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• EU Commission: 
DG SANTÉ: Susanne Ditmann RASMUSSEN 

 
• EFSA:  
Evidence Management Unit: Mary Gilsenan, Eileen O’Dea 

 
1. Welcome and apologies for absence 

The meeting was opened at 09:00 by the Chair. 

The Chair welcomed the participants and thanked them for their work since the 
last meeting.  

Apologies were received from:  
• Jesus Alvarez-Pinera (UK) 

• Monica Neagu (Romania) 
• Sanaa Moez (France) 

 

  Name Country 

Ákos Jozwiak (Chair) Hungary 

Flemming Bager Denmark 

Milo Bystrický Slovak Republic 

David Foster Sweden 

Klemens Fuchs Austria 

Danica Grahek-Ogden  Norway  

Alessandra Perrella Italy  

Eva Scharfenberg Germany (via Skype) 

Darja Sokolic Croatia 

Martina Stack Ireland 

Katie Vermeersch Belgium 

Koen Wienk Netherlands 
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2. Adoption of agenda 

The agenda was adopted with 1 change: 

• to add Heads of Agencies Open Data group and their interim/draft report 

  

3. Discussion on Interim report to Advisory Forum  

The Advisory Forum (AF) endorsed the Task Force (TF) interim report in 
September and asked that we continue our work. Two liaison suggestions were 

advocated with:  

• EFSA Focal Points network regarding data quality initiatives (workshop 

held 13 November 2019) 

• AF Discussion Group on Capacity building regarding inclusion of data 
literacy in Food Safety Risk Assessment curricula (meeting scheduled for  

28 November 2019 with inclusion of a presentation by AFTF Chair) 

This TF work is providing contributions to the EFSA 2027 Strategy in progress 

and therefore an advanced draft of the final report should be available in March 
2020 in advance of the AF meeting on 1-2 April. This will allow the TF to 

consider any comments and suggestions during April and May with a view to 
endorsement of the final report by the Advisory Forum in early July. 

 

4. Discussion on EU Interoperability Framework  

Ireland presented the background of the European Interoperability Framework 

(EIF) and the 3 sections of recommendations. 28 of the 47 recommendations 
were deemed of direct relevance to the AFTF. Ireland will continue the work of 
drafting commentary on the alignments of the EIF and the AFTF report. 

It was noted that the Irish Public Sector Data Strategy 2019-2023 
Interoperability Platform refers to the EIF. It was also noted that in some EU 

Member States there may be less awareness of the EIF and that it is advisable 
to highlight its importance and align our recommendations with EIF 
recommendations.  

 

5. Discussion on ONEHEALTH projects 

A short document was presented by Hungary on RAKIP and ORION projects the 
outcomes of which could be potentially relevant to the recommendations of this 
task force. 

RAKIP: 

This is an ANSES/BfR/DTU joint project which aims to resolve issues with the 

exchange and sharing of data, knowledge and algorithms. The recommendations 
will include a common metadata schema to enable sharing of information. This 
can potentially also be used retrospectively to metadata tag old risk assessment 

datasets and models and make them more readily accessible. 
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There is an intention to host a peer-reviewed journal with an automatic editorial 
function to ensure metadata tagging of published risk assessments and opinions. 

Due to the diversity of different data, models and languages, a common 
annotation scheme will contribute significantly to improved interoperability. 

Work has been progressing for several years and a funded post-doctoral 
resource is now progressing the proof of concept agreed. This was focussed 
originally on microbiological models but should be applicable to other domains 

and to data in addition to models. 

 

ORION:  

This project is in its initial phase and involves 13 Veterinary Institutes from 
Member States. The objectives include becoming a knowledge hub for One 

Health related data, information, knowledge, models and algorithms. Many 
models are available but re-use and adaptation to national frameworks are 

difficult. The project team have started to build up a common glossary of all 
possible definitions without attempting to harmonise or standardise the 

terminology. It is planned that this will contribute to building a common one 
health surveillance ontology across programmes and institutions providing a 
translational layer between programmes and users. Such an ontology layer could 

enable use of natural language to parse scientific publications. 

 

NOVA: 

This project is approximately halfway through a 4-year programme and aims to 
identify surveillance streams and barriers to their effective use and re-use. 

Short term objectives include streamlining and speeding up data collection. 
There is a work package on synchronising surveillance and on purchasing data 

which could provide very useful data for exposure assessment. 

Long term objectives include common terminology, identification of new data 
sources, overcoming barriers to collaboration and the use of Artificial Intelligence 

(AI) in data access. There appears to be a strong connection with ontology 
creation in the ORION project described above.  

It was suggested that an EFSA point of contact  liaise with the project team  on 
a quarterly basis.  

 

A common theme across these projects is the creation of a knowledge platform 
to facilitate use and re-use of data sources and models. It was agreed that this 

AFTF should recommend the establishment of a central publication destination 
for food safety related materials. The Horizon 2020 call for Food Safety Systems 
including a platform for research recognises data as an important part of such a 

knowledge platform. 

The AFTF requested a clarification of the EFSA SIGMA project and its approach to 

data collection. An EFSA project representative was able to provide an overview 
on short notice. 

SIGMA:  
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The project was initiated two years ago by EFSA to facilitate the collection of 
denominator data (animal population) for animal health in a standardised way. 

This has traditionally been done in different countries using different 
methodologies and EU authorities have struggled to collate data in a common 

way. Evaluation of this pilot project and its achievements in collaboration in 
Member States will be done after 3 years of piloting.  

Eleven Member States participate on a voluntary basis and pre-accession (IPA) 

countries are interested in participating as they are revising their data collection 
systems to ensure alignment with EU standards. In order to show added value 

for the participating country, valuable reports or other data products e.g. 
dashboards have been created. 

A negotiated procedure is used through a consortium who engage directly with 

the countries interested in participating. The consortium translates the national 
system into the SIGMA data model (based on EFSA’s SSD2 standard) using 

software to assist with the translation from their monitoring and lab systems. 
This is a large and complex task which is difficult to estimate because each 

country’s systems are different. Financial support has been made available to 
encourage participation. 

 

Although originally set up for animal population and disease, it can provide a 
more generic basis applicable to food domains as well. Data formats are aligned 

with food data collection models and controlled terminology (SSD2). In future,  
the EFSA Zoonosis EU Summary report could make use of this animal population  
data. 

Eventually, this approach could be extended to be applicable in the Animal 
Welfare domain in which there is no harmonised data collection in the EU. 

 

6. Discussion on Data Capture at the Point of Sampling (Croatia) 

Croatia presented the objectives of the project they are engaged in with Portugal 

within the framework of the EFSA Partnering Grant scheme. The difference 
between data collection (passive) and data capture (active) was emphasised. 

There is a significant challenge to capturing this data since an estimated 90% of 
data in businesses is unstructured. Both manual and electronic data capture 
methods have been explored also considering potential use of Optical Character 

Recognition (OCR), barcode reading and Artificial Intelligence (AI). The system 
being developed also incorporates a level of validation at capture through use of 

the SSD2 data format at an early stage of data creation at sampling and at the 
labs. There are 4 topics common to all domains and the project will enable more 
efficient fulfilment of these: MANCP Plan, Sampling, laboratory Analysis and Risk 

Assessment.  

Croatia will continue to draft a section for the AFTF report detailing what 

recommendations can flow from this in terms of automation. There is an 
opportunity for natural language ontologies combined with machine learning to 
be used in processing of food sample descriptions to convert them to machine 

readable format and connection with FoodEx2 codes.  
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7. Discussion on Quality (including Timeliness) of Data 

 

Slovakia confirmed that the discussion of data quality as part of the EFSA Focal 

Point network remit has begun with an emphasis on timeliness. Each Member 
State has different national arrangements so the barriers to achieving real-time 
data availability and the steps needed to move towards this goal will also vary 

across the countries involved.  

Templates for mapping of data collection processes at national level have been 

proposed to support achievement of improved data quality into EFSA systems. 
These itemise steps and tasks as well as timing and responsibility. 

The recent Focal Point workshop resulted in actions for Focal Points to consider 

how they could improve data quality through changes in the national 
arrangements with responsibilities assigned to data providers as well as national 

data stewards. One workshop suggestion was that national collation of data 
could be done more frequently e.g. quarterly or even more frequently. 

It is anticipated that costs of implementation of such initiatives can be offset 
with savings in terms of automation and reduced follow-up costs when issues 
are identified later at time of use of data. 

There was some discussion within the TF of the future role of EFSA Focal Points 
to either: 

• remain as an information exchange network between member states and 
EFSA; 

• transition to include more data related matters to advocate for data 

quality initiatives and improvements e.g. a network of high level data co-
ordinators enabling the national level discussion of practical 

arrangements with respect to data which can advance the strategic 
directions defined by the AF and AFTF. 

Slovakia to continue drafting a section on this in the AFTF Report defining the 

future roles with respect to data of the Advisory Forum, the Focal Point network, 
national Data Co-ordinators and Data Stewards. 

 

8. Discussion on Data Modelling 

Germany summarised the content of the Data Modelling document – this 

includes short- and long-term recommendations including the following: 

• minimise development of new data formats unless necessary; 

• encourage the extension and interoperability of data models to address 
emerging needs e.g. SIGMA model as an extension of SSD2; 

• improve accessibility and interoperability of IMSOC and RASFF data;  

• develop a catalogue of risk assessment tools; 

• Collaboration with International institutions on data modelling. 
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There will be a meeting of the Infosan group in December and this could be an 

opportunity for members to discuss data initiatives there. 

The difference between short- & long-term recommendations is understood as 

distinguishing things that can be achieved quickly versus others which may take 
time.  

Germany will continue to draft the section for the AFTF report taking in account 

any additional comments and including text on data governance. There is a need 
for project/task proposals to get quick wins and suggestions on this are welcome 

from the group which can be proposed. 

  

9. Discussion on Future of Food Safety Data Vision 

 

The group discussed the vision of what a future Food Safety data system should 

look like and what capabilities it should have. Norway have developed a draft 
table to capture the ideas about what such a system would include. The table 

represents different stakeholders’ needs from the Food Safety data and how they 
might need to interact and access the data. 

It was suggested that such a system would also need to encompass 

environmental needs to support, in the future, more integrated risk assessments 
incorporating data from both Food Safety and Environmental domains. 

Recognition of different levels of access (raw and aggregated) highlights the 
need for input from Data Scientists and Data Managers as to how to organise the 
data to enable that as well as from other professions for implementation design 

e.g. including AI and Machine Learning. 

It was recognised that mapping food safety scientific data is highly complex and 

time-consuming. Our report will include a description of what we want to 
achieve. E.g. I want to be able to risk assess listeria in certain foods and 
available metadata will enable access to raw and aggregated data across a 

variety of structured and unstructured data sources. It is important to broaden 
the evidence base and avoid using only known data sources since this can 

introduce bias to the process. Further discussion of this in collaboration with the 
ENVI sister agencies is recommended. 

The report should include reference to how data analysis and use impacts on 

data capture, creation and sharing. Hungary and Austria agreed to draft a short 
section on Artificial Intelligence.  

Additionally, future capacity building efforts in the area of risk assessment 
should include an element of data literacy. The input of data scientists to enable 
a focus on food safety data would be ideal although this domain is not yet 

accessible or big enough to compete for interest. A new concept paper in Nature 
on FOODOME advocates collation of all available data on food consumption, 

microbiome etc encompassing chemical and biochemical domains. Increased 
focus on these topics may result in an expansion of data science activity in the 
food safety domain.  
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‘Snowballing’ is  the process of building on what innovators are doing to fill  
known or identified gaps. There may be opportunities for food safety activities 

such as data collection and risk assessment  to leverage innovative data science 
activities developed for other purposes. Recommendations regarding this in the 

area of artificial intelligence and machine learning should be included in the AFTF 
report which will be drafted by Hungary and Austria. 

 

10. Discussion on Data Architecture 

Sweden presented some discussion topics for the data architecture section of the 

report. It is challenging to try to anticipate what IT architecture will look like in 
2027. Our recommendations should focus on moving towards a common 
understanding infrastructure, architecture and Guidelines. Gartner provides 2 

possible definitions of IT architecture: one operational and the other strategic. 
Our focus is on the strategic. 

On that basis, the AFTF aims to give advice to organisations including EFSA, the 
advisory Forum and Member States regarding the principles we advise since a 

long list of possible prescriptive recommendations may not be useful. This 
should involve minimal technical detail with a balance between breadth and 
depth and some use cases to elaborate and clarify applicability.  

Recommendations at both National and EU level should be seen as collaborative 
and iterative rather than one following the other. Member States and the 

Commission may see national implementation being followed by EU. The AFTF 
should consider what would inspire member states to give equal importance to 
EFSA collaboration in an environment of competition for resources and what 

added value deliverables from EFSA to member states could be recommended.  

Added value could be through building a common system to reduce development 

and maintenance costs or through building a mechanism to enable EFSA to 
access national systems built to fulfil national needs. Some combination of these 
approaches could be envisaged.  

Sweden to continue drafting the report section on IT architecture. 

11. Any Other Business 

No other business was raised. 

 

12. Next Steps and Actions agreed: 

The Schedule for the AFTF remaining work programme:  

A very good draft is needed by 31 March 2020 for our meeting in Osijek, Croatia. 

Phone & Skype collaboration will be organised before then in early Jan, early Feb 
and early March. 

EFSA will ensure engagement of the ChemMon Network in March 2020. 

 

EFSA suggested that the discussions have evolved enormously over the life of 

the group. A report to the AF and on the EFSA website remains the objectives 
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but could also transform into an article in the EFSA Journal or other journal e.g. 
Food Policy journal. 

 

Action Target date Status 

Ireland to draft the final report section on 
applicability of the EIF framework 

recommendations and their alignment with the 
AFTF recommendations. 

for inclusion in 
draft report to be 

circulated 1st 
March 2020. 

 

Denmark/Hungary to draft the final report 
section on RAKIP, ORION and NOVA projects and 

their applicability and their alignment with the 
AFTF recommendations. 

for inclusion in 
draft report to be 

circulated 1st 
March 2020. 

 

Croatia to draft the final report section on  data 
capture at the point of sampling and its  
applicability and alignment with the AFTF 

recommendations. 

for inclusion in 
draft report to be 
circulated 1st 

March 2020. 

 

Slovakia to draft the final report section on  data 

quality dimension of timeliness and connect the 
Focal Point Discussion on Data Quality and its  

applicability and alignment with the AFTF 
recommendations.  

for inclusion in 

draft report to be 
circulated 1st 

March 2020. 

 

Norway to draft initial thought on what a future 
ideal food safety system might be able to deliver 
in practical terms to support effectiveness of EU 

Food Safety activities. 

for inclusion in 
draft report to be 
circulated 1st 

March 2020. 

 

Hungary and Austria to draft the final report 

section on data analysis and use. 

for inclusion in 

draft report to be 
circulated 1st 

March 2020. 

 

EFSA to contact SENTINEL project regarding their 

data lake learnings. 

for inclusion in 

draft report to be 
circulated 1st 
March 2020. 

 

EFSA to arrange  teleconferences for Late 
January and late February. 

18 December 
2019 

 

EFSA to finalise minutes and publish on EFSA 
website 

10 December  

EFSA to convene the next meeting of the AF-Task 
Force on Data Collection and Data Modelling 

directly preceding the next Advisory Forum 
Meeting on 31st March 2020 (Osijek, Croatia) 

31st  January  

 

13. Closure of the meeting at 17:45 


