyphosate. This was the only 
recorded reference to EFSA 
by this MEP.   

4.4 Independence and objectivity 

This attribute refers to EFSA’s obligation to act in an independent and objective manner, 

including through its policy to address and prevent conflicts of interest. It includes views around 

scientific studies used as evidence or conducted by EFSA, and on the scientists and experts 

involved. It is closely linked to transparency, in that the discussion in both areas relates to 

issues around how transparent EFSA has been about industry’s involvement with risk 

assessment.  

Overall discourse assessment Negative 

 

Topics driving EFSA’s reputation: glyphosate and pesticides, neonicotinoids, GMOs 

Summary of views:  

• Out of 150 statements analysed, 27 were linked to EFSA’s independence and objectivity. 

Of these, 17 were negative, 5 were neutral and 5 were positive.  

• Most negative statements occurred within the same October-November 2017 timeframe, 

usually in meetings where glyphosate was an agenda item. Several MEPs mentioned 

EFSA negatively more than once and, most notably, one of the MEPs made six negative 

references to EFSA across three meetings within the timeframe, all with relation to the 

glyphosate controversy. 

• Debates mainly took place at ENVI committee meetings. 

The positive views on EFSA in this area were largely defensive against these negative 

opinions, with several MEPs maintaining that EFSA was independent in spite of the glyphosate 

controversy. One MEP, for example, argued that EFSA was more independent from industry 

pressures than Parliament, drawing attention to the chemical industry lobby “all sitting there at 

the back”. Neutral statements highlighted the importance of ensuring that scientific studies and 

experts are independent and discussed challenges EFSA would face in achieving this.  

A few MEPs indicated the need to support EFSA to ensure their independence and objectivity. 

For example, it was noted that impartial experts were hard to find, therefore solutions were 

needed to support EFSA in identifying them, and that EFSA needed the “necessary tools” to 

administer truly independent studies.  
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Table 4.4 Views on the independence and objectivity of EFSA 

Direction of reputation Attribution  Context and trends 

Positive views associated to this 
attribute: 
■ References are supportive of 
EFSA’s independence, with at least 3 
MEPs speaking to defend EFSA based 
on negative views about their 
independence voiced by others  
■ EFSA are considered independent 
from industry in carrying out scientific 
studies, as are the scientists that are 
involved   

These views were expressed 
by 5 MEPs. 
 
Three of the MEPs 
expressing these views came 
from the Group of the Alliance 
of Liberals and Democrats, 
the remaining two were from 
the Group of the European 
People's Party (Christian 
Democrats). 
  

Two of the references are in 
defence of EFSA’s 
independence with relation to 
the glyphosate controversy. 
One reference made relates 
to neonicotinoids while the 
remaining two are more 
general.  
 
None of the MEPs have made 
any negative comments on 
EFSA in other meetings, but 
two MEPs have made further 
positive comments. MEPs 
from the Group of the Alliance 
of Liberals and Democrats do 
generally tend to hold positive 
views of EFSA overall. 

Neutral views associated to this 
attribute. 
■ MEPs highlight the need to ensure 
scientific studies administered by EFSA 
or used as evidence, as well as the 
scientists involved with EFSA, are 
independent and objective  

These views were expressed 
by 5 MEPs. 
 
Two of the MEPs are from the 
Group of the 
Greens/European Free 
Alliance. The remainder are 
from each the Group of 
European People’s Party 
(Christian Democrats), the 
Group of the Progressive 
Alliance of Socialists and 
Democrats in the European 
Parliament, and the Group of 
the Alliance of Liberals and 
Democrats for Europe.  

Three of the references refer 
the importance of 
independent scientific studies, 
two of these relate in the 
context of the glyphosate 
controversy. Two references 
are specifically regarding the 
necessary independence of 
scientists involved with EFSA.  
 

Negative views associated to this 
attribute 
■ There are concerns that scientific 
studies used by EFSA are not 
independent, particularly those relating 
which were used in the glyphosate risk 
assessment 
■ MEPs doubt the independence and 
objectivity of experts and scientists 
involved with EFSA (e.g. on scientific 
panels), suggesting that they have 
commercial interests 

These views were expressed 
by 13 MEPs. 
 
The highest proportion of 
MEPs expressing these views 
came from the Group of the 
Progressive Alliance of 
Socialists and Democrats in 
the European Parliament (5 
MEPs) while the remainder 
were from a mixture of 
groups.  
 

Negative views related mainly 
to the glyphosate debate. 
There is a close link between 
references to independence 
and objectivity and references 
to transparency, with negative 
views in both areas being 
heavily influenced by this 
topic. Three comments 
reference both  transparency 
and independence in 
conjunction. 
 
Several of the MEPs (7 out of 
13) had made at least one 
additional negative reference 
to EFSA in either the same or 
a separate meeting.  
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4.5 Transparency 

This attribute refers to EFSA’s obligation and commitment to be transparent about its 

processes, practices, and findings. It includes, for example, debates around EFSA’s 

publication of the evidence underpinning risk assessment. 

Overall discourse assessment Negative 

 

Topics driving EFSA’s reputation: glyphosate and pesticides 

Summary of views:  

• Out of 148 statements analysed, 15 were linked to EFSA’s transparency. Of these, 9 

were negative, 4 were neutral and 2 were positive.  

• Criticism included a lack of transparency around industry data and the methodologies 

used for risk assessment of glyphosate.  

• All negative statements were made within the same October-November 2017 timeframe 

and in meetings where glyphosate was an agenda item, and all but one of these occurred 

in the ENVI committee. Three of these MEPs had made references to EFSA in other 

contexts, but only one had made further negative comments (which again made 

reference to glyphosate).  

• Debates mainly took place at ENVI committee meetings.   

Criticism towards EFSA’s transparency appears to have been addressed somewhat 

successfully through the proposal to revise the General Food Law, with subsequent positive 

comments from MEPs in 2018 making reference to the increased transparency benefits. 

However, these positive views were only the beginning of the debate on the General Food Law 

revision which continued well into the end of 2018 and early 2019.  

Three neutral statements also showed concern about public perceptions of EFSA’s 

transparency. At least two of these related to the issue of using private industry data in risk 

assessments. This had been raised in media reports reviewed to develop the timeline of events 

(see section 2.3), although these reports were not explicitly mentioned in the MEPs’ 

statements.  

Table 4.5 Views on the level of transparency at EFSA 

Direction of reputation Attribution  Context and trends 

Positive views associated to this 
attribute: 
■ Both of the positive comments 
referred to EFSA’s efforts to improve 
transparency.  
■ One of the comments explicitly 
referred to EFSA’s project on 
Transparency and Engagement in Risk 
Assessment (TERA), the other 
supports the introduction of a public 
register of scientific studies under the 
General Food Law while also 
suggesting that EFSA’s risk 
assessment activities are already 
appropriate. 

These views were expressed 
by 2 MEPs. 
 
MEPs expressing these views 
came from the European 
Green Party and the Group of 
the European People’s Party 
(Christian Democrats) 
  

One of the MEPs was 
consistent in their positive 
view of EFSA across other 
comments made in debates. 
One comment was made in 
the wider context of the 
revisions to the General Food 
Law. The other comment did 
not specifically reference 
recent events and was part of 
several comments the MEP 
made regarding EFSA as part 
of granting discharge to EU 
agencies.  
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Direction of reputation Attribution  Context and trends 

Neutral views associated to this 
attribute: 
■ The glyphosate controversy has 
affected public trust in EFSA and risk 
assessment institutions; there may be 
trade-offs between efforts to improve 
transparency and other requirements 
linked to risk assessment, such as data 
confidentiality 

These views were expressed 
by 3 MEPs. 
 
Two of the MEPs expressing 
these views were from the 
Group of the European 
People’s Party (Christian 
Democrats), one was from 
the European Green Party. 

Neutral views all related to 
public perceptions of the 
transparency of EFSA and 
how this could be supported 
or improved. At least one of 
these comments related to 
the wider context of the 
revisions to the General Food 
Law. 

Negative views associated to this 
attribute 
■ EFSA has not been fully 
transparent in its risk assessment of 
glyphosate  
■ This lack of transparency has 
affected public trust in EFSA and other 
scientific organisations 

These views were expressed 
by 8 MEPs. 
 
There is no single party that 
stands out. Two MEPs from 
each the Group of the 
Progressive Alliance of 
Socialists and Democrats, the 
Group of the 
Greens/European Free 
Alliance and the Europe of 
Freedom and Direct 
Democracy Group made 
comments, while the 
remainder were MEPs from 
the Group of the European 
People’s Party (Christian 
Democrats) and the 
Confederal Group of the 
European United Left – 
Nordic Green Left.  
 

All of the negative views 
related to glyphosate and 
pesticides, specifically 
controversy around the 
transparency of the data used 
in EFSA’s risk assessment. 
There was a close link with 
views on EFSA’s 
independence and risk 
assessments more widely as 
a result. 
 
The majority of the references 
were made in meetings 
between October and 
November 2017 which 
reflected when debates on 
glyphosate were held and 
was consistent with the 
timeline in that several media 
reports referencing EFSA at 
that time referred to the 
glyphosate controversy. Most 
MEPs did not appear to hold 
other negative views on 
EFSA, and for most of those 
commenting it was the only 
time they referred to EFSA in 
debates.  
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4.6 Views on EFSA's role and remit 

The theme “views on EFSA’s role and remit” is intended to capture MEPs’ views on the 

activities and food issues falling within EFSA’s responsibilities and EFSA’s role as a risk 

assessor. It can include instances of possible misunderstandings of EFSA’s work with that of 

other actors in the EU food chain. 

Overall discourse assessment Positive 

 

Topics driving EFSA’s reputation: generic views on EFSA’s role: no specific topics  

Summary of views:  

• Compared to other themes (such as transparency and independence), debates around 

EFSA’s role appeared to be less polarised. Out of 150 statements analysed, 19 were 

linked to EFSA’s role as a scientific advisor to risk managers. Of these, 6 were positive 

and 13 neutral. Both positive and neutral statements came from different MEPs from 

large parties. Given the absence of negative comments, the overall direction of reputation 

was assessed as positive. 

• Similar views were expressed as part of different debates on a range of topics, 

suggesting that these views are not specific to a certain area of EFSA’s work.  

• These views were mainly voiced by members of the largest EP parties, and this suggests 

that they could be generalised. 

• All statements were expressed in the ENVI committees.  

During parliamentary debates, MEPs recognised the role of EFSA in providing scientific 

evidence underpinning policy making. Risk assessment agencies, such as EFSA and ECHA, 

were praised for playing an important role in assessing risks in the EU. Their role, according 

to MEPs, should not be undermined by the Parliament or by the Commission.  

There were different nuances in how MEPs saw the linkages between science and the public’s 

concerns. For example, one MEP stated that EFSA was addressing citizens’ concerns, while 

another presented EFSA's science as something that was somewhat divergent from "the 

feelings of the general public". 

Table 4.6 Views on EFSA’s role and remit 

Direction of reputation Attribution  Context and trends 

Positive views associated to this 
attribute: 
■ EFSA provides science 
underpinning policy making 
■ It is important to have a procedure 
whereby EFSA provides scientific 
advice to policy makers 
■ The work done by EFSA and other 
risk assessors is important and should 
not be undermined by MEPs 
■ EFSA has been effective in 
coordinating the EU Agencies Network. 

These views were expressed 
by 5 MEPs. 
 
MEPs expressing these views 
were spread across 3 parties: 
Group of the European 
People's Party (EPP), Group 
of the Alliance of Liberals and 
Democrats for Europe (ALDE) 
and Group of the 
Greens/European Free 
Alliance (Greens-EFA). 

Positive views related to 
EFSA’s work across various 
areas: risk assessment of 
pesticides and glyphosate, 
neonicotinoids, GMOs and, 
more broadly, EFSA’s role in 
coordinating the EU Agencies 
Network.  

Neutral views associated to this 
attribute: 
■ There is a distinction between 
EFSA's role as risk assessor and the 

These views were expressed 
by 10 MEPs. 
 

Neutral views related mainly 
to glyphosate, neonicotinoids 
and, more generally, to 
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Direction of reputation Attribution  Context and trends 

role of the EP and the Commission as 
policy makers 
■ EFSA centralises certain risk 
assessment functions 
■ EFSA provides scientific 
responses to citizens' concerns 
■ EFSA provides the evidence base 
for pesticides' authorisation; EFSA's 
science is somewhat opposed to "the 
feelings of the general public" 
■ There may be room for improving 
the work of EFSA and other EU 
agencies, but their role should not be 
undermined 

MEPs expressing these views 
mainly came from the EPP 
party.  
 

EFSA’s risk assessment 
work.   

Negative views associated to this 
attribute: none 

- - 

4.7 General Opinions of EFSA  

This attribute refers to general opinions of EFSA expressed by MEPs, covering a broad 

spectrum of topics.  

Overall discourse assessment Positive 

 

Topics driving EFSA’s reputation: no specific topics 

Summary of views:  

• Out of 150 statements analysed, 11 were general opinions of EFSA. Of these, 6 were 

positive, 4 were neutral and 1 was negative.  

• Rather than focussing on a specific topic, discourses referred to EFSA’s work on food 

safety and risk assessment, gender balance within EFSA’s staff and EFSA’s role in 

leading the EU Agencies Network. 

• MEPs felt that EFSA was generally doing good work, and there was support for ensuring 

it had the resources and funding necessary to continue with it.  

• Comments came from across the three committees (ENVI, AGRI and CONT).   

Throughout the positive and neutral statements, several MEPs commented on EFSA’s funding, 

mentioning that EFSA needs more resources to undertake its tasks. They also stated that it 

was important to grant EFSA the necessary funds, so that it could continue with its work 

effectively.  

Other neutral comments included general references to the budgetary discharge report on 

EFSA. One negative comment referenced the glyphosate controversy and questioned the 

validity of the science used by EFSA in their risk assessment.  

In many cases, the MEPs making general references to EFSA also made comments that 

applied to other attributes. These tended to be balanced views overall. While one MEP was 

critical in the context of glyphosate, he praised other aspects of EFSA’s work in separate 

statements. 
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Table 4.7 General opinions of EFSA 

Direction of reputation Attribution  Context and trends 

Positive views associated to this 
attribute  
■ EFSA were praised for the work 
that they do, which is considered to be 
of a high quality 
■ Some MEPs expressed support for 
providing EFSA with the resources and 
funding needed to continue with their 
work, particularly in light of the 
revisions to the General Food Law 
■ The gender balance of staff at 
EFSA was also praised by one MEP 

These views were expressed 
by 6 MEPs. 
 
MEPs expressing these views 
came from various groups. 
Two belonged to the Group of 
the Progressive Alliance of 
Socialists and Democrats in 
the European Parliament and 
another two belonged to the 
Group of the 
Greens/European Free 
Alliance.  
 

Positive views related mainly 
to areas of EFSA’s work 
around food safety and risk 
assessment at a general 
level, and the resources 
required to do their work. Two 
of the references related to 
the General Food Law, 
specifically the high level of 
food safety in the EU and the 
need for EFSA to have the 
resources required to 
effectively maintain this.  

Neutral views associated to this 
attribute. 
■ There was no specific theme 
arising in the neutral comments. MEPs 
made general references to areas of 
controversy, EFSA’s budgetary 
discharge, funding and meeting 
attendance.  

These views were expressed 
by 3 MEPs, each from a 
different political group.  

Neutral views were varied – 
one MEP indicated that there 
was some controversy around 
EFSA but did not elaborate. 
There was also reference to 
the rapporteur’s discharge 
report on EFSA. This 
highlighted how well EFSA 
was doing and areas for 
improvement. One comment 
referred to EFSA’s funding 
and another referred to 
EFSA’s attendance at the 
meeting.  
 
It is notable that, as one of the 
MEPs was speaking on behalf 
of a colleague, he appeared 
fairly neutral but in other 
meetings he was more 
opinionated.  

Negative views associated to this 
attribute 
■ The science behind EFSA’s 
glyphosate assessment was criticised, 
specifically the validity of the Monsanto 
papers and inferring that EFSA’s use of 
these papers had discredited their work  

These views were expressed 
by 1 MEP from the Group of 
the Greens/European Free 
Alliance.  

The MEP referred to the 
glyphosate controversy in 
their comment. The MEP also 
referred negatively to EFSA 
on this topic in another 
meeting, and publicly 
criticised EFSA’s glyphosate 
risk assessment. There was 
some reference to 
independence and objectivity 
in the MEP’s statement, which 
was directed towards a 
scientist involved with the 
Monsanto papers.   
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4.8 General views on EU agencies and food safety 
institutions  

This attribute refers to the general views MEPs have of food safety institutions and EU 

agencies. These comments did not explicitly mention EFSA, but it was inferred from the context 

that views applied to EFSA, as well as other institutions. As such, an assumption made by the 

study is that these views are relevant to EFSA’s reputation.  

Overall discourse assessment Positive 

 

Topics driving EFSA’s reputation: no specific topics 

Summary of views:  

• Out of 150 statements analysed, 13 referred to EU agencies and food safety institutions. 

There were an equal number (5) of positive and negative views expressed by a similar 

number of MEPs, and 3 neutral views.  

• Many comments included a call for the EU to ensure that its agencies are sufficiently 

resourced to implement their activities. A negative comment, for example, cited decrease 

in trust and confidence in EU institutions, and then supported initiatives to restore their 

credibility through the provision, amongst other interventions, of more funding. This 

suggests a degree of support towards agencies, even in instances of negative 

statements. This has reduced the weight given to negative comments.  

• Positive comments, on the other hand, suggested a strong degree of support for EU 

agencies, which were praised for their “fantastic”, “useful”, “excellent and tremendous” 

work. As a result, although there were an equal number of positive and negative views 

expressed by a similar number of MEPs, positive comments outweighed  negative 

comments in the overall assessment of reputation. 

• Most references (8 out of 13) were made within the CONT meetings on budgetary 

discharge for EU agencies. 

MEPs were positive about the performance of EU agencies overall, but there were specific 

areas where MEPs perceived issues which are identified in their negative comments. These 

include concerns about staffing and transparency, and criticism of procurement processes.  

Most of the MEPs exhibited balanced views of EFSA through both positive and negative 

comments around other attributes. One MEP was notably vocal in expressing his negative 

views however, with most of his comments relating to the glyphosate controversy.  

The positive comments tended to refer to EU agencies at a general level, indicating that overall 

these MEPs were pleased with their performance, while the negative comments tended to refer 

to very specific aspects of the work by EU agencies or food safety institutions. For example, 

one MEP praised the EU agencies for the valuable work they do as whole. Another MEP, on 

the other hand, criticised the use of external consultants by EU agencies with regard to the 

plan to reduce EU staff by 5%. 

Two comments recognised the revisions to the General Food Law, and MEPs were hopeful 

that this would help to address the related challenges for agencies and institutions. This mirrors 

some of MEPs’ general opinions of EFSA (see section 4.7). 
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Table 4.8 General views of on EU agencies and food safety institutions 

Direction of reputation Attribution  Context and trends 

Positive views associated to this 
attribute:  
■ MEPs felt the EU agencies were 
performing well in general, doing 
important and valuable work to a high 
quality 

These views were expressed 
by 4 MEPs. 
 
Each MEP came from a 
different political group.   
  

Positive views related mainly 
to the performance of EU 
agencies and the EU 
Agencies Network.   
 
Three of the views expressed 
related to the budgetary 
discharge of the agencies 
while two related to a 
workshop on the oversight 
and resources of EU 
agencies.  

Neutral views associated to this attribute: 
■ Systems and practices across EU 
agencies are scrutinised. Areas where 
they were doing well as well as areas for 
improvement are highlight 
■ One MEP commented that the 
glyphosate controversy had highlighted 
issues in current practices and hoped 
that Commission proposals (e.g. General 
Food Law revisions) could address this  

These views were expressed 
by 3 MEPs. 
 
Each MEP came from a 
difference political group.  
 

Neutral views related mainly 
to observations on systems 
and practices across the EU 
agencies, including 
suggestions for 
improvements and the 
legislation governing them. 
One comment referenced 
glyphosate and the General 
Food Law revisions that aim 
to address the issue of 
transparency.  

Negative views associated to this 
attribute: 
■ Two MEPs observed staffing issues 
in EU agencies – they were struggling to 
retain staff/ reducing staff overall and 
outsourced consultants replacing them 
were not necessarily cheaper or truly 
independent.  
■ Other issues included EU agency 
procurement processes considered 
‘error prone’, transparency concerns, 
and lack of trust in food safety 
institutions.   

These views were expressed 
by 5 MEPs. 
 
Two MEPs came from the 
Group of the Progressive 
Alliance of Socialists and 
Democrats in the European 
Parliament. The remaining 
MEPs were each from a 
different political group.  
 

Negative views related 
mainly to issues observed in 
the EU agencies around 
procurement, staff retention, 
outsourcing expertise, 
transparency and 
perceptions of food safety 
institutions. The issue with 
outsourcing makes reference 
to the EU goal to reduce staff 
by 5%.  
 
Three of the views expressed 
related to the budgetary 
discharge of the EU 
agencies.  
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5 Conclusions 
This section provides an overall assessment of the direction of EFSA’s reputation within the 

EP, and considerations for any future assessments.  

5.1 Cross-cutting conclusions and recommendations 

 

The discourse analysis revealed scope for improving EFSA’s reputation within the EP in 

three specific areas: EFSA’s approach to science, EFSA’s independence and 

objectivity, and its transparency in risk assessment. MEPs’ views on these issues were 

mainly framed by the glyphosate controversy, and included concerns around insufficient 

transparency over the methodologies and data used for risk assessment, as well as concerns 

over lack of independence of EFSA from industry. Debates that welcomed ongoing initiatives 

to address these issues, especially in the context of proposed revisions to the General Food 

Law, suggest that steps to be taken to implement the future legislation may address the areas 

where reputation was considered negative.  

 

This study involved an analysis of MEP discourses to assess the reputation of EFSA at the 

European Parliament. The analysis covered a total of 150 statements about EFSA from 20 

meetings of three EP committees: ENVI, AGRI, and CONT. The evidence from these meetings 

allowed for an assessment of reputation for seven aspects of EFSA’s work:  

1. Approach to science; 

2. EFSA and other risk assessment authorities; 

3. Independence and objectivity; 

4. Transparency; 

5. General Opinions of EFSA; 

6. Views on EFSA's role and remit; and  

7. General views on EU agencies and food safety institutions. 

Debates covered a range of topics, the main ones being: i) glyphosate and pesticides; ii) bees 

and neonicotinoids; iii) the General Food Law; iv) GMOs; and v) TDRs.  

There were great variations in the assessment of EFSA’s performance across these attributes:  

▪ The corpus of statements for EFSA’s independence and objectivity and EFSA’s 

transparency were mainly negative and highly coherent for both. They were respectively 

the second and fourth most mentioned attributes. This indicates scope for action to improve 

reputation associated to these attributes.  

 

▪ EFSA’s approach to science was the most referenced attribute in MEPs’ debates. While 

the assessment for this attribute was neutral, the overall coherence of Parliament’s views 

was low (as views on this attribute were rather polarised). Negative views associated to 

EFSA’s approach to science were often linked with criticism of how lack of 

transparency/independence may have affected the rigour of EFSA’s scientific assessment. 

There were also concerns on the lack of scientific consensus around EFSA’s assessment 

of certain risks.  

 

▪ Of the other attributes, which were assessed positively overall, the coherence of views 

expressed was medium to high. MEPs were broadly supportive of EFSA and its role in risk 

assessment, but critical of the way EFSA dealt with some risks. 
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Many debates did not focus on a specific topic, but discussed EFSA’s role and its work more 

broadly. When specific topics were discussed, views varied greatly: the glyphosate controversy 

was responsible for many of the negative views expressed by MEPs, while views around other 

topics were more balanced (for example, GMOs) or positive (bees and neonicotinoids).  

Overall, negative views were distributed across different parties, including EPP and S&D, while 

a large share of positive views came from ALDE. 

Across debates, many negative statements were constructive rather than only critical. In some 

meetings, MEPs welcomed the positive steps taken by EFSA and the European Commission 

to overcome some of the issues debated with respect to EFSA’s transparency and 

independence. 

 

The study identified the following recommendations: 

• Emphasise ongoing efforts to address perceived issues around the use of industry data to 

perform risk assessment, the methodologies used, experts involved, and achievement of 

scientific consensus in relevant interactions with the European Parliament. 

• Provide information on risk assessment topics which drive polarised views, such as 

pesticides and GMOs, in targeted communication efforts for the European Parliament. 

• Enhance engagement with members of different political groups, considering their specific 

concerns. 

The proposed revisions to the General Food Law are expected to address many of the issues 

highlighted by MEPs, and this should facilitate EFSA’s efforts to strengthen its reputation. An 

improvement in the perception of EFSA’s independence and transparency is also likely to 

result in improved MEP’s views on EFSA’s approach to science, as criticism on this attribute 

was often linked to debates on the former two.  
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5.2 Limitations and considerations for future assessments 

This study has relied on a review of parliamentary discourses to assess the direction of EFSA’s 

reputation within the EP. While discourse analysis has been used extensively in the political 

science literature, this study has piloted using this method with parliamentary discourses as a 

material to systematically assess agency reputation. 

This study demonstrated that discourse analysis is an appropriate tool to assess EFSA’s 

reputation within the Parliament. The use of discourse analysis enabled the collection of robust 

data on MEPs views of EFSA, while overcoming the challenges associated with gathering 

primary data on MEPs’ views, as identified in the baseline study.  

The study adopted a structured approach, based on systematic criteria for the data selection 

and extraction, analysis and synthesis. This approach also allowed for the generalisation of 

views across the EP as a whole.  

This study has some limitations: while building on the framework developed for the baseline 

study, the study was limited by the data available through parliamentary debates and therefore 

lacked sufficient data on some of the attributes of EFSA’s reputation as identified in the 

baseline study. Furthermore, the study is qualitative in nature: it concludes on the overall 

direction of MEPs’ views, but it cannot provide a quantitative measure of reputation.  
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ANNEXES 
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Annex 1 List of meetings and segments of debate 
The table below lists the meetings scanned, transcribed and analysed for this study.  

Table A1.1 Meetings selected for transcription and analysis 

Name Committee Meeting date Keywords found Relevant sections 

15. Meeting of BUDG, CONT of 
Thursday, 4 May 2017 

CONT 04/05/2017 EFSA 3. Workshop on "Oversight and resources of partially and fully self-
financed agencies". The following spoke: […] Alberto Spagnolli (European 
Food Safety Authority) 

16. Meeting of ENVI from 
Wednesday, 21 June 2017 to 
Thursday, 22 June 2017 

ENVI 21/06/2017 neonicotinoids 7. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: active substance thiamethoxam 
8. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: active substance imidacloprid 
9. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: active substance clothianidin 

17. Meeting of ENVI from 
Wednesday, 21 June 2017 to 
Thursday, 22 June 2018 

ENVI 22/06/2017 neonicotinoids; 
added sugar 

18. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: active substance thiamethoxam 
19. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: active substance imidacloprid 
20. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: active substance clothianidin 
24. Exchange of views with the Commission on the health effects of 
isoglucose 

18. Meeting of ENVI from 
Monday, 10 July 2017 to 
Tuesday, 11 July 2017 

ENVI 10/07/2017 GM; soybean 7. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: on GMO soybean DAS-68416-4 

19. Meeting of ENVI from 
Wednesday, 30 August 2017 to 
Thursday, 31 August 2017 

ENVI 31/08/2017 carcinogen (may 
relate to use of 
glyphosate by 
agricultural 
workers) 

10. Protection of workers from the risks related to exposure to 
carcinogens or mutagens at work 

20. Extraordinary meeting of 
ENVI of Monday, 11 September 
2017 

ENVI 11/09/2017 fipronil; poultry 3. Exchange of views with Mr Vytenis Andriukaitis, Commissioner for 
Health & Food Safety, on illegal use of Fipronil in poultry farms 

21. Meeting of ENVI of 
Thursday, 28 September 2017 

ENVI 28/09/2017 endocrine 
disruptors (possibly 
relating to 
glyphosate); 

1. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: GM soybean FG72 x A5547-127 
2. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: GM soybean DAS-44406-6 
4. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: endocrine disrupting properties 
5. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: GM soybean FG72 x A5547-127 
6. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: GM soybean DAS-44406-6 
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Name Committee Meeting date Keywords found Relevant sections 

apiculture; GM; 
soybean 

8. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: endocrine disrupting properties 
17. Prospects and challenges for the EU apiculture sector 

22. Extraordinary meeting of 13 
November 2017 

AGRI 13/11/2017 Pesticides; AMR Whole meeting 

23. Meeting of ENVI from 
Monday, 20 November 2017 to 
Tuesday, 21 November 2017 

ENVI 20/11/2017 glyphosate 1. Public Hearing on the European Citizens' Initiative “Ban glyphosate and 
Protect People and the Environment from Toxic Pesticides” 

24. Meeting of ENVI from 
Monday, 27 November 2017 to 
Tuesday, 28 November 2017 

ENVI 27/11/2017 glyphosate 12. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: Renewing the approval of the active 
substance glyphosate (revised Commission draft act) 

25. Meeting of ENVI from 
Monday, 27 November 2017 to 
Tuesday, 28 November 2018 

ENVI 28/11/2017 glyphosate; EFSA 19. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: Renewing the approval of the active 
substance glyphosate (revised Commission draft act) 
29. 2016 discharge: European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) 

26. Meeting of CONT from 
Monday, 22 January 2018 to 
Tuesday, 23 January 2018 

CONT 22/01/2018 EFSA 4. 2016 Discharge to the Agencies  
Exchange of views with the representatives of the following Agencies: 
- European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)  

27. Meeting of CONT from 
Monday, 19 February 2018 to 
Tuesday, 20 February 2018 

CONT 19/02/2018 EFSA 17. 2016 discharge: European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) 

28. Meeting of ENVI of 
Thursday, 12 April 2018 

ENVI 12/04/2018 neonicotinoid 6. Exchange of views with the Commission on possible further restrictions 
on the 
use of neonicotinoids 

29. Meeting of ENVI from 
Wednesday, 25 April 2018 to 
Thursday, 26 April 2018 

ENVI 25/04/2018 insecticides; 
pesticides (N.B. as 
listed by chemical 
name) 

7. Objection pursuant to Rule 106 : Authorisation of maximum residue 
levels for cyantraniliprole, cymoxanil, deltamethrin, difenoconazole, 
fenamidone, flubendiamide, fluopicolide, folpet, fosetyl, mandestrobin, 
mepiquat, metazachlor, propamocarb, propargite, pyrimethanil, sulfoxaflor 
and trifloxystrobin in or on certain products 

30. Meeting of ENVI of 
Thursday, 7 June 2018 

ENVI 07/06/2018 plants (N.B. plant 
protection may 
relate to plant 
pathogens) 

6. Presentation of the EPRS Study to the implementation report of the 
Plant Protection Products Regulation EC/1107/2009 
7. Implementation of the Plant Protection Products Regulation 
EC/1107/2009 

31. Meeting of AGRI of 21 June 
2018 

AGRI 21/06/2018 Risk assessment 12. Transparency and sustainability of the EU risk assessment in the food 
chain 
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Name Committee Meeting date Keywords found Relevant sections 

32. Meeting of AGRI  of 9 July 
2018 

AGRI 09/07/2018 EFSA 5. Exchange of views with Bernhard Url, Executive Director of the 
European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) 

33. Meeting of ENVI from 
Wednesday, 11 October 2017 to 
Thursday, 12 October 2017 

ENVI 11/10/2017 glyphosate; risk 
assessment; 
endocrine 
disruptors 

Panel 1: The science behind the assessment of glyphosate 
Panel 2: Transparency and use of scientific studies in the risk assessment 
of glyphosate - lessons learned from the US 
Panel 3: Transparency and use of scientific studies in the risk assessment 
of glyphosate - lessons learned for the European Union 
6. Exchange of views with the Commission and EFSA on GMO 
Environmental Risk Assessment (ERA) criteria 
7. Exchange of views with the Commission on the draft Delegated Act on 
scientific criteria for endocrine disruptors 

34. Meeting of ENVI of 
Thursday, 19 October 2017 

ENVI 19/10/2017 glyphosate; 
carcinogen; 
apiculture 

4. Objection pursuant to rule 106: active substance glyphosate 
5. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: genetically modified soybean 
8. Objection pursuant to rule 106: active substance glyphosate 
9. Objection pursuant to Rule 106: genetically modified soybean 
12. Protection of workers from the risks related to exposure to 
carcinogens or mutagens at work 
13. Prospects and challenges for the EU apiculture sector 
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Annex 2 Analysis of MEP statements 
The tables below list MEP statements and illustrates how these have been analysed (e.g., by relevant attribute of EFSA’s repu tation, tone, and 

topic). Statements have been anonymised. They have also been ordered by meeting and topic discussed to aid interpretation. 

Disclaimer: quotes presented this annex include English interpretation from other EU languages and cannot be considered a faithful verbatim 

report. Only the original text of the speech or its revised translation is authentic. 

Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

The MEP supports 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

conclusions; there is a 

distinction between 

following (EFSA’s) 

science as opposed to 

ideologies. 

Because if you now look at the EFSA conclusions in January 2013 talking 

about high acute risks then the Commission taking a decision in May 2013 

but promising to come with an evaluation of the third evidence in two years. 

So the Commission was obliged to do something. Then EFSA went on to do 

other research because one of the things was that in the ban in 2013 it was 

not for winter crops it was only for summer crops. It showed and EFSA 

concluded that and now we are in October 2016 that there are also risks for 

winter crops because there is a spill over into the summer. So that was also 

concluded. So on the basis of that the commission is taking a precautionary 

principle, some people mentioned that. But then still support the objection. I 

don't really get that to be very honest because if you follow the precautionary 

principle and the reports of scientists and therefore also the conclusions of 

the Commission this makes sense what the Commission is doing and the 

objection - totally not. And indeed I have the feeling it's more ideology here 

the objection than really following science. 

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP refers to a 

scientific output 

completed by EFSA, 

without judging its 

content. 

I think it's very important that we have a procedure that EFSA makes an 

advice and that the European Commission together with EFSA makes a 

decision if it's safe to use or not. So I really tend to follow their line but still I 

have some questions on the procedure and some still have some questions 

that are mentioned also in the report of [MEP]. One of them is the whole 

discussion on the bee guidance document. Maybe the European Commission 

can say something that indeed the Commission, EFSA and certain member 

states did acknowledge the need for revision of certain elements of the 

document - in how far does that affect the outcome of this decision in banning 

the neonicotinoids. 

Neutral Bees; 

neonicotinoids 
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Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

The statement refers to 

“criticism” towards 

EFSA’s risk assessment; 

the tone has been 

interpreted as neutral as 

the discourse mainly 

relates to the 

Commission.  

EFSA has identified high risks posed by these three substances but even 

pushing the criticisms of the bee guidance document to one side, EFSA is 

only the risk assessor and it is for the commission as risk manager to justify 

action. It has been neither demonstrated nor justified by the Commission that 

these risks are unacceptable and therefore that the substances no longer 

meet the approval criteria. 

Neutral Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP supports 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

conclusions and believes 

that these are coherent 

with the precautionary 

principle. 

All the received data show that dangerous effects on bees cannot be 

excluded. It's a clear case of actually following the principles of precaution 

and substitution that we always underline in the EU. And we also know that 

the citizens demand this from us. 

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP supports 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

conclusions and opposes 

to criticism put forward by 

other MEPs. 

There is a strong scientific consensus that bees are exposed to 

neonicotinoids, pesticides in fields and that they suffer serious harm from 

those they receive. So I don't agree with the rapporteur. There are three 

neonicotinoids that are currently partially banned in Europe after EFSA in 

2013 concluded that these three substances pose high acute risk for bees 

and this has led to them that come in a partial ban to temper early forbid the 

use of these substances. 

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP supports 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

conclusions. 

And it is a fact that bee colonies are decreasing in number. It is a fact also to 

keep in mind what the European Food Safety Authority is speaking about 

when they are speaking about a high risk for bees, or a high risk [of] death 

cannot be excluded. And yes it is a fact that these substances might not be 

the only reason for this decline in bee colonies, but they are definitely one of 

the reason for the decline in bee colonies. And I believe that the commission 

implementing regulation to ban these three substances is a first step in 

preserving the honeybee population in Europe. 

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

The MEP refers to a 

scientific output 

completed by EFSA, 

without judging its 

content. 

EFSA will in November presumably have its new assessment of 

neonicotinoids now it's ready and will serve as the basis for decisions made 

in the Commission and the Union. 

Neutral Bees; 

neonicotinoids 
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Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP does not 

support EFSA’s risk 

assessment conclusions. 

We have the bee guidance document, which is still being checked on. That's 

the ECJ looking into that. We don't have that. My colleagues mentioned that 

the member states haven't yet recognized it. And so from my point of view 

and as far as I am aware there are no alternatives for this. 

Negative Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170622 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP refers to a 

scientific output 

completed by EFSA, 

without judging its 

content. 

At one point you referred to the European Food Safety Authority. There was 

a statement made by the European Food Safety Authority where the 

European Food Safety Authority said that studies which compared the 

consumption of beverages sweetened with fructose, glucose or sucrose have 

shown that high fructose intake induce lipids in blood - for example they lead 

to fat, which can [cause] a cardiovascular disorder. 

Neutral Sugar in food 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170710 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

The MEP believes that 

EFSA's risk assessment 

conclusions relied on 

incomplete data, and did 

not adequately reflect the 

potential risks associated 

with the GMO. 

[On ] 26 of January this year EFSA gave a positive opinion on [the 

introduction of this GMO in the EU market]. Despite our resolution, which we 

will be voting tomorrow, it was clear that member states have been very 

critical [during] the consultation exercise and there were talks of inadequate 

information on the [negative] impacts [of the GMO] on animal and human 

health, which cannot be excluded. AgroSciences had given data which is 

completely inadequate. Member states had drawn attention to the lack of 

studies and actually there's a lack of studies to come to a complete and final 

risk assessment. 

Negative GMOs 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170710 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

The MEP supports 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

of GMOs and judges the 

process as “one of the 

strictest in the world”. 

The EU risk assessment process for GM crops and foods is one of the 

strictest in the world. It provides member states and the public with ample 

opportunity for input and it is robust enough to ensure that any approved GM 

products will be as safe as their conventional counterparts. As I have said 

before, GM regulation must be underpinned by science and products passing 

the EU's independent safety assessments should have fair market access. 

This has received a positive safety assessment from EFSA. 

Positive GMOs 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170710 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP refers to 

“justified concerns” 

around EFSA’s risk 

assessment. 

In some member states there are justified concerns being expressed as to 

whether we have to follow EFSA's recommendations to the full, because they 

believe that certain questions remain open ended to some extent and we are 

particularly looking at the DAS 68416-4 that we're considering approval of at 

the moment, we're talking about additional herbicides that would be used in 

relation to that crop. 

Negative GMOs 
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Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170710 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The debate is about draft 

motion for a resolution 

about GM soybeans and 

the MEP refers to EFSA’s 

work to back up her 

argument on scientific 

facts.    

EFSA has to carry out scientific assessment: if it concludes that GMO 

products are safe, then we have to trust their scientific advice. My co-

rapporteur says that we can't keep trying to bring these objections in through 

the back door and try to undermine EFSA by constantly objecting this way. 

Positive GMOs 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170831 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

It is unclear whether the 

“grounds for concerns” 

refer to EFSA’s 

assessment. 

Now the commission used an EFSA analysis for its work, but the agency 

acknowledges that what they say is based on extrapolation. So I think though 

there are grounds for concern and that's why I am happy to support [MEP]'s 

proposal. 

Neutral TDR 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170831 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP supports 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

conclusions and 

emphasises the scientific 

consensus around them. 

There are all sorts of position papers from a number of sectors on this matter. 

Legally speaking, the Commission has done its job properly. They had to up 

to July 2015 for the rules on information composition. There have been 

delays but it's precisely because there's been this discussion with the 

industry, they were very reluctant to accept the European agency's opinion. 

Two and a half years have elapsed and the sector is sticking to his guns. In 

the prologue we planned a five year time period for them to get used to the 

idea. It's a pretty decent transitional period. This would take us to 2022 and 

the sector saying that's not enough. I think they're dragging their feet really. 

We've got an EFSA opinion which is backed up by the commission's experts 

and is backed by the experts of 27 member states 

Positive TDR 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170831 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

EFSA’s approach is 

judged as very rigorous. 

And as anybody here who's dealt with EFSA will know they take their job very 

seriously they look into things very rigorously but they also take the 

parameters of what they're asked to do very seriously so they only do what 

they're specifically asked to do. 

Positive TDR 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170831 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

The debate is about 

nutrition. The tone is 

neutral because it's both 

praise and a criticism of 

EFSA. 

I have every respect for the Commission and indeed EFSA on this. I happen 

to think that on this issue they have made a mistake on the palatability. I am 

convinced of that, and I know […] you're not all gonna go out and taste these 

products […]. 

Neutral TDR 



Reputation barometer follow-up study - Final report 

 

   41 
 

Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170928 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

The MEP makes 

reference to inadequate 

risk assessment by 

EFSA. 

Now EFSA provided a favourable report. Despite that fact, Member States 

have been very critical about this. Particularly as regards insufficient 

information on the phenotypic evaluation and toxicology as well as insufficient 

risk assessment. There's also no 90 days subchronic toxicity test and no 

adequate risk assessment. Member States have got some concerns 

particularly about the risk assessment carried out by EFSA. There was no 

opinion from both the Standing Committee and the appeal committee which 

means that there was no qualified majority in favour of the authorization. For 

both types of soybean, independent studies have stated that the EFSA 

evaluation is not adequate in its current form, as it doesn't clarify certain 

uncertainties, particularly in relation to human health and reproductive health. 

These are tolerant to three herbicides: glyphosate, isoxaflutole and 

glufosinate. The concern is that in the harvest and in the food and feed these 

chemicals will still be present. There's also not enough information about the 

carcinogenicity of the products and this isn't covered in adequate detail in 

EFSA. 

Negative GMOs; 

glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170928 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
EFSA gave green light to the two genetically modified soybeans in scientific 

opinions adopted in February and March 2017. This is not about these two 

GM soybeans. The EFSA GMO panel has concluded that the soybeans are 

safe - as safe as its conventional counterparts with respect to health and 

environment. Since the end of 2015 the objectors have submitted nearly 20 

objections to the draft implementing decisions regarding GMO products. In its 

decisions, the Commission has not overstepped its mandate in the basic 

regulation and we and the parliament have agreed on a regulation which the 

Commission sticks to. The regulation says that EFSA should conduct a 

scientific assessment. We have this assessment now and if EFSA comes to 

the conclusion that a GMO product is safe, we should trust this scientific 

advice. 

Positive GMOs 

1. Approach to 

science 

20170928 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
Well I for once say, bring it on because I think many of you will find that when 

you're actually responsible for your opinions, when your vote is when you're 

actually voting to stop something you might not be quite as easy to cast the 

vote against the scientific opinion as it is when you know that that vote will 

have no weight. The EU risk assessment process for GM crops and foods is 

one of the most stringent in the world. It provides Member States and the 

public with plenty of opportunities for input. It's robust enough to ensure that 

any approved GM product will prove to be as safe as conventionally grown 

products. 

Positive GMOs 
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Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The statement is pointing 

out and following up on 

criticisms of EFSA for 

excluding certain studies 

from its evaluation of 

glyphosate. 

Okay we've been here for three hours and 10 minutes now and I still have the 

impression that this is a group of people not listening to each other. I'm not 

any wiser after three hours and 10 minutes and I think what is clear, as [MEP] 

said, is that we're being asked to make a decision here. For four decades 

now, science has been inconclusive on this and we have to make a decision. 

The Council's committee of experts is going to have to make a vote on the 

renewal of this authorisation for a maximum of 10 years for glyphosate and 

with all of this murky water everywhere it's very difficult, you know. So what 

are we going to do. There are a number of different avenues that have been 

pointed to. [Speaker] right at the beginning of the hearing said that one of the 

big problems was the diverging - or rather these studies that have been 

excluded from the evaluations. [Speaker] also talked about the [author] 2001 

study as well and that has been recognised as useful work and valid work. 

Because of a whole series of mice that have been used and studied. But at 

EFSA you excluded this study in your evaluation. So you're all talking about 

this but it's the same thing at the end of the day. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
Both in your presentation and indeed on the reading I've done on your 

website, I note that you question the integrity of EFSA. You question the 

findings of other organizations: the UN's joint meeting on pesticide residues, 

the UN Food and Agriculture Organization, the US Environmental Protection 

Agency all of whom are questioned and they have all concluded that 

glyphosate is likely not carcinogenic. Instead you rely heavily on IARC study. 

However you never once mentioned that this study is itself contested on the 

basis of information being withheld from and by scientists who were key 

figures in the decision making process. With regard to allegations that EFSA 

has allowed industry to edit its evaluation - I would point out yet again that 

under regulation 844/2012 Article 13 they are required to check any 

conclusions for redactions two weeks before publication. They're not doing 

anything sinister, they're following the rules. 

Positive Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
So the question is this: for the losses the farmers who contact me are saying 

this is about how they use these products to be climate friendly in their 

farming systems. Is this something that is taken into account in terms of 

assessing whether it should stay or it should go and between the two sides in 

this debate, which we've just heard from, how do I as a policymaker reconcile 

the differences and make the right choice because that's what I want to do for 

farmers for consumers and for us as a parliament. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

These statements do not 

include judgements of 

EFSA’s work, although 

they point to the MEP’s 

interest/concern towards 

the use of use of public 

and expert consultations 

as part of the risk 

assessment process 

But having said that I want to ask you the following: have you worked with 

doses that are actually used in practice and have you taken into account the 

production process for products that are used and if you've only used the 

active substance or if you've used the commercial substance with all of the 

additional substances that are included therein. So to [EFSA representative] I 

have a question as well. What opportunities did you have to organise public 

consultation and what consultation has there been with experts. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
Thank you my question to EFSA and it concerns the classification system. 

Can I suggest that the classification system is both a strength but also a 

weakness of this system. It's always tempting to categorize things as 

absolutes whereas the likelihood is that in chemistry and nothing is 100 

percent, nothing is black or white. There is a long list of everyday products 

which we're in touch within our lifestyles which are rated as being 

carcinogenic. For example hair lacquer, dry cleaning products, burnt toast 

coal... are all issues which would be carcinogenic. My question is therefore 

about the relative risk and hazard and what concerns me is that on one hand 

I see glyphosate categorized as limited evidence but I noted in that same 

category was also DDT and Dieldrin. Now in practical terms that appeals to 

me as not correct. Therefore it is a question of the likelihood of exposure. 

How does the system allow us to make balanced assessments based on 

hazard and risk. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171019 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

 
I think what is also very crucial is that we know that glyphosate is really killing 

environmental life because that's also the idea of it. It's not for nothing that 

glyphosate is being - is having a patent as an antibiotic. And that is very 

important, that is known, that is also in the EFSA work, it is in the ECHA 

work. Also ECHA is concluding that glyphosate is toxic for aquatic life for a 

very long period. So I know that's quite often the bait is only around. Is it 

carcinogenic. Yes or no. What we can say is that there are a lot of doubts 

around this issue and that already could pool in the precautionary principle. 

But if you then look at the effects on the environment, on mammals, on 

animals, on aquatic life - there, even EFSA and ECHA are clear and that is 

what we should be discussing here. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171019 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
It's a week after the joint hearing we had with the Commission. For more than 

three hours we heard the arguments of the agencies. We didn't learn 

anything. They all argued and contradicted each other. EFSA and the others 

and the translator: we got nowhere. We're waiting for them to take a decision. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171019 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
And in this case, it gets entirely unfair and unreasonable to say that ECHA 

and EFSA have not looked at the evidence. As far as I'm concerned, they 

have, and they have given us good reasons why they recommend a renewal 

of 10 years. 

Positive Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171019 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP objects to the 

reauthorisation of 

glyphosate and criticises 

the independence and 

validity of EFSA's risk 

assessment. The speaker 

also holds a negative 

view towards EFSA, 

ECHA and the 

Commission and later 

calls for independent 

studies and mentions that 

the authorisation process 

"is no longer regulated by 

the Commission at all by 

the by the manufacturers 

of glyphosate".   

The European Commission suggested reauthorizing glyphosate for the next 

10 years. Although this proposal has been submitted as of 20 June, so far 

there hasn't been the required qualified majority and there's nothing to be 

surprised about because the Commission has tried to reauthorize it before for 

nine years and although it is trying to say that both EFSA and ECHA are 

favourable towards the licence, they are ignoring the reality. And the 

Committee RAC2 said clearly that glyphosate - based on its limited mandate 

- said that it doesn't have carcinogenic effects. But as far as the 

developments in the United States, where there is a court proceeding of 

persons who are suffering from Non-Hodgkin lymphoma, some documents 

have been made public, documents belonging to Monsanto. And this 

documentation seems to raise doubts over certain studies of Monsanto itself, 

although these served as a basis for the studies of EFSA and ECHA. And so 

it is clear that we must have clear and reliable data. Plus there are other 

suspicions of plagiarism and the fact that the Commission has been ignoring 

1.3 million people of the EU who wish glyphosate to be banned. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171120 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
And the second discussion, that's an important one, on the sustainable use of 

those and chemicals and then I think we should have a better discussion on 

that one instead of just simply ban that chemical as also EFSA and ECHA 

are saying that it's not carcinogenic. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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1. Approach to 

science 

20171120 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

The MEP supports the 

validity of EFSA's risk 

assessment based on 

scientific consensus 

around EFSA's 

conclusions. The speaker 

opposes to earlier 

criticism of EFSA. 

Firstly, are you aware that the IARC study that you talk about so often runs 

against the weight of scientific evidence? EFSA and ECHA - okay those are 

EU organizations, but outside of that also the joint meeting on pesticide 

review and indeed the WHO itself are amongst those who do not agree with 

the IARC that glyphosate is carcinogenic. They do not agree. 

Positive Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171120 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
But we share certain concerns that you have including the lack of 

transparency, including the questionable scientific reliability and also 

scientific independence. And you in your presentation you also underline 

what you term as "flawed EU health risk assessment", amongst which you 

mentioned reliance on industry sponsored reviews, failure to independently 

evaluate on published industry studies and the copy and paste of industry 

valuation of published studies. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171120 

ENVI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

Lack of scientific 

consensus is used as an 

argument to criticise the 

Commission (rather than 

risk assessors) for the 

lack of precaution in 

regulating glyphosate. 

IARC thinks that glyphosate is very probably being carcinogenic, while the 

EFSA and ECHA agencies think that glyphosate probably is not carcinogenic. 

So the option that it is certainly carcinogenic has never been put at the heart 

of negotiations, let's start from this. And even in front of this clear lack of 

scientific evidence, the Commission has proposed a 10 year renewal of 

authorisation. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171127 

ENVI 

Confederal 

Group of the 

European 

United Left - 

Nordic Green 

Left 

 
The Commission is putting half a billion citizens and animals in danger on the 

basis of shoddy, questionable research and also it has disregarded a petition 

of three million European citizens and that will lead to less confidence of the 

citizen in Europe. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171128 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
There will be investigations about how the information was put together in the 

context of the Monsanto papers. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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1. Approach to 

science 

20171128 

ENVI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

 
On the draft on granting discharge to EFSA: I understand that there is 

appropriate attention given to the public opinion on this, but the scandal of 

the Monsanto papers may raise concerns about strategic aspects in the 2020 

strategic plan. It talks about enlarging the base of admissions and I think if we 

look at what is going on here, the Monsanto copy paste scandal really 

doesn't show that EFSA is doing its work more rationally or sensibly. I'm 

going to be tabling my various amendments to these discharge reports. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20171128 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
I have to echo a bit what was said in the last intervention by my colleague 

[MEP] and particularly because in the past few weeks you have expressed 

concern on several occasions when it comes to ECHA’s and EFSA’s inability 

to retest and reassess their results of identifying glyphosate as a carcinogen 

and the annual discharge of these two particular agencies makes me bring 

up these concerns once again. What happened leads us also to the question 

of the approval methods of the two agencies, the transparency of their 

evaluation process, the independence of the agency experts and also the 

real or potential ties with the industry. So I can't really agree completely with 

the conclusion that EFSA is developing public trust in the EU food safety 

system particularly because the current glyphosate scandal, the Monsanto 

papers and the copy paste revelation in the newspapers, particularly the 

Guardian, prove exactly the opposite. So we believe that all these issues 

have to be raised and thoroughly discussed before deciding about granting 

the discharge particularly when it comes to these two agencies. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

1. Approach to 

science 

20180412 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

The MEP refers to 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

conclusions but does not 

express judgements. 

[…] so the whole problem which we have of the authorization for the use of 

neonicotinoids and seeds, however I've also read reports which suggest that 

the use of neonicotinoids even in seeds can actually lead to contamination of 

surface water in nearby areas. EFSA hasn't looked into this so does that 

pose a potential danger to bees. Perhaps the commission could clarify that. 

Neutral Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

1. Approach to 

science 

20180412 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

The MEP supports 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

conclusions. 

The pesticide sector has been conducting an enormous amount of lobbying 

here and in particular sugar beet farmers: I'd like to know whether the 

Commission is going to go along with the suggestion that we have a 

derogation for the sugar beet sector. Does the Commission agree that 

neonicotinoid use on sugar beets does not pose a danger for bees despite 

the EFSA advice - so we need clarification on that. 

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 
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1. Approach to 

science 

20180425 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP refers to 

EFSA’s assessment as 

being subject to a 

favourable opinion by the 

Commission. 

First of all, a qualified majority of the Standing Committee on plant, animal 

foods and feed gave a favourable opinion to the Commission's proposal for 

the maximum residue level. The European Food Safety Agency has 

proposed these maximum [residue] levels with the concern to health and 

consumers. Further on this draft motion resolution makes numerous 

misleading and incorrect statements referring primarily to the chemical 

sulfoxaflor. In paragraph A the rapporteur correctly states that sulfoxaflor is a 

member of the sulfoxamine family. But sulfoxamines are not a subclass of 

neonicotinoids. The two are distinctly different in chemical structure and 

represent different chemical classes. In paragraph C, the reference is made 

to the fact that EFSA has not classified sulfoxaflor as a neonicotinoid but then 

the rest of the references is done by the rapporteur about neonicotinoids 

being found to be harmful for bees. Even despite the fact that the rapporteur 

referenced the fact that EFSA didn't classify sulfoxaflor as a neonicotinoid. 

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

1. Approach to 

science 

20180425 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP supports 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

conclusions; he his 

critical towards risk 

managers 

Sulfoxaflor entered into force in August 2015, so three years ago. Even so it 

is good to know and to remember that European Food Safety Authority, 

EFSA, concluded that the available data was insufficient to rule out a high 

risk to honeybees. EFSA also noted the data which would allow a robust 

assessment of all aspects related to the health of honey bees was lacking. 

So the approval of sulfoxaflor in defiance to the precautionary principle: risk 

manager, PEST committee and the commission did not have sufficient data 

but authorized the component. 

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

1. Approach to 

science 

20180607 

ENVI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

 
Then, let’s think about endocrine disruptors. Many things confirm a change of 

paradigm in terms of how dangerous pesticides are: it’s the period [of 

exposure] which determines the risk, but EFSA says no: it’s the dosage, the 

quantity. Various national authorities, such as the French authority, have 

chosen the toxicology of the 21st century. While EFSA is still relying on an 

approach to toxicology which dates back to the ‘50s, a toxicology which 

pleases the industrial lobbies. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

1. Approach to 

science 

20180709 

AGRI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

This comment appears to 

imply that EFSA should 

take a more 

precautionary approach 

when delivering risk 

assessment. 

We're always very pleased that [with the review of the General Food Law] 

we're going to see a different approach to transparency. But I do think a lot of 

the responsibility is political. The glyphosate case has shown how doubts can 

arise about the independence and therefore the impartiality of the positions 

that EFSA adopts. So I'd like to ask you to dissipate these doubts: can we 

make sure that you won't stray from the political framework that you were 

given because you are issuing these positions and we need to make sure 

that you use the precautionary principle instead of adopting very certain and 

definite positions because often this certainty doesn't really exist. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

General Food 

Law 

1. Approach to 

science 

20180709 

AGRI 

Confederal 

Group of the 

European 

United Left - 

Nordic Green 

Left 

The speaker’s comments 

are addressed to an 

EFSA representative. 

I'd like to comment on what our guest said that you provide technical 

scientific responses to emotional problems of citizens. I think that was almost 

insulting because people ordinary people know that scientists are not neutral. 

Very often very, very often scientists respond to the interests of the people 

who are paying for their research. And we're tired of having all of these 

scandals brought out in the media. And if you were to use the principle of 

precaution and if you were really neutral we wouldn't have to be constantly 

withdrawing products from the market because they do end up having 

negative effects. Insects die. There are diseases and there is an impact. 

There are repercussions. So could you explain how you're using the 

precautionary principle. 

Negative Not specific 

topic 

1. Approach to 

science 

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

The MEP reports existing 

criticism of EFSA's work, 

although he does not 

state whether he 

supports this criticism. 

The evaluation’s being criticized that's something we're aware of. We know it 

from the glyphosate discussion for example we have to look then at what 

exactly is being checked. And we've got the whole issue with the 

neonicotinoids as well: that showed us too that studies for 10-15 years didn't 

really look at the actual problems that we're facing now in connection to the 

ban and it now looks like more neonicotinoids need to be banned. How can it 

be the case that something is banned in the EU that Member States however 

in an emergency case can use it and the products are still marketed. So in 

terms of legislation and what's been going on in the past few years in 

neonicotinoids - sorry I've run out of time. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides; 

Bees; 

neonicotinoids 
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10. 

Governance 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP is suggesting 

that there is overlap 

between EFSA and 

ECHA expert panels. 

And I'm referring to this because we had an issue of some committee 

members who served double roles in different committees ending up 

reviewing their own previous decisions on glyphosate. Key people involved in 

the 2002 evaluation also involved in the current re-evaluation and 

overlapping of staff between different regulatory and expert bodies. In my 

opinion means that independent scrutiny of the decision is completely 

lacking. And my question is to [ECHA representative]. I do understand the 

limitations that are imposed by legislation but ECHA as also is this data today 

evaluate the information submitted by companies. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

10. 

Governance 

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

 
Last year in July I was able to see myself when I attended this meeting that 

there was a discussion as to who was going to be responsible for 

coordination of EFSA, who wished to take this job on, and there seemed to 

be no simple solution for this. The last time we granted discharge for the 

agencies we had promised the agencies that when it came to the whole 

budgetary exercise we would insist on there being some kind of central point 

some way of dealing with coordination. The European Parliament I think did 

this very well but then when it got to council this failed. We're going to try the 

same this year and in the horizontal report on the agencies and in the 

individual agency reports I'm going to say that we do need a full time post, a 

full time job for coordination, and as the European Parliament this is 

something that we're going to try and push through. We're going to try and 

convince the council that this is necessary. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 
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12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

The speaker’s questions 

are directed toward a 

scientist, who was 

involved in the Monsanto 

papers. It is not clear 

whether there is also an 

implication against EFSA 

in this. However, an 

additional quote from the 

speaker indicates that he 

also sees EFSA 

implicated: "The 

Monsanto Papers have 

seriously discredited the 

work of EFSA in its 

handling of the 

glyphosate authorisation. 

This agency has a vital 

role to play in protecting 

the environment and the 

health of citizens and 

such major irregularities 

cannot be tolerated. 

EFSA should take 

responsibility for these 

failings and have the 

courage to reconsider. 

There is need for 

fundamental changes at 

the agency to ensure that 

its decisions are free from 

undue influence from 

industry, whether this be 

direct or indirect. That 

must mean that all 

studies used to make 

assessments are made 

public. EFSA and other 

We know that the EU experts at BfR, ECHA, EFSA: they are using studies in 

their evaluation of glyphosate which... some bits which occur in the Monsanto 

papers as well.  [speaker] has drawn attention to, for example, an email from 

May 2012 where [name] and [name] from Monsanto said that they needed 

extra support from external scientists to increase their authority. There was a 

payment of money and then in 2015 [name] from Monsanto said we're going 

to keep the prices low and we write the study ourselves and we'll add [name],  

[name] and [name]'s names to that and that will simply improve the situation. 

And you said with your introduction take us back to science. Is this what he 

called science? Is this morally acceptable? Is that ethically acceptable? And 

I'd like to ask what have you received for all of the things you've done for 

Monsanto over the period. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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EU agencies should work 

according to the UN's 

IARC transparent 

guidelines, which uses 

only publicly peer 

reviewed studies, in order 

to avoid corporate control 

of science and the sort of 

decision making we see 

now with Monsanto and 

glyphosate."  
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Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

The MEP does not 

elaborate on the 

‘elephant in the room’ but 

contextually it appears to 

be something negative. 

Given that he is 

addressing questions to 

EFSA it appears that he 

does not go into more 

detail as a ‘token of 

goodwill’ towards him. He 

then goes on to say ‘but 

there are some positive 

aspects’ which suggests 

a balanced view.  

As we all know there's an elephant in the room in about EFSA so I won't 

mention it as a token of goodwill. But there are some positive aspects […]. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

 
I noticed that there was quite a good gender balance in your agency. Let's 

say, out of 10 people six are men and four are women. Sorry, it's the other 

way around, that's my Estonian again because we don't have genders in my 

language. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 

12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20180219 

CONT 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

Recognises EFSA’s 

involvement in the report.   

But overall I think [MEP] together with EFSA has written a very good report, 

and I have heard also that two weeks ago he himself travelled to Parma to 

have a couple of talks with [EFSA representative], and to talk to his members 

of staff and that was a very constructive meeting as well. So essentially that's 

all I'd like to say, those are the most important points that I'd like to say about 

the work I've done over the last month. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 
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12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20180219 

CONT 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

There is a mixture of 

views here - the positive 

sentiment appears 

primarily directed towards 

an MEP's involvement in 

the report, with EFSA’s 

input only referenced at 

the. The comments more 

directly related to EFSA 

appear to be neutral (with 

reference to what’s ‘really 

important’). The MEP 

himself appears to hold 

some negative views of 

EFSA which is potentially 

why he states he is trying 

to ‘maintain distance’, 

and also why he implies 

there is more room for 

improvement for EFSA 

than what the rapporteur 

included in his report. 

This could be explained 

by his opinion on EFSA’s 

glyphosate assessment 

as indicated in a press 

release by the MEP's 

party 

If I could just say something on EFSA on behalf of [MEP], I haven't actually 

read the report myself. I'm trying to maintain distance from EFSA, but I've 

seen that Indrek has drafted a report, he's been very constructive in the way 

he's dealt with this, and he's obviously focused on what is really important for 

EFSA. Transparency, effectiveness, indicators... He has indicated where 

progress has been made. He highlights a couple of points where there is 

room for improvement. I mean, I would imagine maybe colleagues may wish 

to add something there.  

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20180621 

AGRI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

Although the statement 

does not specifically 

mention EFSA, it can be 

assumed that this 

comment embraces 

EFSA's work from the 

rest of the debate.  

[…] the European Union is in the top flight when it comes to food safety. Positive General Food 

Law 

https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
https://www.greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/lefsa-est-discreditee-son-directeur-doit-demissionner/
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12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20180621 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP wishes for the 

EU to “continue to have 

good food products” on 

the EU market, 

suggesting a positive 

opinion of the current 

situation. This is 

mentioned in relation to a 

broader discussion about 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

duties. 

Those that carry out these examinations and these studies then we have to 

make sure that they have the right kind of resources. Just one comparison if 

you compare EMA and EFSA then the Medicines Agency and I would like to 

say I do welcome this. I think this is right. But in the case of EMA they have 

budget and human resources which are twice as [EFSA’s] - well I think we do 

eat more food than medicines.  So I think we really have to take a look at this 

very carefully and make sure that EFSA does have the necessary resources 

so they can do the work which would guarantee transparency and so that we 

do have continue to have good food products on our European markets. 

Positive General Food 

Law 

12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
I'm a member of the pesticides working committee group and I'm pleased to 

hear us talking about this. I am quite tired of the fight between political 

opinion, public opinion and scientific opinion. And I think without science we 

won't make forward, we won't change we won't improve. That's what I 

honestly believe. So I think that the EFSA system is certainly the right one. 

And I agree with you: perhaps a bigger budget would help and I think that’s 

where maybe the policy should be implemented. But public opinion is 

definitely rejecting some of these concepts - sometimes with informed 

opinions. But sometimes they're being manipulated. We have to add 

credibility and transparency to all we do. So I think that you’re using the right 

system, you're going the right way. But we need of course to keep trying to 

improve things so that we don't continue to have mistrust in society. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 

12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
We're very happy about this meeting because there are a number of 

problems related to the substantive activity of this very important institution, 

very important for food safety. So we're very happy about this dialogue about 

this meeting with you. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 
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12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20180709 

AGRI 

Confederal 

Group of the 

European 

United Left - 

Nordic Green 

Left 

The MEP expresses   the 

seriousness of risks that 

are being assessed and 

is asking EFSA to specify 

how it can address the 

challenges with extra 

funding. 

I think it should be naïve, I think people have just been lying to themselves if 

they suggested for a second that any profession was above reproach and 

science included in that because the people who ended up taking 

Thalidomide, they took a medicine which they were told was safe. People 

were told at one stage that tobacco was safe and nicotine was safe. Now that 

is preposterous and ridiculous because we worked it out, because there's a 

lot of people dead including relations of mine but we were told it was safe so 

we can pack this idea that scientists are above reproach. Postmen aren't 

above reproach, no one is. We've got to keep an eye on absolutely 

everybody. So I don't know why anyone in here would suggest that they are. 

But I think the most important thing that you said was that you were 

underfunded. What would you suggest. The sum total of your funding should 

be - it's at around 80 million. And with that money - extra money what would 

you plan to do with it. What would your ultimate ambition be. So we can go 

out there and fight for it. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

12. General 

Opinions of 

EFSA  

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
You were saying very clearly that EFSA needs more funding. We have stand 

very clearly with you on that, we know that you do excellent work. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

There is a discussion 

about the distinction 

between risk 

management and risk 

assessment; this does 

not involve judgements of 

EFSA. 

Also I'm happy that you are making a very clear distinction between the rules 

of EFSA as the risk assessor and then the Commission taking the political 

decision. In our debate we sometimes have the feeling that you should follow 

EFSA blind always. And here Julie Girling is making a distinction there. I'm 

also happy for that because we can use it for other discussions later on. 

Neutral Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP underlines the 

importance of the 

separation between risk 

management and risk 

assessment. 

I think it's very important that we have a procedure that EFSA makes an 

advice and that the European Commission together with EFSA makes a 

decision if it's safe to use or not. So I really tend to follow their line but still I 

have some questions on the procedure and some still have some questions 

that are mentioned also in the report of [MEP]. One of them is the whole 

discussion on the bee guidance document. Maybe the European Commission 

can say something that indeed the Commission, EFSA and certain member 

states did acknowledge the need for revision of certain elements of the 

document - in how far does that affect the outcome of this decision in banning 

the neonicotinoids. 

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 
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13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

There is a discussion 

about the distinction 

between risk 

management and risk 

assessment; this does 

not involve judgements of 

EFSA. 

EFSA has identified high risks posed by these three substances but even 

pushing the criticisms of the bee guidance document to one side, EFSA is 

only the risk assessor and it is for the commission as risk manager to justify 

action. It has been neither demonstrated nor justified by the Commission that 

these risks are unacceptable and therefore that the substances no longer 

meet the approval criteria. 

Neutral Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP refers to the 

different roles of EFSA 

and the Commission; 

there is criticism towards 

the Commission, but the 

position towards EFSA is 

neutral. 

The commission could have waited a few months for the outcome of the court 

cases and the EFSA re-evaluation in order to have sufficient legal certainty 

and scientific evidence to support additional measures. A commission which 

preempts EFSA’s assessments and the conclusions of the court is not a 

commission committed to better regulation. And so I take the opportunity 

today to ask them why they didn't wait. 

Neutral Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20170831 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

There is a discussion 

about the distinction 

between risk 

management and risk 

assessment; this does 

not involve judgements of 

EFSA. 

So in other words EFSA decided that we should move away from the global 

Codex standard. I don't dispute that recommendation but I would reiterate the 

difference between the risk assessment and the risk management with the 

latter supposed to take into account the real world implications of the 

evidence and how a new proposal might better meet the objectives of 

legislation EFSA wasn't asked about what the products would look or taste 

like or how feasible the changes proposed are from the manufacturing 

perspective. That's a decision that the commission have to make. 

Neutral TDR 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20170928 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
The regulation says that EFSA should conduct a scientific assessment. We 

have this assessment now and if EFSA comes to the conclusion that a GMO 

product is safe, we should trust this scientific advice. It is not serious to try to 

stop every approval of a GMO through the backdoor and undermine EFSA’s 

authority by these routinely objections. 

Positive GMOs 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
You can see it clearly see that EFSA and the agencies in Europe, the FAO 

Canada, Australia they're all coming to the same conclusion that there is no 

risk, if you apply it prudently. So I would ask on what basis should political 

decisions be made unless it is on scientific consensus. 

Positive Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20171019 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
There should be a transitory period for farmers and there has to be an 

independent and -  I stress and underline - independent study of glyphosate, 

and that hasn't been the case so far because EFSA and ECHA used again 

those same studies funded by Monsanto and other commercial players. And 

we need these agencies of course so that we can fulfil our own mandate but 

they have to do their own work 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20171120 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
I think that the banning of food protection products should be based on 

scientific evidence and not the feelings of the general public. The 

authorization of pesticides in Europe is based on EFSA. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20171120 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
And I believe we as politicians we are not the right persons to have an 

opinion on this. We are not experts and we have an assistant brought in at 

European level who should assess the intended value of those chemicals. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20171127 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
we've got an authorization system which is based on trust in our agencies. 

Now if this system isn't working, fair enough: fix it and improve it. But if we 

start discrediting our agencies, all we're going to achieve is a general crisis in 

confidence. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20180219 

CONT 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

This statement is directed 

to EFSA in the context of 

its coordination the EU 

Agencies Network. 

And then, a couple of words of thanks particularly with regard to EFSA. EFSA 

has taken up the coordination, it's been done wonderfully and I'd like to thank 

them for the wonderful work that's been done as far as cooperation. And I 

think indeed that our particular constellation - rapporteur and the shadow 

rapporteurs and the secretariat - we have worked very, very effectively. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20180412 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP underlines that 

the Parliament is not 

tasked with conducting 

risk assessment. The 

comment is made in the 

context of a debate 

around EFSA’s 

Why are we then only looking for example to bees and not to all other 

organisms or what the previous speakers are already saying and what are 

the consequences that it will be staying longer in the soil for example or in 

water. So what are the different consequences. I would like to know that as 

well. I'm very keen to have a strong scientific opinion or research on this. We 

should not have discussions here in the European Parliament to say if it's 

dangerous or not. 

Neutral Bees; 

neonicotinoids 
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assessment of 

neonicotinoids. 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20180425 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The role played by 

EFSA’s Panels is 

regarded as an important 

step of the decisional 

process. 

On a personal note, this also follows the pattern of saying in this case it's two 

standing committees that are set to evaluate stuff and then it's as if their work 

means nothing to us. It's as if this is the way we should address serious 

issues, tough issues. Then it might actually be better to just get rid of all 

these Standing Committees and food safety agencies and we just vote on 

stuff here in general without any advice because the advice that comes 

doesn't seem to matter that much for too many members, which is sad. 

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20180607 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

This statement refers to 

an authorisation 

procedure for glyphosate. 

Rather we need to have an authorisation procedure that doesn't undermine 

our values and reputation of the institutions, and we have said that the 

agencies have to maintain their status just as one of the institutions among 

the member states. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20180607 

ENVI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

 
The real problems we are facing are political problems. The European Union, 

for ideologic reasons, has decided to rely on EFSA for a range of 

assessments and thereby on fewer competences from Member States with 

respect to the rapporteur Member State. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
In your introduction you talked about what was important and you said that a 

political evaluation is one thing and a scientific evaluation is another. Well I 

am a politician and I understand what I hear from European citizens. And my 

decision, of course, on behalf of the European citizens needs to be based on 

science-based information. That is obviously in the first place studies that you 

are well aware of and we have to look at these things together and look at the 

scientific documents that we've got and it is those that will inform our 

decisions we need to ensure that we do this as transparently as possible. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 
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13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20180709 

AGRI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

 
You rightly said that EFSA’s job is to give scientific responses to the 

concerns of our citizens who want safe food. I think we agree with that and a 

lot of the responsibility is political in nature because often you don't have the 

money to invest in training because the food industry is on this rapidly 

developing, it's not easy to keep up with it. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

13. Views on 

EFSA's role 

and remit 

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP expresses 

positive views about 

EFSA's role in providing 

the scientific evidence 

underpinning policy 

making. 

Well I think you know it's good that EFSA exists. […] That's a good idea. Well 

perhaps I can just say that we had an opportunity to visit you during a fact 

finding visit which I think only upped my esteem for the kind of work you're 

engaged in. But I think you've got to try and get across what it is you're doing, 

represent your work and, as a colleague said, we then will assess your work, 

the results of your work at a political level. But in terms of my personal 

experience with the glyphosate and neonics I mean not all the results you 

reach have to please me you know sort of totally. Some colleagues have very 

sort of piecemeal approach to whether they actually agree with the results of 

EFSA. So I think we just really should be happy that EFSA does exist. I think 

you need to communicate, get your message across more clearly. My 

question is what can we do better and where do you require the assistance of 

us as politicians? But I think you of course are providing the factual 

underpinning of the political decisions we take here so that anything that you 

could do better would help us. 

Positive Glyphosate; 

pesticides; 

Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20170504 

CONT 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP echoes earlier 

positive comments by 

another MEP. 

I'll finish finally by just echoing what my colleague [MEP] said about agencies 

in general. I was the rapporteur for the 2014 discharge and we granted 

discharge to all the agencies then we did so again this year. So I think that 

does show that […] the agencies are worthwhile, they are useful, they are 

doing an excellent and tremendous job for the citizens of the EU - because 

we shouldn't forget that's why we have agencies, to [provide] vital services for 

citizens. And you’re doing that. But it also shows I think that the that the 

budget control issues are largely under control and you are doing a good job 

in terms of that as well. So I wanted to say thank you for the work you do. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 
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14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20170504 

CONT 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

The MEP emphasises the 

valuable work of EU 

agencies. 

I was responsible for [...] the discharge of agencies in 2014 [...]. I really 

wanted to find some mistakes and I wanted to give you a lesson as part of 

the discharge, but the quality of your work has really changed so much in the 

last two years that we didn't have much to criticize you for. We can only 

motivate you to come up with more motivation to improve to promote your 

work. I believe this is your major weakness you cannot - you are not able to 

sell how good you actually are and if you are not able to do [...] we can have 

a hundred and fifty hearings and workshops on the ways of your financing. 

We can keep grilling you on how you manage your funds but I really haven't 

found any errors there. But if you are not able to communicate with us and 

others, there's always going to be a problem. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 

14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

This statement is directed 

to EFSA in the context of 

its coordination the EU 

Agencies Network. 

I'd like to thank the EU network and those with [EFSA speaker] for the 

constructive work that we've had with all of the agencies. We got to meet you 

in Parma and I also had separate meetings with a lot of people. I learned a 

great deal and I can say that our report will be submitted on Thursday the 

25th, and I can tell you that it's a positive evaluation, and that we want to 

exert political pressure where necessary but mainly to make a 

recommendation to all of the networks with regard to the problems that exist. 

And also that you as agencies are doing fantastic useful work and we would 

word these recommendations as positively as possible so that they can be 

useful for your future work. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 

14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

This statement is directed 

to EFSA in the context of 

its coordination the EU 

Agencies Network. 

Now I did hear what you have to say about, you know, real results that you 

obtain from the money you invest, and that this 5 percent cut isn't necessarily 

going to be a way of saving money because you're going to have to call on 

external consultants and that's a rather strange solution which very often isn't 

cheaper. And for the outside world, and you are particularly aware of this, this 

can create an atmosphere whereby people say oh yes they're calling in 

external consultants, but what about the conflict of interest and what about 

the independence of these consultants? These comments are very often not 

justified but you do get those comments, so that's an attitude which we're 

going to mention in that horizontal mechanism. 

Negative Not specific 

topic 
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14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
First place I would like to address the first group of questions to the European 

Food Safety Authorities Executive Director as EFSA is leading the agencies 

network this year. However I would appreciate having replies from the other 

agencies as well. Procurement remains an error prone area for many 

agencies. What is your own assessment of the situation. Why are many 

agencies making mistakes when it comes to procurement? And how would 

you correct at least the biggest mistakes? 

Negative Not specific 

topic 

14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
On second place in the area of prevention and management as it has been 

pointed out from the rapporteur, and management of conflict of interest in 

interest and transparency. Ninety percent of the agencies are performing 

reasonably well. They have a comprehensive internal policy on prevention 

and management of conflict of interest which applies to all categories of staff 

including external staff members, interim staff and seconded national experts 

Positive Not specific 

topic 

14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
On second place, the agencies have continued strengthening the efficiency 

of shared services among themselves and within the European Union 

institutions. A dedicated tool for shared services and another one for joint 

procurement was developed in 2016 with effort in 2017 to further strengthen 

their use by agencies. The efforts have resulted in an increase in the number 

of shared services between the agencies and the corresponding savings. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 
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14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

These statements refer to 

the EU Agencies 

Network. 

First of all, good experts are leaving. Ladies and gentlemen I regret the fact 

that what's happening in a lot of agencies is poor people are leaving and 

going into the private sector because we are not in a position to be able to 

give these people a contract for longer than two years. Now another thing 

that I think is negative is the fact that the agencies are shuffling around the 

experts. There are good experts and they're rotating around, and I think 

perhaps the Court of Auditors doesn't see this. But if I look at this rotation 

cycle for the staff if a good person has gone to two or three agencies within a 

period of three or four years constantly being shuffled around. And then 

there's also the communication issue. This is more for the network of 

agencies. But I see that the good practices aren't being used. For instance 

Frontex communication has become much better there. And I think I can 

mention this because this was an agency which was almost silent and now in 

recent years Frontex has been doing more and more publishing, more and 

more. But I think within the network you should be doing more for training and 

I think you should be bundling capacity so that the PR managers I think are 

sending lots and lots of messages, and so sometimes people are being 

swamped than at other times there aren't any messages coming out. Over 

the summer for instance there was no information about the development 

related to the migration crisis or other sectors. 

Negative Not specific 

topic 

14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180219 

CONT 

Confederal 

Group of the 

European 

United Left - 

Nordic Green 

Left 

 
Now on the network of agencies that's been praised. We need a permanent 

office to coordinate. If there are problems the network may say well the 

agencies are independent. I mean how do we facilitate communication? In 

the Netherlands judges are independent. But when you need to organize 

things within the judiciary, this all gets coordinated and liaison takes place by 

a network of judges. I could of course go into far more detail on this but I 

won't. I would have comments on other reports but I think I'll sum up by 

saying the following: the Court of Auditors, the ECA, has not carried out that 

many audit visits and audits on the spot in the agencies. It's very time 

consuming I'm sure, but if there is a risk of the image of the agencies being 

damaged or tainted then I think we need to bear that in mind. And I will make 

that point in an amendment that I will table. This is something we need to 

consider when talking about the MFF. When we're discussing this with the 

member state representatives, then they need to address the cuts and the 

need for agencies. When talking about the MFF, I think governments need to 

adopt a pragmatic approach and a sensible approach. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 
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14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180219 

CONT 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
Concerning the principle and quality of the budget and financial management 

there is a high level of carryovers affecting the majority of the agencies. 

Sometimes due to the multi-annual nature of agencies' operational program it 

is unavoidable. Well in most of these cases these carryovers are not as a 

consequence of bad timing or implementation. Indeed they should be 

communicated to European Court of Auditors in a suitable form. One of the 

[…] main observations is that the procurement remains an error prone area 

for many agencies. It is true but at the same time is important to distinguish 

between really poor performance in this area and some irregularities due to 

the extraordinary situation. For example related to substantial external or 

internal threats to the order and security of the Union as a whole. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180607 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

These comments are part 

of discussion on the 

EPRS report on the 

implementation of plant 

protection product 

regulation. 

It's quite sobering that we have good legislation but it's not being 

implemented in a proper fashion. So I think the deficits in terms of action 

need to be addressed in many areas and once again it's up to the member 

states to implement existing European law. And with this story you just 

mentioned glyphosate. Well of course the glyphosate story has made it clear 

that there are deficiencies in the system and some things simply have to be 

fixed. So we very much welcome this initiative to have more transparency. If 

the Commission's transparent initiative goes far enough we'll have to see, 

because especially in this question of transparency or access to the studies 

which are used on the basis of for the decisions, well, that's a very sensitive 

topic. But of course at the end of the day you have to be able to ask and this 

was mentioned. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180607 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP mentions 

problems with 

transparency at EFSA. 

He expressed similar 

negative comments 

towards EFSA during 

other meetings. The 

MEP, however, 

welcomes the General 

Food Law proposal as a 

positive initiative to 

improve the current 

situation.  

Second we have a problem with transparency. Transparency of certain 

phases of the approval procedure is not sufficient and leads to negative 

effects on the health and the environment as well. What is more, it provokes 

public mistrust in a system regulating pesticides substances. I therefore 

welcome recent proposal of the Commission on transparency and 

sustainability of the EU risk assessment model covering among others plant 

protection products. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

General Food 

Law 
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14. General 

views on food 

safety 

institutions 

20180621 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP echoes 

comments by a colleague 

that EFSA’s resources 

have to be increased to 

improve its credibility. 

I also feel that this is a very good legislative initiative which will help us 

restore some of the trust and confidence that has been lost in the institutions. 

Negative General Food 

Law 

2. Use of 

resources 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Europe of 

Nations and 

Freedom 

Group 

 
Then on the functioning of your agency: discharge has been refused more 

than once by parliament because of expenditure there. But how much did the 

glyphosate evaluation cost. Finally, according to the European observatory 

for companies in Europe: 46 percent of experts working on EFSA scientific 

panels have a conflict of interest with agro-businesses. So when it comes to 

paying these experts is that money coming from the significant amounts of 

money already being spent by EFSA. 

Negative Not specific 

topic 

2. Use of 

resources 

20180621 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP’s statement 

suggests that EFSA’s 

resources are currently 

not used in the most 

efficient way. 

EFSA’s powers have to be increased and the time cycle for risk assessment 

has to be shorter - than it should be possible to have virtual meetings in this 

Internet age. Is not certain necessary to bring people together physically in 

the same room. Then they can take their decisions on assessments faster 

and that will strengthen trust […] 

Negative General Food 

Law 

4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP underlined the 

lack of consensus 

between EFSA and other 

risk assessment 

authorities. 

This proposal from the Commission extends the restrictions currently in place 

from only those crops attractive to bees to all crops. Personally I was 

surprised when this came forward. I was surprised that because there is an 

ongoing court case seeking an annulment of the existing ban because the re-

evaluation of new scientific evidence by EFSA has not been completed. And 

because at an event I attended and a number of other members of this 

committee earlier this year in January it was stated very clearly by the JRC 

that the current measures have not had a positive effect on pollinators. 

Neutral Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP supports 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

conclusions and opposes 

to criticism put forward by 

other MEPs. 

There is a strong scientific consensus that bees are exposed to 

neonicotinoids, pesticides in fields and that they suffer serious harm from 

those they receive. So I don't agree with the rapporteur. There are three 

neonicotinoids that are currently partially banned in Europe after EFSA in 

2013 concluded that these three substances pose high acute risk for bees 

and this has led to them that come in a partial ban to temper early forbid the 

use of these substances. 

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 
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4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20170831 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP supports 

EFSA’s risk assessment 

conclusions and 

emphasises the scientific 

consensus around them. 

There are all sorts of position papers from a number of sectors on this matter. 

Legally speaking, the Commission has done its job properly. They had to up 

to July 2015 for the rules on information composition. There have been 

delays but it's precisely because there's been this discussion with the 

industry, they were very reluctant to accept the European agency's opinion. 

Two and a half years have elapsed and the sector is sticking to his guns. In 

the prologue we planned a five year time period for them to get used to the 

idea. It's a pretty decent transitional period. This would take us to 2022 and 

the sector saying that's not enough. I think they're dragging their feet really. 

We've got an EFSA opinion which is backed up by the commission's experts 

and is backed by the experts of 27 member states 

Positive TDR 

4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
The European agencies EFSA and ECHA concluded glyphosate is safe. The 

International Agency for Research on Cancer however classified glyphosate 

as probably carcinogenic to humans. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
I would like to know what the first speaker, the first expert thinks about IARC 

and EFSA endeavours - for example. It would be very interesting to hear that 

how they see themselves each other. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

These questions are 

posed in the context of a 

debate on differences 

and similarities between 

risk assessment 

conclusions reached by 

different groups of 

experts within and across 

agencies. 

And then finally, the relationship between EFSA and ECHA? What is that? 

How would you characterize that? And what happens when two agencies 

disagree? 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

The tone of this 

statement has been 

assessed as neutral, 

although the MEP’s 

question implies concern 

over the fact that EFSA’s 

And the other question I would have. Is how is it that different results from the 

IARC have for years existed: how can you explain the discrepancy please. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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the European 

Parliament 

findings appear to 

contradict the findings of 

IARC. 

4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
[EFSA representative]: the question is, an independent agency on the basis 

of scientific evidence, they're there to put citizen's minds at rest. Do you think 

it's possible for the procedures you use to be more comparable to the 

procedures used by other institutions so that there could be quicker 

comparability and so that the time of uncertainty can be kept to a minimum. 

Particularly as I think it's possible for different conclusions to be arrived at for 

the other pesticides. And how can we be sure that those debates will not 

cause similar anxiety for other products. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
You can see it clearly see that EFSA and the agencies in Europe, the FAO 

Canada, Australia they're all coming to the same conclusion that there is no 

risk, if you apply it prudently. So I would ask on what basis should political 

decisions be made unless it is on scientific consensus. 

Positive Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20171120 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP supports the 

validity of EFSA's risk 

assessment based on 

scientific consensus 

around EFSA's 

conclusions. The speaker 

opposes to earlier 

criticism of EFSA. 

Firstly, are you aware that the IARC study that you talk about so often runs 

against the weight of scientific evidence? EFSA and ECHA - okay those are 

EU organizations, but outside of that also the joint meeting on pesticide 

review and indeed the WHO itself are amongst those who do not agree with 

the IARC that glyphosate is carcinogenic. They do not agree. 

Positive Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

4. EFSA and 

other risk 

assessment 

authorities 

20171120 

ENVI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

Lack of scientific 

consensus is used as an 

argument to criticise the 

Commission (rather than 

risk assessors) for the 

lack of precaution in 

regulating glyphosate. 

IARC thinks that glyphosate is very probably being carcinogenic, while the 

EFSA and ECHA agencies think that glyphosate probably is not carcinogenic. 

So the option that it is certainly carcinogenic has never been put at the heart 

of negotiations, let's start from this. And even in front of this clear lack of 

scientific evidence, the Commission has proposed a 10 year renewal of 

authorisation. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20170621 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

According to the MEP, 

criticism of EFSA 

expressed earlier by 

another MEP was 

influenced by the 

industry. This suggests 

that EFSA is regarded as 

independent from these 

industry pressures. 

[MEP], as you know I'm a great fan of yours and I've shared many initiatives 

with you. But today we diverge completely. I think you really are blind to the 

lobby work done with the chemical industry. They're all sitting there at the 

back!  

Positive Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
It's a question to [speaker] who talked to some of the failings, as I understood 

it, in the system. We've got to guarantee European citizens neutrality in 

placing on the market and plant health products. But we are not scientists 

and we are facing questions which are very technical and we've had 

presentation after presentation. We have to depend on the agencies. And 

without questioning their independence can I just ask [speaker] what you 

think about the current evaluation system, which is based on scientific 

analysis requested by industry and not conducted by the EU agencies or 

financed by the system. How would you evaluate that. How could it produce 

more transparency, so that scientists can be effective. The process is very 

long. Many of them will have started in the private sector before moving into 

the public sector. Is that a problem. And if so how, could it be solved. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
My question is to the representative of EFSA. Whilst most of the academic 

reviews are on general toxicity of glyphosate, EFSA is of an opposite opinion. 

[EFSA speaker]: do you think that it's acceptable that the report of the 

European agencies accepts the copy and paste which was deposited by 

Monsanto? Can you publicly declare that the German agency, BfR, was not 

influenced by Monsanto by choosing to copy and paste drafts. And like I said 

and also do you think that these practices enhance Europe and are in favour 

of the 300 million Europeans. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament# 

The debate takes place 

within a meeting on the 

Monsanto papers and the 

assessment of 

glyphosate. The MEP 

states that EFSA’s 

assessment has been 

If you look at the Monsanto papers issue there's something very serious in 

those papers. It shows that a member of the [US Environmental Protection 

Agency] actually had an influence on EFSA. That's what we're really 

concerned about today 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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influenced by the 

pesticides’ industry. 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
In your opinion madam and according to the knowledge that you have about 

what's happened in America, how can we create a situation where we have 

healthy procedures in place. We need to separate the scientists and their 

evaluations from industry. If you look at the Monsanto papers issue there's 

something very serious in those papers. It shows that a member of the EPA 

actually had influence on EFSA. That's what we're really concerned about 

today. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

This question regards the 

work of both ECHA and 

EFSA and both the 

ECHA and EFSA 

representatives respond 

to the question. 

It would have been good for Monsanto to defend itself. We have to make 

room for defence as well. But [ECHA representative], bearing in mind the 

accusations we've heard on the effect of glyphosate on human health, which 

one would hope would be investigated independently. In fact [speaker] 

presented the situation very clearly. What are the measures you intend to 

take in assessing risk to re-establish trust in public opinion. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

 
Actually I think it's a scandal, that this question is do you really feel that 

you're face to face with the industry. All you do is study industrial studies. 

Can you not commission independent studies. It's rather frustrating, if all we 

can do is read Monsanto's reviews and studies. [inaudible] said that copy and 

paste was quite a usual practice. Is it really usual practice that you just copy 

30 percent of what's being put out and is it really good that 20 years running 

the same people are doing the same work in the German authorities, always 

reaching the same results and conclusions. Might it not be good to bring in 

other experts. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 



Reputation barometer follow-up study - Final report 

 

   69 
 

Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Europe of 

Nations and 

Freedom 

Group 

 
I'm a farmer so I'm speaking as a professional and a user of glyphosate so I 

believe I know what kind of methods you use in your agency and I've seen 

that there are suspicions of collusion between BfR and tech force and on 

GMOs for example EFSA continues to come out with favourable views and 

findings, so my question is what is EFSA for if it's just taking on board reports 

that defend private groups. Then on the functioning of your agency: 

discharge has been refused more than once by parliament because of 

expenditure there. But how much did the glyphosate evaluation cost. Finally, 

according to the European observatory for companies in Europe: 46 percent 

of experts working on EFSA scientific panels have a conflict of interest with 

agro-businesses. So when it comes to paying these experts is that money 

coming from the significant amounts of money already being spent by EFSA. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
I'm sure that the IARC is independent, as is EFSA. I've had opportunities to 

participate in the selection of scientists who work for the different panels as 

well. 

Positive Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
Can I thank and EFSA and [EFSA representative] for the presentation today. 

It's very interesting to see how the peer review is conducted. And I've got one 

question I'd like to put to him. In fact two questions in response to things 

which have been said in the discussion this morning. What impact have the 

Monsanto papers had overall, because there was mention made of 1500 

studies and it must be possible to have an idea of the impact of the Monsanto 

papers. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171011 

ENVI 2 

Confederal 

Group of the 

European 

United Left - 

Nordic Green 

Left 

The earlier discussion 

referred to relates to 

concerns about 

excessive industry 

influence over EFSA’s 

outputs.  

And then finally this morning we were talking about the impact of industry on 

scientific research and EFSA. And my question there is do you think that with 

this proposal, the European Parliament's collective mind can really be put at 

rest. 

Negative GMOs 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171019 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
I agree completely what [MEP] said: sooner or later we have to have the 

means for our ambitions, we have to [be] totally independent from these 

industries and we must have independent studies for our agencies so that we 

can take a decision in complete independence 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 



Reputation barometer follow-up study - Final report 

 

   70 
 

Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171019 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
It's urgent to give the European agencies, EFSA and ECHA, the necessary 

tools to order really independent scientific studies. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171019 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

The MEP is supportive of 

EFSA and the German 

institute. 

There's just a couple of points that I'd like to make […]. I would agree with 

those colleagues who said that whatever we do needs to be based on 

scientific reports. Anything produced by Monsanto of course is suspect. But 

there are also other studies that have been produced not just by EFSA but 

also by the German Federal Institute for Research. And I would go along with 

what they said because it was set up at the behest of a Green Party member. 

Positive Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171019 

ENVI 

Confederal 

Group of the 

European 

United Left - 

Nordic Green 

Left 

The MEP objects to the 

reauthorisation of 

Glyphosate and criticises 

the risk assessment 

carried out by EFSA and 

ECHA. 

What we have witnessed over the past few years at the European 

Commission regarding the authorization of glyphosate is unprecedented. If I 

said that I am disgusted it wouldn't be true. I was disgusted six months ago 

but now I'm just tired because it is a never ending déjà-vu. The civic society, 

the academics and the European Parliament keep pointing out the harmful 

effects of glyphosate but the Commission keeps ignoring all these facts and it 

wants to authorise glyphosate at any price without taking it into account all 

the proofs. We have witnessed several scandals in following Monsanto and 

their influence on scientific studies. We have already talked about the leaked 

communications by this company which shows that it has commissioned 

studies and then presented them as independent. […] The proposal by the 

Commission is based on false scientific data which are adapted to the 

interests of the industry. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171019 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP states that 

EFSA has not been 

independent in its 

assessment of 

glyphosate. 

There should be a transitory period for farmers and there has to be an 

independent and I stress and underline independent study of glyphosate and 

that hasn't been the case so far because EFSA and ECHA are used again. 

Those same studies funded by Monsanto and other commercial players and 

we need these agencies of course so that we can fulfil our own mandate but 

they have to do their own work. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171019 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP objects to the 

reauthorisation of 

glyphosate and criticises 

the independence and 

validity of EFSA's risk 

assessment. The speaker 

also holds a negative 

view towards EFSA, 

ECHA and the 

Commission and later 

calls for independent 

studies and mentions that 

the authorisation process 

"is no longer regulated by 

the Commission at all by 

the by the manufacturers 

of glyphosate".   

The European Commission suggested reauthorizing glyphosate for the next 

10 years. Although this proposal has been submitted as of 20 June, so far 

there hasn't been the required qualified majority and there's nothing to be 

surprised about because the Commission has tried to reauthorize it before for 

nine years and although it is trying to say that both EFSA and ECHA are 

favourable towards the licence, they are ignoring the reality. And the 

Committee RAC2 said clearly that glyphosate - based on its limited mandate 

- said that it doesn't have carcinogenic effects. But as far as the 

developments in the United States, where there is a court proceeding of 

persons who are suffering from Non-Hodgkin lymphoma, some documents 

have been made public, documents belonging to Monsanto. And this 

documentation seems to raise doubts over certain studies of Monsanto itself, 

although these served as a basis for the studies of EFSA and ECHA. And so 

it is clear that we must have clear and reliable data. Plus there are other 

suspicions of plagiarism and the fact that the Commission has been ignoring 

1.3 million people of the EU who wish glyphosate to be banned. […] There 

should be a transitory period for farmers and there has to be an independent 

and I stress and underline independent study of glyphosate and that hasn't 

been the case so far because EFSA and ECHA are used again. Those same 

studies funded by Monsanto and other commercial players and we need 

these agencies of course so that we can fulfil our own mandate but they have 

to do their own work. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171019 

ENVI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

The MEP is reinforcing 

earlier criticism towards 

the EU risk assessment 

of glyphosate. 

this entire issue has highlighted the weakness on the part of the EU 

institutions in dealing with a large multinational and the precautionary 

principle is also being called into question in particular if we have to negotiate 

internationally, but also our control systems are inadequate because we need 

to have more transparency and we need to make sure that scientific evidence 

is used and that these control bodies are truly independent. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171113 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The MEP criticises EFSA 

and the Commission for 

relying on industry 

studies, which in his view 

should not be trusted. 

The tone of voice is 

negative, and the MEP 

also reports similar views 

The Monsanto papers have shown how they have cheated and changed the 

research. We should not trust this kind of science. And our European agency, 

which does not have enough funds to rely on independent studies, who do 

they rely on? They don’t say it. They have relied on studies […] paid by 

Monsanto. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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as part of other 

communications. 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171120 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

The speaker supports 

concerns expressed by a 

representative of the 

European Citizens' 

Initiative over the 

independence and 

reliability of EFSA's risk 

assessment of 

glyphosate. 

But we share certain concerns that you have including the lack of 

transparency, including the questionable scientific reliability and also 

scientific independence. And you in your presentation you also underline 

what you term as "flawed EU health risk assessment", amongst which you 

mentioned reliance on industry sponsored reviews, failure to independently 

evaluate on published industry studies and the copy and paste of industry 

valuation of published studies. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20171128 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
I have to echo a bit what was said in the last intervention by my colleague 

[MEP] and particularly because in the past few weeks you have expressed 

concern on several occasions when it comes to ECHA’s and EFSA’s inability 

to retest and reassess their results of identifying glyphosate as a carcinogen 

and the annual discharge of these two particular agencies makes me bring 

up these concerns once again. What happened leads us also to the question 

of the approval methods of the two agencies, the transparency of their 

evaluation process, the independence of the agency experts and also the 

real or potential ties with the industry. So I can't really agree completely with 

the conclusion that EFSA is developing public trust in the EU food safety 

system particularly because the current glyphosate scandal, the Monsanto 

papers and the copy paste revelation in the newspapers, particularly the 

Guardian, prove exactly the opposite. So we believe that all these issues 

have to be raised and thoroughly discussed before deciding about granting 

the discharge particularly when it comes to these two agencies. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20180607 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

Overall, the MEP appears 

to have a positive view 

and to be supportive of 

EFSA and the European 

Commission. For 

example, during her 

speech she mentions that 

“the EU legislation on 

pesticides is one of the 

most rigorous in the 

world”.    

Obviously there has to be an independence both from industry and from the 

politicians and who has to pay for the scientific studies. The proposal from 

the Commission on food legislation and EFSA has carried out studies and the 

proposal is welcome. That was independence and now transparency. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20180607 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

MEP refers to 

derogations in respect of 

the prohibition of 

neonicotinoids.   

And so these derogations were given too generously and we don't have 

enough experts. Well in member states of course that's already something 

we're aware of in connection with EFSA, and this problem with independence 

of experts. Well that's a problem we have to discuss in political terms. We 

urgently need from the member states more experts, more independent 

experts who can then work in the various bodies EFSA for example so that 

we have reasonable procedures. 

Negative Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

It is not clear whether the 

MEP's comments are 

addressed towards EFSA 

or towards previous 

statements by other 

speakers. Calls for trust 

in independence of 

science 

I get […] always a little bit sick and tired again for a conflict of interest of 

scientists there. Come on. It's very generalistic at some point we have to say 

we have a good system. Fine. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

 
I'm delighted that you as EFSA don't have to take any money from industry. I 

think if we can find solutions in way to help you get independent scientists 

then we should be doing that as well. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 
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5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20180709 

AGRI 

Confederal 

Group of the 

European 

United Left - 

Nordic Green 

Left 

 
I'd like to comment on what our guest said that you provide technical 

scientific responses to emotional problems of citizens. I think that was almost 

insulting because people ordinary people know that scientists are not neutral. 

Very often very, very often scientists respond to the interests of the people 

who are paying for their research. And we're tired of having all of these 

scandals brought out in the media. And if you were to use the principle of 

precaution and if you were really neutral we wouldn't have to be constantly 

withdrawing products from the market because they do end up having 

negative effects. Insects die. There are diseases and there is an impact. 

There are repercussions. So could you explain how you're using the 

precautionary principle. 

Negative Not specific 

topic 

5. 

Independence 

and objectivity 

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

 
You said that on the one hand we've got the policies and on the other hand 

we've got the science and we know that science isn't always entirely neutral 

particularly in times when we're having to think about so-called ‘independent 

scientists’ and how hard it is to find independent scientists. I know that's one 

of the core problems that you're facing - this idea of a neutral evaluation is 

hard to come by. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

6. 

Transparency 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

The implication in this 

question is that the MEP 

does not feel fully 

confident in the 

evaluation process at 

EFSA – particularly that 

the current system is not 

transparent enough and 

this is hindering the 

effectiveness of 

scientists. This may also 

imply concerns of how 

information is 

communicated to the 

Parliament. 

It's a question to [speaker] who talked to some of the failings, as I understood 

it, in the system. We've got to guarantee European citizens neutrality in 

placing on the market and plant health products. But we are not scientists 

and we are facing questions which are very technical and we've had 

presentation after presentation. We have to depend on the agencies. And 

without questioning their independence can I just ask [speaker] what you 

think about the current evaluation system, which is based on scientific 

analysis requested by industry and not conducted by the EU agencies or 

financed by the system. How would you evaluate that. How could it produce 

more transparency, so that scientists can be effective. The process is very 

long. Many of them will have started in the private sector before moving into 

the public sector. Is that a problem. And if so how, could it be solved. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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6. 

Transparency 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
My question then to [ECHA representative] is how is it possible that ECHA 

opinions and the BfR, the risk assessment body in Germany, and also the 

glyphosate working group, the two agencies: they looked at non-public 

studies from industry. And ones which the IARC had viewed. Is that principle 

not counter to transparency which should mark both agencies, in 

contradiction of the ruling from the Court of Justice. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

6. 

Transparency 

20171019 

ENVI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

The MEP is reinforcing 

earlier criticism towards 

the EU risk assessment 

of glyphosate. 

this entire issue has highlighted the weakness on the part of the EU 

institutions in dealing with a large multinational and the precautionary 

principle is also being called into question in particular if we have to negotiate 

internationally, but also our control systems are inadequate because we need 

to have more transparency and we need to make sure that scientific evidence 

is used and that these control bodies are truly independent. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

6. 

Transparency 

20171120 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

 
On the basis of scientific arguments, on the basis of the precautionary 

principle and also considering the scandal of the Monsanto papers and the 

conflict of interest, I totally agree with banning glyphosate. Allow me to add 

that the European Greens, faced with a lack of transparency from the 

European Food Safety Agency, we have gone to the European Court of 

Justice because we need access to public documents. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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6. 

Transparency 

20171120 

ENVI 

Confederal 

Group of the 

European 

United Left - 

Nordic Green 

Left 

 
The Commission and EFSA based themselves on data that had been 

published, or not published, in order to make their assessments. EFSA said 

that they had looked at additional studies from the industry, studies which in 

fact were never published so in order to establish that it is not very probable 

that there should be a cancer inducement. Most of these reports are not 

available though even though we have asked to have access to them and to 

be able to look at them. And yet even to this day there are so many of these 

studies that are not made available to us and have not been looked at even 

by the EFSA itself. I have other questions mostly for the Commission. One: 

how long how long will this lack of transparency continue, why don't we have 

access to this report? Number two I should like to know whether at some 

point in time we will look at the sentence from the European Court of Justice 

either for data cannot be kept confidential simply for commercial or trade 

interests. The health of consumers overrides the interests of industry, there 

can be no doubt about that. We've already seen time and time again in here 

that industry is in fact actually having a tremendous influence on the 

decisions taken by the Commission. Recently it's been the case. How long 

will this go on for. How long will allow the industry to decide which is the 

member state that is going to carry out the scientific assessments - that kind 

of procedure has got to change . 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

6. 

Transparency 

20171128 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

 
The other point is on one article you have in the EFSA discharge where you 

say that “notes that the authority shared with members of the European 

Parliament raw data it had used in evaluation of the pesticide glyphosate". 

That is a bit of a controversial issue, I have to say, because, well it is true that 

they shared data - by the way, aggregated in tables and figures - but they 

refused to say anything on the methodology, to say anything on the 

discussions and the conclusions of the studies, and exactly that is of course 

important: what did they do with this data. So that is an important addition 

that should be made. And that's also the reason why now four MEPs are 

taking EFSA to court on this, because they are not fully transparent. So we 

think that by just putting in that article where you refer to the raw data [that] 

have been published, it's a bit of a one sided article. 

Negative Not specific 

topic 
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6. 

Transparency 

20171128 

ENVI 

Group of the 

Progressive 

Alliance of 

Socialists and 

Democrats in 

the European 

Parliament 

 
I have to echo a bit what was said in the last intervention by my colleague 

[MEP] and particularly because in the past few weeks you have expressed 

concern on several occasions when it comes to ECHA’s and EFSA’s inability 

to retest and reassess their results of identifying glyphosate as a carcinogen 

and the annual discharge of these two particular agencies makes me bring 

up these concerns once again. What happened leads us also to the question 

of the approval methods of the two agencies, the transparency of their 

evaluation process, the independence of the agency experts and also the 

real or potential ties with the industry. So I can't really agree completely with 

the conclusion that EFSA is developing public trust in the EU food safety 

system particularly because the current glyphosate scandal, the Monsanto 

papers and the copy paste revelation in the newspapers, particularly the 

Guardian, prove exactly the opposite. So we believe that all these issues 

have to be raised and thoroughly discussed before deciding about granting 

the discharge particularly when it comes to these two agencies. 

Negative Not specific 

topic 

6. 

Transparency 

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

 
But there are some positive aspects. We would like to mention in the report 

about what has been achieved in implementing the transparency and 

engagement of measures like the TERA project. I like transparency and 

engagement and risk assessment very much because that has another 

meaning in my language. It's the very grain of that variety. And then we are 

pleased to see how that they're launching open data and evidence tools, 

opening up to a wider risk assessment. 

Positive Not specific 

topic 

6. 

Transparency 

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

Question directed to 

EFSA. It is unclear 

whether the sentiment 

around EFSA protecting 

commercial interests is 

the MEP’s personal 

opinion. 

First of all I learned that that in many cases the access to the documents was 

refused and quite a large number due to their protection of commercial 

interests. I wonder how do you see and how do you define your role being in 

between the interests of industry and commercial interests, and the interest 

of European public and it's right to have their full knowledge on any issue? 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

6. 

Transparency 

20180122 

CONT 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
EFSA just very briefly one question. The commission noted in its fitness 

check that's just fresh out of the press last Friday I think that EFSA’s 

reputation is easily negatively affected by the strict confidentiality rules and 

legal requirements that may appear as non-transparent to the public. So how 

is the agency planning to address this issue? 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 
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6. 

Transparency 

20180607 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
Transparency is necessary in order to encourage the public to be confident in 

what we're doing. But how do we achieve this without overburdening? 

There's a need for more support in the drawing up of a report so that these 

are more user friendly. And finally if we make these reports accessible will 

that manage to allay the fears of the public? That is a question that remains 

to be answered. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

6. 

Transparency 

20180607 

ENVI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

Overall views on 

institutions appears as 

negative, although 

judgement of EFSA is 

rather balanced. 

The issue of pesticides is very dear to the heart of ordinary citizens. The 

public has lost faith in the institutions and the scientific organizations who 

should be giving clear responses regarding the identification of danger in the 

use of a particular active substance rather than another. Maybe EFSA is 

taking steps forward on the theme of transparency and we've heard about 

that, but we still have an issue around the national competent authorities. 

Neutral Glyphosate; 

pesticides 

6. 

Transparency 

20180621 

AGRI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

The MEP comments on 

the Commission's 

proposal on transparency 

and sustainability of the 

EU risk assessment 

model in the food chain. 

The MEP calls for the 

current EFSA’s system 

regarding confidentiality 

of information “remains 

effective and efficient”, 

which implies a positive 

view on the current 

situation. 

Promoting transparency by means of a public register of scientific studies is 

good as far as I'm concerned but confidential information - this is very 

important - must still be protected. EFSA will take the decisions on 

confidentiality of information. I want to encourage you to ensure that the 

system remains effective and efficient. Many people are worried that this 

public pressure is going to lead to an extra legislative burden for EFSA and 

the firms and therefore not be more efficient and effective. This is a demand 

from the business world 

Positive General Food 

Law 

6. 

Transparency 

20180621 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

The MEP supports the 

Commission's proposal 

on transparency and 

sustainability of the EU 

risk assessment model in 

the food chain. There is a 

statement that, in the 

past, EFSA’s credibility 

and transparency have 

suffered.  

EFSA does not necessarily have enough financial resources and if EFSA is 

going to initiate an independent examination then obviously they do need the 

right kind of resources in order to be able to prepare independent studies. 

[…] What we're really dealing with here is transparency, credibility and we 

know that in this area credibility has suffered somewhat. 

Negative General Food 

Law 
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Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

6. 

Transparency 

20180709 

AGRI 

Europe of 

Freedom and 

Direct 

Democracy 

Group 

This comment appears to 

imply that EFSA should 

take a more 

precautionary approach 

when delivering risk 

assessment. 

We're always very pleased that [with the review of the General Food Law] 

we're going to see a different approach to transparency. But I do think a lot of 

the responsibility is political. The glyphosate case has shown how doubts can 

arise about the independence and therefore the impartiality of the positions 

that EFSA adopts. So I'd like to ask you to dissipate these doubts: can we 

make sure that you won't stray from the political framework that you were 

given because you are issuing these positions and we need to make sure 

that you use the precautionary principle instead of adopting very certain and 

definite positions because often this certainty doesn't really exist. 

Negative Not specific 

topic 

7. Risk 

communication 

20180607 

ENVI 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

 
Transparency is necessary in order to encourage the public to be confident in 

what we're doing. But how do we achieve this without overburdening? 

There's a need for more support in the drawing up of a report so that these 

are more user friendly. And finally if we make these reports accessible will 

that manage to allay the fears of the public? that is a question that remains to 

be answered. 

Neutral Not specific 

topic 

7. Risk 

communication 

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Alliance of 

Liberals and 

Democrats for 

Europe 

 
The debate this afternoon I think gives me the feeling that we we're sitting 

really in the same boat here. There's a lot of fake news out there spread by 

new digital media and some of us who have to deal with this fake news in our 

political lives as well are always keen to put out the science in face of the 

fake news. Now I come from Italy and you work there. There was the 

example of Xylella fastidiosa. You mentioned that yourself. We heard from 

people saying that this pest didn't exist at all. It was simply that the big 

companies were trying to sell as pesticides that we didn't need. What can we 

do when fake news is so obviously fake but it nonetheless spreads 

throughout the EU? Decisive steps I think are needed because this is 

criminal. 

Neutral Xylella 

fastidiosa 

8. Relationship 

with 

stakeholders 

and the public 

20171011 

ENVI 1 

Group of the 

European 

People's Party 

(Christian 

Democrats) 

This question regards the 

work of both ECHA and 

EFSA and both the 

ECHA and EFSA 

representatives respond 

to the question. 

It would have been good for Monsanto to defend itself. We have to make 

room for defence as well. But [ECHA representative], bearing in mind the 

accusations we've heard on the effect of glyphosate on human health, which 

one would hope would be investigated independently. In fact [speaker] 

presented the situation very clearly. What are the measures you intend to 

take in assessing risk to re-establish trust in public opinion. 

Negative Glyphosate; 

pesticides 
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Attribute Meeting Party Main points/context Statements Tone Topics 

8. Relationship 

with 

stakeholders 

and the public 

20180709 

AGRI 

Group of the 

Greens/Europ

ean Free 

Alliance 

 
And then the bees' week that was created with that, EFSA said we were 

going to have an NGOs, working together with industry talking about 

everything that's good and bad, talking with Monsanto and so on and so 

forth, and talking about how we can deal with bees dying out and how we can 

finally end this disaster. We heard from academics from people from 

ministries from a French agency as well, we also heard from the head 

lobbyist ECPA. 

Neutral Bees; 

neonicotinoids 

9. Response to 

crisis 

20170911 

ENVI 

European 

Conservatives 

and Reformists 

Group 

 
Fipronil is not permitted to be used in connection with the food industry. And 

the question is how come that these criminal activities were so widespread. 

144 farms affected in Belgium, 93 in the Netherlands and 20 in Italy and so 

forth. Forty countries in the world, 24 of them European, were involved in this 

scandal. So it looks as if either there's some mafia operating here or that the 

controls at European level, EFSA and the European Commission and are not 

working. On paper we are told everything is fine and dandy but in practice 

that's not the case it's a scandal. 

Negative Fipronil 
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Annex 3 References 
This annex provides the references to sources used to develop the timeline of events which 

may have affected MEPs’ debates, and other resources on reputation measurements and on 

EFSA’s scientific outputs debated by MEPs. 

A3.1 News articles screened to develop the timeline 

Name Theme Date Link 

African swine fever spreading 
slowly, report suggests 

African swine 
fever 

23/03/2017 https://www.newfoodmagazine.com/n
ews/35098/african-swine-fever-
report/ 

Analysis: Can EFSA ever cut 
ties with industry? 

Conflict of interest 03/05/2017 https://www.foodnavigator.com/Articl
e/2017/05/04/Analysis-Can-EFSA-
ever-cut-ties-with-industry 

Bees Endangered by 
Neonicotinoid Pesticides: EU 
Food Safety Regulator 

Insecticides/pestic
ides 

28/02/2018 https://www.insurancejournal.com/ne
ws/international/2018/02/28/481776.h
tm 

Conflicts of interest erode trust 
in food safety agency 

Conflict of interest 15/06/2017 https://www.euractiv.com/section/agri
culture-food/news/conflicts-of-
interest-continue-to-erode-trust-in-
efsa/ 

EFSA to evaluate titanium 
dioxide safety studies 

Titanium dioxide 
safety 

29/03/2018 https://www.foodnavigator.com/Articl
e/2018/03/29/EFSA-to-evaluate-
titanium-dioxide-safety-studies 

EFSA to give advice on the 
intake of sugar added to food 

Added sugars 24/03/2017 https://www.newfoodmagazine.com/n
ews/35122/efsa-give-advice-intake-
sugar-added-food/ 

EU expected to vote on 
pesticide ban after major 
scientific review 

Insecticides/pestic
ides 

28/02/2018 https://www.nature.com/articles/d415
86-018-02639-1 

EU food safety body to look 
again at palm oil health risks 

Carcinogenic 
properties of palm 
oil 

29/01/2017 https://www.reuters.com/article/us-
health-palmoil-eu-idUSKBN15B1YP 

EU report on weedkiller safety 
copied text from Monsanto 
study 

Glyphosate 
assessment 

15/09/2017 https://www.theguardian.com/environ
ment/2017/sep/15/eu-report-on-
weedkiller-safety-copied-text-from-
monsanto-study 

European agency concludes 
controversial ‘neonic’ 
pesticides threaten bees 

Insecticides/pestic
ides 

28/02/2018 https://www.sciencemag.org/news/20
18/02/european-agency-concludes-
controversial-neonic-pesticides-
threaten-bees 

European farmers say 
glyphosate deadlock shows 
mistrust in EU bodies 

Glyphosate 
assessment 

06/11/2017 https://www.euractiv.com/section/agri
culture-food/news/european-farmers-
say-glyphosate-deadlock-shows-
mistrust-in-eu-bodies/ 

European Food Safety 
Authority confirms sucralose is 
safe and does not cause 
cancer 

Artificial sweetner 08/05/2017 https://www.eurekalert.org/pub_relea
ses/2017-05/kny-efs050817.php 
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Name Theme Date Link 

GM labelling will be no barrier 
to Plenish soybean oil uptake, 
says trade group 

GM Soybean 02/02/2018 https://www.nutraingredients.com/Arti
cle/2018/03/13/Health-claim-
success!-EFSA-confirms-
carbohydrate-drinks-are-beneficial-
for-performance-in-high-intensity-
exercise 

MEPs go to court in bid to 
reform EFSA 

Glyphosate 
assessment 

02/06/2017 https://www.euractiv.com/section/agri
culture-food/news/meps-go-to-court-
in-bid-to-reform-efsa/ 

Nutella maker fights back on 
palm oil after cancer risk study 

Carcinogenic 
properties of palm 
oil 

11/01/2017 https://www.reuters.com/article/us-
italy-ferrero-nutella-insight/nutella-
maker-fights-back-on-palm-oil-after-
cancer-risk-study-idUSKBN14V0MK 

Overhaul health claims to 
tackle ‘unhelpful’ EU 
regulations 

Health claims 15/02/2018 https://www.foodnavigator.com/Articl
e/2018/02/15/Overhaul-health-
claims-to-tackle-unhelpful-EU-
regulations 

Probiotic claims on the horizon 
- so long as new EFSA 
dossiers keep it simple, say 
regulatory experts 

Health claims 21/02/2018 https://www.nutraingredients.com/Arti
cle/2018/02/21/Probiotic-claims-on-
the-horizon-so-long-as-new-EFSA-
dossiers-keep-it-simple-say-
regulatory-experts 

Regulation frustration: One in 
three industry professionals 
finds EU framework unhelpful 

Health claims 15/02/2018 https://www.newfoodmagazine.com/n
ews/64702/regulation-frustration-one-
three-industry-professionals-finds-eu-
framework-unhelpful/ 

The man who haunts Europe’s 
food safety watchdog 

Glyphosate 
assessment 

09/07/2018 https://www.foodnavigator.com/Articl
e/2018/04/12/EFSA-in-radical-
transparency-overhaul 

Toxic eggs expose EU’s 
struggle to police food safety 

Food safety 11/08/2017 https://www.politico.eu/article/fipronil-
eggs-scandal-toxic-expose-eus-
struggle-to-police-food-safety/ 
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