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 European Food Safety Authority 
 

REVISION OF THE MANAGEMENT BOARD RULES OF PROCEDURE 
 
At its meeting in Parma on 27 April 2004, the Board addressed the possibility to amend certain 
aspects of its rules of procedure, for consideration at its 22 June meeting.  
 
1) Written procedure 
 
At its 27 April meeting the Board confirmed that the adoption of decisions by written procedures 
was needed, considering the limited number of Board meetings and the many documents that 
need to be adopted. Ernst Bobek has sent a very useful contribution that can form the basis for the 
discussion on 22 June.  He suggested to read Article 12 of the rules as follows:  
  
Article 12: Written procedure  

1. Urgent matters and matters already discussed at a meeting of the Board may - at the 
discretion of the Chair - be the subject of voting by written procedure. 

2. In written procedure decisions of the Board are taken by the absolute majority of its 
members.  

3. The time frame for voting by written procedure shall (with the exception of emergency 
cases like a food safety crisis) not be less than ten days after the draft decision has been 
sent electronically to the members.  

4. In view of the votes and possible comments received the Chair 
a) declares the decision adopted, possibly correcting simple errors of writing or 

calculating, or 
b) declares the decision not adopted or  
c) declares the vote on the draft decision postponed for the next meeting of the 

Board. 
This result will be notified without delay to the members of the Board.  

  
Comments:  
ad 1) It is useful to include not only urgent matters but also matters already discussed  at a 
meeting of the Board.  
ad 2) In order to make it quite clear it is advisable to refer to the absolute majority (of the 
members of the Board); with other words - as we are 15 members - a decision by written 
procedure needs eight votes casted in favour of the adoption of the decision. If we only referred to 
a "majority", a relative majority would possibly suffice; with other words in an extreme 
perspective: when only three votes were casted - two in favour and one against - a decision could 
be regarded as adopted by (relative) majority.  
ad 3) "Ten days" is preferable to "ten working days" because what is a working day in one 
country may be a public holiday in an other country. Even in an emergency situation with an 
shorter timeframe there is an inherent self-regulation because eight votes in favour of adoption 
are needed to arrive at a valid decision.  
ad 4) This written procedure is one voting and voting (in a legislative body like ours) means 
saying yes or no and it is not a "consultation period".  



Nevertheless comments may accompany the voting reply. If these comments reveal some simple 
errors in writing, typing or calculating, they may be easily corrected by the Chair (as done in 
many parliaments). If the comments qualify one "yes"-vote in an way that it is an agreement only 
if a change in substance were made, this vote is in effect a "no"-vote.  
It is the prerogative of the Chair to declare whether a decision was adopted or not. In view of the 
answers (votes and comments) received, the Chair may come to the conclusion that it would be 
better if the draft decision were (and be it once again) discussed at a meeting of the Board; thus 
the Chair should be free to postpone this point to such a meeting.  
 
 
2) Quorum requirement 
 
The Board will wish to take a final position on whether or not to maintain the quorum 
requirement set out in Article 8 of its rules of procedure, which states: “A quorum of at least two 
thirds of all the members of the Board (i.e. 10) shall be physically present in order for the meeting 
to be valid”.  
 
 
3) Language regime for final meeting minutes 
 
Article 14.5 of the rules state “Without prejudice to the confidentiality rules laid down in Article 
39 of the Regulation, the minutes shall be published in all Community languages on the 
Authority’s website”. 
 
It is suggested that this be amended to read ‘in the Community languages used on the Authority’s 
website’. 
 


