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 European Food Safety Authority 
 
 
The attached annexes were discussed at the EFSA Advisory Forum meeting 11 December 
2003.  
 
Annex I which is entitled ‘Advice of the Scientific Committee in relation to EFSA’s 
activities in a crisis (advice based on a draft prepared by the Task Force on “Crisis 
Management” of the EFSA Scientific Committee) was used by EFSA staff as supporting 
material for the development of Annex II which is an in-house procedures for EFSA staff 
to follow should a crisis be identified. 
 
It should be noted that the EFSA has chosen the practical approach laid down in Annex II 
to complement the plans put forward by the Commission and on which the Management 
Board has already commented.  
 
The Board is asked to note the in-house procedures as described in Annex II and also to 
note that these will be subject to revision in view of comments made by the Advisory 
Forum, as circumstances and staff change and in the light of experience. 
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Annex I 

 
Advice of the Scientific Committee in relation to  

EFSA’s activities in a crisis  
 

(advice based on a draft prepared by the Task Force on “Crisis Management” 
of the EFSA Scientific Committee) 

 
 
Background 
 
Section 3 of Regulation N° 178/2002 addresses the role of EFSA in a crisis. It specifies 
that the Commission should develop and agree with the Members States and EFSA a 
crisis plan and that such a plan would be triggered when emergency measures are not 
sufficient (article 56-1) to contain the problem. EFSA shall participate in a crisis unit and 
if necessary provide scientific and technical assistance. The Commission is currently 
developing a crisis management plan which will cover the joint arrangements between 
EFSA, the Commission and the Member States.   
Not only will the Authority need to be prepared to react in a crisis as identified in the 
Regulation it will also need to have in place systems which identify developing potential 
crisis situations and be able to be proactive in this respect.  The Authority should define 
its ad hoc arrangements and procedures for providing scientific information and 
communication in order to cope with its responsibility.  
 
 
Terms of Reference 

 
The Scientific Committee is requested by EFSA to give an opinion on the set-up EFSA 
could build to efficiently act in a crisis unit triggered by the European Commission. That 
set-up should complement the one which will be implemented for the handling of 
emerging risks.  
 
 
Introduction 
 
A crisis is defined as a time when it becomes difficult to appraise, treat and control an 
emerging event that may have a large impact on the community (Figure 1). It is a specific 
process which often starts when a triggering event reveals a series of disfunctionings that 
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had not been anticipated or even thought possible. It appears often in complex integrated 
networks where domino effects and large scale effects of local events are possible. Major 
crisis reflect the ways societies structure themselves and allocate their resources; in this 
sense most crisis have political implications. Crisis, as disasters, are not random 
occurences but reflect the interaction of human beings with a given environment. There 
are no purely “natural” disasters/crises; there are natural hazards, which impact upon 
human vulnerabilities and that are mostly determined by human causes. 
Crisis is a time when the way of handling risk through a classical procedure is no more 
valid (Godard et al, 2002) because in particular it involves to handle not only the 
biophysical aspects of the question but also its social effects in the communities, 
including the scientific communities. Solving the crisis requires to accept to look in 
regions where existing models are no more valid, but where uncertainty, non-
predictability, instability, irregularity and disorder can prevail. It needs a lot of effort to 
find back a new order for acting right, often not by using well known validated responses 
and for example by mobilising viewpoints of experts and not merely scientific 
publications. It often needs to clear what are the actual values at stake that will be used as 
references before going further.  
Despite the short time schedule, experts should not work under too much time pressure 
but they should have time for sharing their knowledge and more important their 
ignorance and uncertainties. However, to be useful and legitimate they should have time 
to build up a new knowledge for helping the manager in a real time action.  
 
A crisis is a process that usually includes a long incubation period with short and brutal 
and destructuring consequences (Roux-Dufort, 2000) that can be compared to the one 
described for the scapegoat syndrome (Girard, 1972). Four phases of a “crisis cycle” can 
be defined where EFSA can be involved: 
 

1. Usually weak signals of the crisis can be perceived before the occurrence of 
its core. The Centre for Science in the Public Interest (2003) stated that it is 
“Only by tracking food/feed quickly, both forward and back through the food 
chain custody, will the authority be able to prevent large number of illness and 
deaths”. Those signals can be non conventional and unusual and they can arise 
from unusual sources. The ability to “hear” them is an essential initial phase 
for an efficient crisis assessment. It is important to notice that often the 
problem is not only to get the information but to believe in what they mean. It 
is only in believing that a catastrophe can happen that we can be prepared to 
prevent it (Dupuy, 2002). That means that EFSA should be able to analyse the 
data arising from different networks and in the particular from the “rapid alert 
system for food and feed” but also from as many networks and contacts as 
possible from the whole world (e.g. OIE, WHO,…). In Europe sound system 
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of record keeping, and more importantly of their analysis, in the food/feed 
chain must exist, strongly involving in particular the Member States. There 
must be a development goal that goes far beyond the food/health sector and 
involves the whole texture of society. In terms of prevention and mitigation, 
many hazards and vulnerabilities are reduced by preventive care, e.g. food 
safety. EFSA must contribute to preparedness by contingency plans and 
referral systems, to be activated in case of a crisis. 

2. It may be necessary to assess the scientific nature of the crisis and to analyse 
the question under the current knowledge. For that purpose it will probably be 
necessary to quickly collect new information by mobilising experts from a 
large range of different scientific disciplines. They often will be asked to go 
beyond the normal scope of the risk analysis trying to give their personal 
opinions and “feelings” long before a more structured risk assessment can 
operate. 

3. Managers may require scientific assessment of different possible options for 
action and to maintain the attention long enough to be sure that the system is 
back to a stable position. A system after a crisis can in fact be more subject to 
have a relaps or a new crisis.There is no golden bullet, no quick –fix solution 
against crisis. Crisis reduction/management is essentially a developmental 
process of investment in people and institutions, at local, national and 
international levels. 

4. Eventually it is necessary to learn from the crisis. That part is often 
underestimated but is in fact essential. EFSA should be able to analyse any 
crisis arising anywhere in the world, and not only in Europe, so be able to 
better react in the future. Several organisations in the past (e.g. Lok and Owell, 
2000) have been taken that opportunity to learn from other countries. 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
It is difficult to know what and when will be the next crisis. The only thing important is 
to believe that it will come. It makes then necessary to prepare the procedure so to be able 
to handle it and if possible to avoid it turns to be a real crisis.  
 
Thinking about emergencies and preparing for crisis need to answer to the questions: 
 

- Are we fully informed about the environment where we are operating?  
- Are our plans realistic?  
- Are our procedures adequate?  
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- Are our structures and systems strong enough to withstand a crisis? 
 

In order to strenghten national, regional and international capacities, five operational 
objectives are identified: 
 

a) to promote legislation enabling actions to take place; 
b) to promote strategies, plans and procedures for coordinated action; 
c) to strenghten human and institutional resources; 
d) to promote programmes for public information, awareness and participation; 
e) to promote collection, analysis and dissemination of information. 
 

There is no quick-fix technology for crisis reduction/avoidance, which is essentially a 
process of investment in people and institutions. Financial and political investments are 
essential for a programme to have enough continuity to induce positive changes. It should 
overcome the difficulty of maintaining such costly programs when the aim is to avoid 
crises and then if successful to make non-events. 
 
Taking into account those different aspects, the Scientific Committee is in the opinion 
that a Permanent Crisis Unit will be an essential tool for EFSA to deal with the whole 
crisis cycle for helping better the Commission to manage crises. Building up an ad-hoc 
group when the crisis is emerging will probably not be enough as it will probably be too 
late to really have the scientific and psychological resources to give the right solution to 
the crisis. 

 
That structure should: 

1. analyse the weak signals from wherever they come. 
2. prepare an emergency plan. That plan should in particular include the key 

persons to be contacted and a list of experts with different backgrounds. It should 
better concentrate on procedures than on facts and aim at preparing scenarios of 
actions. It could also develop tool for quick responding quantitative risk 
assessment. An updated list of contacts with the key people will be necessary and 
robust procedures to mobilise them as quickly as possible, including all the 
facilities to work efficiently. In time of crisis, analyses of independent 
assessments coming from different origins will probably be necessary in 
particular in urgent cases. A first action could be to conduct a “crisis audit” to 
“identify potential vulnerabilities and possible crisis scenarios” (e.g. Anonymous, 
1999). 

3. have the mandate to organise training exercise with all the key persons which 
could be involved in a crisis. That point is crucial, as it should allow simulating 
an unusual event, not well defined, with no clear scientific background. That 
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should create a context for all the key persons to operate in a concerted way to 
develop a culture of crisis. 

4. be in charge of learning from past internal or external crises so to prepare 
future crises. 

5. be involved in communication during and after the crisis. That involvement 
should be defined under the framework of the general crisis organisation in order 
to not interfere with other bodies. It should be based on transparency and aimed 
at gaining confidence from the stakeholders and the public in general taking into 
account the specificity of a crisis (Lubaszewski, 1999).  

6. interact efficiently with Member States bodies and international partners in 
order to integrate disaster reduction and crisis management in development plans; 
and to have the capacity to manage effectively emergencies and crisis, with a 
maximum of self-reliance. Capacity, in this context, summarizes four major 
elements: a) information on the problem to be tackled; b) authority to act; c) 
plans, resources and procedures for their application; d) partnerships. 

7. have a trained and ready to act staff. This permanent unit should probably 
include experts on crisis assessment and management (Roux-Dufort, 2000). It 
should have the facilities for conducting and recording the procedure and in 
particular a crisis room with all the relevant facilities. 

 
The Scientific Committee is in the opinion that its involvement, or the involvement of its 
chair, in the EFSA Permanent Crisis Unit is necessary. It will be a useful measure to 
include the scientific committee and panels on a permanent basis will be probably 
involved in case of crisis. It will also help to mobilize as quickly as possible all the 
experts of the panels and to find other persons with complementary scientific expertises.  
 
It will be perhaps necessary to have different approaches depending on the nature of the 
crisis, e.g. when dealing with bio-terrorism and establishing counter-terrorism 
methodology (www.fda.gov).  
 
 
Members of the task force on “crisis management” 
 P. Le Neindre 
 T. Fernandes 
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DRAFT 
 
 
 

 
Harmful or disturbing event

Yes No Transition 

Large volume

Yes No Threat

Sharp and sudden, needing a specific response

Yes No Waning 

Out of the usual action plan 

Yes No Emergency procedure

Crisis procedure 

Figure 1: Chart flow of the crisis identification (Reilly, 1993 in Roux-
Dufort, 2000) 
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Annex II 

 
Principles of handling a crisis in-house  

 
Introduction 
 
1. The Regulation requires the Commission to develop a Crisis Management Plan in 
close cooperation with the Authority and the Member States. This document is EFSA’s 
own in-house document intended to complement the Commission Plan for use within 
EFSA. It aims to provide practical information for those in EFSA who may be called 
upon in a food safety crisisi to provide scientific data or advice, technical support or other 
support functionsii. The Commission’s Crisis Management Plan is in preparation. 
 
General approach  
 
2. The Regulation: 
 
“Without prejudice to its role of ensuring the application of Community law, where the 
Commission identifies a situation involving a serious direct or indirect risk to human 
health deriving from food and feed, and the risk cannot be prevented, eliminated or 
reduced by existing provisions or cannot adequately be managed solely by way of the 
application of Articles 53 and 54, it shall immediately notify the Member States and the 
Authority.” 
 
3. If the criteria in this definition prompt the Commission to declare a crisis and 
form a Crisis Unit then EFSA will normally be in crisis mode as part of this activity. The 
identification of a crisis may be initially from within EFSA or an external source – in 
most cases the Commission.  It is unlikely that EFSA would be active if the crisis were as 
a result of a failure of controls unless there were specific new scientific matters to 
address.  
 
4. However EFSA may have occasion when the Commission has not identified a 
crisis to decide itself to move into an in-house crisis mode. One example is a situation, 
where EFSA may be developing scientific advice, which may ultimately lead to public 
disquiet. In either situation the Authority will need to act and be prepared while keeping 
partners informed. 
 
5. Geoffrey Podger or Herman Koëter will inform the appropriate staff that this 
point has been reached and the in-house plan is activated. It is important that EFSA 
scientific and communications staff make members of the crisis team aware of any issue 
in their domain which may have the potential to reach this point. 
 
6. EFSA responsibilities lie in the area of scientific evaluation of information in 
order to identify an emerging crisis or assist risk managers with scientific and technical 
support during a crisis. It may be called into action by the Commission’s Crisis 
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Management Unit should the Commission have identified a crisis (see point 8 below), or 
in other circumstances, when an emerging issue has been identified in EFSA which has 
the potential to grow into a crisis.  
 
Crisis Unit formed by the Commission 
 
7. If the crisis unit has been formed by the Commission, Article 55 of the Regulation 
states the need for the crisis management plan (‘the general plan’) to specify practical 
procedures necessary to manage a crisis, including the principles of transparency to be 
applied and a communication strategy. The legal obligations to set up a crisis unit are laid 
down in article 56iii of the Regulation. The Commission shall set up a crisis unit, and 
EFSA shall be represented in it. The tasks of the crisis unit are defined in article 57iv.  
 
8. EFSA’s philosophy is to co-operate with the Commission and other members of 
the Crisis Unit as described by the Regulation. EFSA staff participating in the 
Commission crisis unit will continue to be answerable to their line managers in EFSA. 
EFSA will act openly and transparently, communicating accurate and scientifically valid 
information to the crisis unit within the remit of the Regulation. It will publish 
information as it becomes available.  
 
Crisis Unit not formed by the Commission 
 
9. If the Commission Crisis Unit has not been formed, EFSA will take its own 
decisions as to the actions it may need to put in place. This will be determined on a case-
by-case basis as determined by the Executive Director or Deputy Executive Director. 
This will include a responsibility to keep the Commission and national authorities 
informed of the situation. 
 
EFSA Crisis Team 
 
10. A situation emerges which Geoffrey Podger or Herman Koëter believes warrants 
urgent action. The Authority would act immediately in the case of serious direct or 
indirect risk to human health deriving from food or feed or in cases where an emerging 
issue has the potential to evolve into such a risk.  
 
Notwithstanding the possible declaration by the Commission of a crisis, EFSA will form 
its Crisis Team. The Commission will be asked if they wish to participate as observers at 
the EFSA Crisis Team meetings. 
 
Geoffrey Podger       Head of Team 
(in his absence or as otherwise agreed - Herman Koëter)  
Christine Majewski       Crisis coordinator.  
Anne-Laure Gassin       Communications 
Herman Koëter      Scientific matters 
Antoine Cuvillier       Legal matters 
Scientific Co-ordinators (depending on issue)  
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Deputies to these functions may be designated and an administrative secretary asked to 
assist the team. 
 
The Crisis Team will be responsible for the co-ordination of all communications with the 
Commission, the Member States, stakeholder organisations and international contacts.  
 
Logging of information 
 
11. All incoming and outgoing information shall be logged by each member of staff 
receiving and sending information on a crisis matter.  
 
Contact details 
 
12. All members of staff are obliged to keep their contact details updated. Crisis 
Team members should keep details of who to contact in an emergency, at home or 
elsewhere.  
 
Internal contacts 
 
13. During office hours, contact Geoffrey Podger, Herman Koëter or Christine 
Majewski. If anyone in the Crisis Team is contacted after office hours, they should 
contact each other immediately. The emergency phone list is attached to the crisis plan. 
All members of staff are obliged to keep their contact details updated. 
 
14. If neither Christine, Herman, Geoffrey, Anne-Laure or Antoine are in the office, 
try and reach them WHERE THEY ARE or may be. Their office mobile numbers will 
always be obtainable. The Crisis Team shall provide contact details 24/7 when they leave 
the office. 
 
Emergency communications  
 
15. A crisis emerges and the Crisis Team has started its work. Should EFSA 
employees other than the Crisis Team be contacted they should refer the enquiries to:  
 

a. During office hours: 
 
The first point of contact is Anne-Laure Gassin, see telephone list attached. The 
second point of contact Helen Kinghan. Get the name and the organisation of the 
caller before you pass them on. 

 
b. Outside office hours:  
 
EFSA will institute a mechanism by which it can be reached outside office hours.  
In such instances it will be possible for someone calling the general office number 
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to leave a message or find the emergency number of a contact point who will then 
relay the information to the Crisis Team.    

 
16. As a matter of policy the Crisis Team will ensure that the Member States, 

Commission and where relevant key stakeholders are kept informed of key 
communication events throughout the crisis. Other stakeholders may also be 
invited to provide input to prepare and assist with risk communication. 

 
 
Information and data on the crisis 
17. Member States and the Commission will be asked as far as possible to provide 
input in terms of data and other scientific information depending upon the matter at hand. 
Other stakeholders may also be invited to provide input depending upon the nature of the 
crisis. Information exchanges back to the Member States and where relevant other 
relevant key stakeholders will be undertaken on a regular basis.  
 
18. Crisis contact lists for 24/7 access to external stakeholders are available with 
Institutional and International Affairs. The Crisis Team will decide at what point 
information will be circulated to these and on what basis.  
 
19. Meetings of the relevant scientists may need to be called to provide the relevant 
scientific examination of the emerging information in addition to normal programmed 
activities or scientific studies may need to be commissioned. In either case these will be 
funded by EFSA following the financial procedures below.. 
 
International contacts 
 
20. The Head of Team will decide when to advise international agencies and 
stakeholders of key events. These will includes for example the FDA, USDA, ANZFA, 
WHO, FAO, Japan, Canada Health, US EPA, etc. The Institutional and International Unit 
will facilitate such exchanges. 
 
IT  
  
21. EFSA IT can be called in to change the website immediately or to launch an 
emergency one. See emergency numbers for key IT staff attached.  
 
Financial aspects 
 
22. Funding emergency meetings: Appropriate funds should be released by Finance 
upon approval from the Head of the EFSA Crisis Team. 
 
For the year 2004 a special fund of 50.000 € is set aside so that the Crisis Team may 
become operational immediately, enabling it to invite external experts and send staff on 
missions or take similar measures, without delay.  
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A derogation in writing from the Executive Director specifies that in these circumstances, 
Article 126 of Commission Regulation 2342/2002 applies and not the usual rules (See 
Annex 1). 
 
23. Funding scientific studies: The Authority, as a Community body, is bound by EU 
procurement rules. These are laid down in the Financial Regulation and the implementing 
rules. The key underlying principles is to contract out on the best possible terms for 
EFSA whilst guaranteeing equal access to public contracts and complying with the 
principles of transparency and non discrimination.   
 
There may be circumstances, in particular in the context of a crisis, where scientific 
studies have to be urgently commissioned in support of EFSA’s activities and 
responsibilities. As a derogation to normal procedures and practice, it is possible to 
appoint a contractor under the negotiated procedure set out in Article 126 of Commission 
Regulation 2342/2002. The appointment will be decided by the Director and a note to the 
file will be prepared by the coordinator, setting out and justifying the grounds for 
derogation, and in particular that the event was unforeseeable, was not attributable to 
EFSA, could jeopardize the Communities or EFSA’s interests and that the contract could 
only be awarded to one economic operator. See Annex 1. 
 
24. Funding translations and other communication tools: Translations should go 
through the Centre de Traduction, the EU agency based in Luxembourg. Special 
arrangements exist with the Centre de Traduction for fast translations. If, in the context of 
a crisis, there are translations we cannot handle in-house we are entitled to make 
alternative arrangements if the Centre de Traduction cannot meet our requirements (time 
and quality-wise) and/or at a non competitive cost. A contact details manual is included 
in Annex 2. 
 
Additional communications support such as media monitoring or additional telephone 
support (eg free phone service in the event of escalation of phone calls to EFSA) could 
also be funded through the Article 126 procedure, if it were extremely urgent that it 
should start immediately. However all recourse to Article 126 should be exceptional and 
always documented. See point 20, above. 
 
25. The Coordinator of the Crisis Team will keep documents of the actions financed 
and request additional funds if necessary, during or after the crisis. 
 
Emergency meetings  
 
26. Head of Team in conjunction with the Crisis Team will decide when to call 
meetings between the scientific panels, the scientific committee or special task forces. 
The scientific coordinators will assist him as necessary. 
 
27. Head of Team will decide in conjunction with the Crisis Team when to convene 
emergency meetings for the Member States. Other EFSA staff assist him as necessary. 
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All invitations to meetings will first be cleared with Christine Majewski or Ingela 
Söderlund before transmission. 
 
28. Head of Team will decide in conjunction with the Crisis Team when to convene 
emergency meetings for the Member States. Other EFSA staff assist him as necessary. 
 
29. Head of Team will decide in conjunction with the Crisis Team  when to convene 
emergency meetings for the Member States. Other EFSA staff assist him as necessary. 
 
For financial arrangements, see points 22 – 25 above. 
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Annex 1 
 
Fast-track scientific advice procedure 
 
Regulation 2342/2002 enables EFSA to use the derogation in Article 126 1c “for reasons 
of extreme urgency brought about by unforeseeable events not attributable to the 
contracting authorities and likely to jeopardise the Communities' interests”: 
 
Article 126 
Use of a negotiated procedure without prior publication of a contract notice 
(Article 91 of the Financial Regulation) 
 
1. Contracting authorities may use the negotiated procedure 
without prior publication of a contract notice in the following cases: 
(a) where no tenders or no suitable tenders have been submitted in response to an open 
procedure or restricted procedure after the initial procedure has been completed, provided 
that the original terms of the contract as specified in the documents relating to the 
invitation to tender referred to in Article 130 are not substantially altered;  
(b) where, for technical or artistic reasons, or for reasons connected with the protection of 
exclusive rights, the contract can be awarded only to a particular economic operator; 
(c) in so far as is strictly necessary where, for reasons of extreme urgency brought about 
by unforeseeable events not attributable to the contracting authorities and likely to 
jeopardise the Communities' interests, it is impossible to comply with the time-limits set 
for the other procedures and laid down in Articles 140, 141 and 142;  
(d) where a service contract follows a contest and must, under the rules applying, be 
awarded to the successful candidate or to one of the successful candidates; in the latter 
case, all successful candidates shall be invited to participate in the negotiations; 
(e) for additional services and works not included in the project initially considered nor in 
the contract first concluded but which, through unforeseen circumstances independent of 
the contracting authority, have become necessary for the performance of the services or 
works, subject to the conditions set out in paragraph 2; 
(f) for additional contracts consisting in the repetition of similar services or works 
entrusted to the contractor awarded an earlier contract by the same contracting 
authorities, provided that the subject of the contract conforms to a basic project and that 
the first contract was awarded under the open or restricted procedure; 
(g) for supply contracts: 
(i) in the case of additional deliveries which are intended either as a partial replacement 
of normal supplies or installations or as the extension of existing supplies or installations, 
where a change of supplier would oblige the contracting authority to acquire equipment 
having different technical characteristics which would result in incompatibility or 
disproportionate technical difficulties in operation and maintenance; the length of such 
contracts may not exceed three years;  
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(ii) where the products are manufactured purely for the purpose of research, experiment, 
study or development, with the exception of commercial viability tests and large-scale 
production aimed at recovering research and development costs; 
(h) for building contracts, after prospecting the local market; 
(i) for contracts with a value below the threshold laid down in Article 129(2). 
 
Annex 2 
 
Translation Contacts  
 
In EFSA: Thi Le Xuan Nguyen  
 
Contacts with the Centre de Traduction in Luxembourg 
 
Marie-Anne Fernandez, Telephone: 00352 42 17 11 202 
e-mail: planning@cdt.eu.int 
                                                 
i Food safety crisis should be read to understand all types of crises deriving from food and feed within the 
remit of the Regulation. This also includes e.g. animal welfare. 
ii This is a reference to the IT crisis plan which will describe the technical back-up systems in detail. 
iii Article 56 
1. Without prejudice to its role of ensuring the application 
of Community law, where the Commission identifies a situation 
involving a serious direct or indirect risk to human health 
deriving from food and feed, and the risk cannot be prevented, 
eliminated or reduced by existing provisions or cannot 
adequately be managed solely by way of the application of 
Articles 53 and 54, it shall immediately notify the Member 
States and the Authority. 
2. The Commission shall set up a crisis unit immediately, in 
which the Authority shall participate, and provide scientific and 
technical assistance if necessary. 
 
iv Article 57 
1. The crisis unit shall be responsible for collecting and 
evaluating all relevant information and identifying the options 
available to prevent, eliminate or reduce to an acceptable level 
the risk to human health as effectively and rapidly as possible. 
2. The crisis unit may request the assistance of any public or 
private person whose expertise it deems necessary to manage 
the crisis effectively. 
3. The crisis unit shall keep the public informed of the risks 
involved and the measures taken. 
 


