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Animal Testing and Food Safety 

 
About a year ago EFSA’s management board discussed openness and transparency of the 
risk assessment process. Openness in terms of enabling stakeholders to observe and 
understand the different stages of the process. Transparency regarding the science and its 
application, resulting in quantification of risks including the inherent uncertainty as well 
making explicit the line of reasoning that is behind the risk assessment part of the outcome of 
the process will achieve this objective. The Board supported the direction that was described 
in a discussion. It appreciated the need for a step change in risk assessment to restore 
consumer confidence. It also appreciated that this step change would facilitate risk 
communication. 
 
EFSA is a responsible organisation. Its responsibility is obvious considering the societal 
impact of its deliverables: Risk Assessments to protect Consumers’ Health in the European 
Union. Discharging its responsibility in a responsible way can be advanced by increasing 
openness and transparency. However, there is more. This paper aims at providing a starting 
point for a policy about the moral justification of animal testing as a means to generate data 
that serve as an input in Risk Assessment to protect Consumers’ Health. 
 
Many data serve as input into Risk Assessment. They range from exposure data to human 
data, in-vitro and in-silico generated data as well as data derived from animal tests. The 
justification for animal testing was found in balancing the interest of the animals against the 
interest of the humans that need protection. Over the past 50 years a consensus has 
developed about where animal data are considered indispensable and where other data are 
acceptable to serve as input in the Risk Assessment Process to protect Consumers’ Health. 
 
Delivering Consumer Safety without animal testing would very likely receive overwhelming 
support by many constituencies in society. Some will –temporarily- be hesitant since it will 
imply a change of paradigms people have grown to understand and be comfortable with. 
However, the bottom line is that very few people would not favour such a situation. 
 
Over the past years alternatives to animal testing have been developed. Some have been 
accepted by OECD. A discussion today as to the likelihood of a total substitution of animal 
tests by other means of data generation or the extent at which a reduction can be achieved is 
speculative. Only by a concerted effort aimed at developing alternative approaches and the 
actual use of these approaches to reduce the number of experimental animal derived data 
and thereby reducing the number of animals that are used, will provide the answer. 
 
The extent at which EFSA uses experimental animal derived data or is prepared to accept 
dossiers containing such data will influence the development of alternatives. Given the 
societal demand for reducing the numbers of animals used for testing and the fact that it is 
difficult to morally justify the use of experimental animal derived data when alternative means 
of data generation are available, it is worthwhile to discuss in EFSA’s Management Board the 
need to have a Policy regarding the use of these data and EFSA’s contribution to reduce or 
eliminate the use of animal testing in achieving Consumer Safety. This policy could include: 
 
• EFSA’s wish to contribute to the development of alternatives to Animal Testing 

through its work programme 
• EFSA’s responsibility in assessing the justification of Animal Testing in Risk 

Assessment dossiers 
• EFSA’s ability to provide guidance to generate input for Risk Assessment using as 

few Animal Tests as possible while maintaining the highest level of Consumer 
Protection 

 
20040427 


