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Management Board
(9 Oct. 2018)
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Stakeholder Launch of the SEA Interim evaluation Three-years review
Consultative Platform

Discussion at EFSA’s
Management Board
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Main objective:
Getting insights for possibly refining the SEA
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Recommendations on four clusters
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Categories of Registration process Functioning of Transparency and
Stakeholders engagement information provided
mechanisms



Methodology for the review

Desk research on relevant documents and
information provided by EFSA

Review of stakeholder engagement models
implemented by other regulatory agencies
(alternative practices)

Online survey among registered stakeholders

Input gathered internally and learnings
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External review of EFSA’s

Stakeholder Engagement Approach
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Clear majority of respondents agreed stakeholder groups are well defined, cover all
relevant stakeholders and that stakeholders are usually allocated to appropriate groups

Application of the principles of equal opportunity and balanced representation was
rated higher compared to 2017 (3.6 out of 5in 2019, vs. 3.3 out of 5in 2017)

Respondents expressed some concerns relating to the representation of stakeholders in
the SEA:

o Evidence suggests this is possibly related to the large size and heterogeneity of the
food industry and business stakeholder group
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ories

m Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree i Disagree

m Strongly Disagree m Don't know

the stakeholder groups are well defined?

the stakeholder groups cover all relevant stakeholders?

stakeholders are usually allocated in the appropriate
stakeholder group?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

Q2.1. When thinking about the seven stakeholder categories applied by EFSA, do you agree or disagree that...
%,; All respondents who answered question item (n=37-38)
Source: Online survey
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Representation of stakeholders

M Strongly Agree Agree When thinking about the representation
Neither Agree nor Disagree m Disagree of stakeholdersin EFSAs Stakeholder Engagement Approach,
m Strongly Disagree m Don't know do you agree or disagree that...

some groups of stakeholders are not sufficiently

represented? 14% 30% 3% 14%

some groups of stakeholders have undue influence? 26% 5% 11%

some groups of stakeholders are overrepresented? 18% 32% 3% 16%

some groups of stakeholders have excessive influence? 29% 29% 3% 16%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q2.4. When thinking about the representation of stakeholders in EFSA’s Stakeholder Engagement Approach, do you agree or disagree that...
%,; All respondents who answered question item (n=37-38)
Source: Online survey
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Nine in ten respondents (86%) rated the ease of use / intuitiveness of the
registration process with a 5 or a 4 out of 5, although more feedback still welcomed

Great majority (92%-95%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that:

o they could indicate their organisation’s specific needs, interests and expertise
o the eligibility criteria were clearly defined

o It was clear why they needed to provide information

The selection of the right stakeholder category was considered easy (88% agreed
or strongly agreed) — an improvement compared to the 2017 interim evaluation
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Experiences with stakeholder reaistration process

m Strongly Agree Agree When thinking about your organisation’s experience

Neither Agree nor Disagree M Disagree with the registration process on EFSAs website,
W Strongly Disagree m Don't know do you agree ordisagree that...

you could indicate the specific needs, interests and expertise of

(o)
your organisation? 13%

the eligibility criteria for stakeholders were clearly defined?

it was clear why you needed to provide certain information?

the outcome of the registration process was communicated in a
timely and appropriate manner?

it was easy to select the right stakeholder category?

the benefits of registering for stakeholders were clearly

(o)
communicated? %

@ Q3.2. When thinking about your organisation’s experience with the registration process for stakeholders on EFSA’s website, do you agree or disagree that...
%; All respondents who answered question item (n=36-38)
Source: Online survey
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Respondents were generally positive about the Stakeholder Bureau

Participation was high in the Stakeholder Forum and roundtables (86% and 67%
participated at least once); participation in other engagement mechanisms was lower

Opinions on fitness for purpose generally positive but varied by mechanism:
o 82% of respondents agreed that the Stakeholder Forum is fit for purpose
o 31% of respondents believed that the Communicators labs is fit for purpose

« Non-participation related to a lack of awareness, resources and (perceived) relevance
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ninions on EFSA's Stakeholder Bureau

Thinking about EFSA’s Stakeholder Bureau, how do you rate...
... (Score out of 5)

the location of Stakeholder Bureau meetings (Brussels)
the information provided by Bureau members to registered stakeholders

the information provided about Bureau meetings to registered stakeholders

the nomination process of Stakeholder Bureau members

the frequency of Stakeholder Bureau meetings (twice per year)

the opportunities for registered stakeholders to contribute to Bureau meetings

the format of the Stakeholder Bureau, made up of seven members representing different
stakeholder categories, EFSAs representatives and European Commission observers

@ Q4.2. Thinking about EFSA’s Stakeholder Bureau, how do you rate...Please answer using the scale in which 5 is “exceptional” and 1 is “unsatisfactory”.
Score out of 5; All respondents who are aware of the bureau, excluding “don't knows" (n=22-30)
Source: Online survey
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Reasons why never or onl participated in stakeholder engagement mechanisms

Your organisation lacks resources for
participating

The topics discussed are not relevant

You were not aware about the activities of the
stakeholder engagement mechanism(s)
The stakeholder engagement mechanism(s)
does / do not allow for good interactions

The venues are difficult to reach

Other 28%

@ Q4.5a. Why did you never or only once participate in the applicable stakeholder engagement mechanism(s) mentioned above? Please select all that apply.
% (multiple answer); Respondents who answered never or once to any of the items in Q4.4 (n=32)

Source: Online consultation
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Fithess for purpose of various stakeholder engagement mechanisms

u SUQDQW Agree ' Agree Would you agree or disagree that the various
Neither Agree nor Disagree D|sa9ree stakeholder engagement mechanisms part of EFSA's
W Strongly Disagree Don't know Stakeholder Engagement Approach are fit for purpose?

Stakeholder forum 21% 6%
Roundtables 24%
Scientific colloquia 22%
Discussion groups 21%
Information sessions 15%
Mandate working groups 13%

Communicators labs 9% 22%

@ Q4.6. Would you agree or disagree that the various stakeholder engagement mechanisms part of EFSA’s Stakeholder Engagement Approach (see question above) are fit for purpose?
All respondents (n=32-34)
Source: Online consultation

1904140401 | Review of EFSA’s Stakeholder Engagement Approach | Final presentation | July 2019 | Internal client use only



What would increase ation in targeted engagement mechanisms

Engagementmechanismsthat are bettertailored to your organisation’s interests
More information / guidance about the aim of activities / mechanisms
More information about how and when to participate in activities / mechanisms
More information about how stakeholder input is used by EFSA

More use of innovative engagement platforms (video-conferencing, social-media...
More support from the EFSA Stakeholder Team
Different or adapted engagement formats / mechanisms

Other

Q4.7a. Which of the below, if any, would make you participate more often in EFSA’s Stakeholder Engagement mechanisms?
Please select maximum three answers

% (multiple answer); All respondents who answered question (n=33)

Source: Online survey
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Review of alternative practices (I)

None of the five organisations applies
substantially more specific stakeholder
categories than EFSA

Representativeness is an issue in other
organisations as well, such as UNFCCC

The UNEP Major Group Facilitating
Committee might serve as inspiration to
Improve representativeness
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Limited room for improvement, but could look at
ways to provide more information on the
registration process and benefits of registering

UNFCCC, EUIPO and UNEP provide extensive
guidance on the registration process

UNEP maintains an easily searchable online
stakeholder list




Review of alternative practices (ll)

« Organisations recognise importance of tailored
engagement and direct contact

Use of online platforms (UNFCCC ‘Adaptation
Knowledge Portal’) and webinars (FDA ‘Guidance
Webinar series’) to increase engagement

Several organisations recognise funding can
stimulate stakeholder participation
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FSANZ and UNEP have processes in place to ensure
openness about impact of stakeholder input

Stakeholders have direct access to information
through social media, webcasting and platforms
(EUIPO "Transparency Portal’)

Increased social media activity in several
organisations




Conclusions
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Conclusions

« Evidence shows SEA is delivering on aims and objectives: Surveyed stakeholders rated
the SEA and its mechanisms with a 3.8 out of 5 (3.5 out of 5in 2017)

Stakeholders mostly positive about the SEA's permanent and targeted engagement
mechanismes, although varies depending on the mechanism

o Non-participation related to lack of 1) resources, 2) perceived relevance of topics, and
3) awareness about the mechanism

Feedback on the transparency of the SEA was positive, notably regarding information
about activities, reports and EFSA's website. Would like more feedback on impact of input

Stakeholder categorisation perceived positively, although possible room for
improvement in the representation of certain stakeholder groups in the SEA

Stakeholder registration process judged very positively, but more feedback welcome
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Timeline and milestones

2019 2020
May October
Launch of the July 17-18 Follow-u
review Initial results Stakeholder Forum actionsp

June 17-18 December

Stakeholder Discussion at EFSA’s
Survey Stakeholder Bureau Management Board

24 September
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Feb
Renewal of
SH Bureau -

Launch of
elections
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