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Minutes1 
 
 
 
 
Participants: 
 
 
Members of the Platform:  BEUC, ECPA, FEFANA, EFFA, FEFAC, EUFIC, UEAPME, Friends 
of the Earth, EMRA, CIAA, Freshfel Europe, Eurogroup for animal welfare, ESA, Eurocoop, 
Greenpeace, ILSI Europe , EUROPABIO, EUROCOMMERCE, EEB. 
 
Observers: Marta Ponghellini (European Commission), IFAH-Europe, AESGP, ELC, FEDIAF, 
Carmen Bullón (student). 
 
EFSA: Geoffrey Podger, Herman Koëter, Christine Majewski, Anne-Laure Gassin, Victoria 
Villamar, Matilde Garcia Gomez, Lesley Koschel, Irene Van Geest, Christian Laurent, Claudia 
Roncacio Peña, Sarah Weatherley.  
 
Apologies: CELCAA, COPA-COGECA, EPHA, EFFAT. 
 
 
 
Welcome and Introductory remarks 
 
Geoffrey Podger, Executive Director of EFSA and acting as Chair, opened the first meeting of 
EFSA’s Stakeholder Consultative Platform (henceforth referred as “the Platform”) and warmly 
welcomed all participants to its inaugural meeting.  
 
In his introductory remarks Geoffrey Podger underlined that it had taken quite a long time for 
EFSA’s Management Board to reach an agreement on the exact  nature of the Platform but 
he believed that the format and membership they had ultimately decide upon was  sure to be 
a success.  He reminded participants that the aim of this advisory group was to have open 
and frank discussions and to benefit from valuable contributions from all parties sitting around 
the table. He also pointed out that the voice of stakeholders was crucial in the context of 
EFSA’s review that it was under-going Stakeholder groups had been approached by the 
independent evaluators to get their views about EFSA’s performance since its establishment 
3 years ago and about possible changes for EFSA in the future. 
 
Geoffrey Podger informed participants that the meeting would mainly focus on procedural 
matters as it was the inaugural meeting, and among those procedural matters especial 
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attention should be paid to the operational procedures and in particular the election of the 
Chair and Vice-Chairs of the Platform.  
 
 
1. Terms of reference and modus operandi of the Platform2 
 
Christine Majewski, Director of Institutional and International Relations, started her 
presentation by underlining that discussions about the setting up of a stakeholder consultative 
platform already started in October 20033. The Terms of Reference for setting it up had been 
agreed at the Management Board meeting on 20th June 2005 after having discussed this 
matter at several meetings and on the basis of various documents produced by the 
secretariat4. In addition to the tasks laid down in the terms of reference, the Platform should 
serve as a “cascade” for information tool enabling EFSA’s scientific opinions and advice to be 
disseminated more widely and at the same time giving stakeholders the opportunity to have 
an open dialogue with EFSA on its activities.  
 
She explained the basic principles of operation as laid down in the term of reference of the 
Platform. She reminded participants that the Platform is an advisory group without decision 
powers and that should work on a consensus basis. With regards to the input expected from 
the Platform, it was underlined that the Platform would be consulted on EFSA’s work 
programme, that it should provide feedback on the effectiveness of EFSA’s policies in relation 
to stakeholder involvement, on methodology for consultation - what, when, to whom, how to 
consult- and it was foreseen that it would also co-operate with EFSA on technical matters. It 
was also stressed that collaboration among members and EFSA should be a 2-ways. 
 
As agreed by EFSA’s Management Board the activities of the Platform would be re-evaluated 
by the Board after for 1 year, in order to assess its performance and membership. A call for 
expressions of interest for “associated membership” had been launched in August 2005. The 
list of eligible organisations had been published on EFSA’s website.   
 
With regards to working methods of the Platform, it was underlined that the outcome of the 
meetings would be public and that there would also be regular reports back to the 
Management Board. The meetings of the Platform were public and would be announced on 
EFSA’s website in order to allow the public to register to attend the meeting of the Platform as 
“observers5”.  
 
Christine Majewski ended her presentation by underlining that the Platform was a more 
institutionalized forum for discussions and that comes in addition to other initiatives 
undertaken by EFSA with stakeholders, such as annual colloques, public consultations, 
scientific colloquiums.  
 
 
Comments from the Platform: 
 
Friends of the Earth welcomed the idea of setting up a Platform with stakeholders and 
appreciated the fact that they had been invited to sit in the Platform as a Member. The 
representative from this organisation asked for a commitment from EFSA that anything said at 
the Platform would be taken into account by the Authority and that this forum should not 
become a “talking show”. Friends of the Earth referred to a paper co-signed by other 

                                                 
2 See accompanying slides – available on EFSA’s website at: 
http://www.efsa.eu.int/stakeholder_stakeholder_consultative_platform/consultative_platform/october_2
005/catindex_en.html 
3 Ostende (Belgium), October 2003 – 1st EFSA’s Annual Colloque  
4 Preparatory documents regarding the setting up of an EFSA’s Stakeholder Consultative Platform can 
be found at: http://www.efsa.eu.int/mboard/mb_meetings/740_en.html 
http://www.efsa.eu.int/mboard/mb_meetings/832_en.html 
 
5 At this occasion, 6 organisations registered and followed the discussions of the Platform. The 
European Commission was also present as “observer”. 
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organisations and where they highlighted areas where EFSA was asked to improve its 
policies on transparency and openness. These comments were supported by other 
environmental NGOs, such as Greenpeace.  
 
The Chair replied by saying that EFSA’s commitment was clear and that there was real 
commitment from EFSA. Geoffrey Podger underlined that EFSA was a young organisation, 
that there was a lot to learn and that EFSA was keen to listen, to continue dialogue and to 
build on constructive suggestions.  
 
ILSI Europe’s representative asked whether the chair person would be nominated in his/her 
personal capacity or would represent an organisation. The acting Chair confirmed that the 
chair person would not represent an organisation but would be elected in his/her personal 
capacity.  
 
The representative from FEFANA asked EFSA about the interface of the Platform with the 
Management Board and with EFSA’s Management Team. It was suggested that the 
Executive Director should always attend the meetings of the Platform. 
 
The representative from BEUC asked whether the Platform would be able to directly 
approach the Management Board and present the outcome of the discussions and papers 
adopted by the Platform.  
 
The Chair replied by saying that all papers produced by the Platform as well as the minutes of 
the meetings would be circulated to the Management Board. Any further interaction should be 
discussed with the Chair of the Management Board and with the Chair of the Platform once 
elected.  
 
The representative from Eurocommerce stressed that overlapping of interests should be 
avoided and that at least 3 environmental NGOs were represent and in principle all these 
organisations cover the same areas.  
 
The representative from CIAA pointed out that a vote on the chair was not expected to 
happen at the meeting as organisations need time to reflect on possible candidatures for the 
positions of Chair and Vice-chairs.  
 
The representative from FEFAC underlined that the Platform should also be an advisory 
group on emerging issues as those could constitute “self-tasking” activities from EFSA. It was 
also suggested that EFSA should be more transparent with regards to the ranking of 
“scientific priorities” and re-assessment of scientific opinions. The Chair pointed out that 
EFSA has the flexibility and capacity to accommodate urgent issues, either by using own 
resources, either by using other academic institutes and the network of public authorities. 
Equally, he stressed that input from stakeholder on emerging risks and emerging issues was 
very much welcomed.  
 
 
 
2. Election of the Chair person 

 
The acting Chair (Geoffrey Podger) introduced this topic and explained the procedure for the 
election of the Chair and Vice Chairs of the Platform.  
 
Participants were informed about the two possible options: i) election at the meeting, at the 
end of the second day (7th October); ii) vote by post after the meeting.  
 
Geoffrey Podger reminded participants that the Chair would be elected in his/her personal 
capacity and would be chairing in the interest of the whole Platform. Members of the Platform 
were asked to nominate people or nominate themselves to be elected as chair/vice-chairs.  
 
 
Comments from the Platform:  
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The representative from FEFANA pointed out that the election may end up  being  based on 
popularity as  not everybody sitting around the table knew the others. 
 
Geoffrey Podger suggested that candidates standing for election should say who they are and 
how they would do to support their candidature. This suggestion was welcomed by 
participants.  
 
Several stakeholder groups – Eurogroup for animal welfare, FEFAC, Friends of the Earth- 
were keen on having a balanced representation for the chair/vice-chair positions.  
 
CIAA suggested that a road map for the election of the chair and vice-chair should be agreed. 
CIAA underlined that a system in place in which everyone’s concerns would be taken on 
board was necessary.  
 
Geoffrey Podger indicated that the setting of agendas  and the working methods of the 
platform should done by the secretariat with the full agreement of the  chair person and that 
he/she should be responsible for accommodating stakeholders’ needs and concerns in the 
agenda and into the work programme of the platform.  
 
It was widely agreed that an election after the meeting was more appropriated by a written 
procedure that EFSA would facilitate for the Platform. To support a candidature a 1-page 
manifesto should accompany any candidature.  
 
To accommodate stakeholder wishes Geoffrey Podger suggested that the vote on the Chair 
would take place in a first stage and the election of the two vice-chairs would follow. This 
approach was widely accepted by participants.   
 
 
 
3. EFSA’s Stakeholder Strategy6  
 
Christine Majewski, Director of Institutional and International Relations at EFSA, started her 
presentation by underlining that EFSA is a young organisation and that it is trying very hard to 
put together a strategy towards stakeholders.  
 
EFSA must be open, transparent and inclusive. EFSA believes that developing relations with 
stakeholder organisations fits very well into an open and transparent environment and would 
certainly contribute to re-gain consumer confidence on the food safety arrangements at the 
EU level. She stressed that there was a tremendous support for the creation of EFSA from 
different fronts, including from the organisations sitting now in the Platform. 
 
A two-ways engagement would certainly lead to an effective co-operation between EFSA and 
stakeholders. Despite the fact that there might be different agendas among the stakeholder 
groups involved, she highlighted that there might be areas of common concern and therefore 
collaborative arrangements should be pursued.  
 
The importance of stakeholders’ relation in the reality of EFSA was already laid down in the 
founding Regulation of EFSA, notably in its article 42 and article 61, but not only there. 
Several decisions from EFSA’s Management Board went in the direction of increasing 
stakeholder involvement. EFSA was part of the institutional framework and strongly 
committed to the “governance” process.   

 
A long list of activities already undertaken with stakeholders reflected EFSA’s commitment to 
develop further its relations with stakeholders. These activities take different formats, such as 

                                                 
6 See accompanying slides – available on EFSA’s website at: 
http://www.efsa.eu.int/stakeholder_stakeholder_consultative_platform/consultative_platform/october_2
005/catindex_en.html 
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annual colloques, public consultations, technical hearings, bilateral meetings, scientific 
colloquiums and are for the purpose of gathering and responding to stakeholders’ views. The 
Paeps report7, EFSAs independent review, the 3rd Stakeholder annual colloque where 
stakeholders would be invited to exchange views about EFSAs plans for the future were 
mentioned as examples of the importance of stakeholder involvement.   

 
Christine Majewski underlined that EFSA was keen on developing a horizontal approach for 
EFSA Scientific Committee and Panels with regards to public consultation and therefore ideas 
on a horizontal approach would be developed “in house” and stakeholders would be involved 
in the process as well. A Task Force composed of EFSA’s horizontal and scientific staff would 
be set up soon and would involve stakeholders’ at a later stage.  

 
To concluded, she underlined that activities with stakeholders should be based on a 2-ways 
co-operation and could not be done in isolation. The Platform should serve as an interface 
and should come up with concrete proposals on how to achieve better common goals.  

 
 

Initial response by BEUC (consumer group) 
 

BEUC representatives very much welcome a more structured forum for discussions with 
EFSA and with other groups within the food chain. They have also welcomed the possibility to 
undertake joint and co-ordinated actions with the members of the Platform. Apart from their 
support to stakeholder activities and in particular with regards to the development of criteria 
for consultation and transparency in risk assessment, BEUC stressed the need for further 
work and participation of stakeholder groups as much as possible in the area of risk 
communication. Finally, they underlined the importance of EFSA’s independence, and in 
particular they strongly supported the line taken by the MB with regards to the Commissions 
proposal concerning the re-appointment of the Executive Director of EFSA.  
 
 
Other comments from the Platform: 

 
The feed industry (FEFANA and FEFAC) welcomed these initiatives and underlined their 
interest in participating in the technical and scientific debate as much as possible. However, 
the representative from FEFAC encouraged EFSA to go through a “quality check of the 
opinions” as sometimes they contain some inconsistencies or are out of date with regards to 
references in the opinion itself. They pointed out that in these areas stakeholders input can be 
very beneficial to all parties.  

 
The representative from Europabio stressed the good work and good relations with other 
agencies, such as EMEA, and stressed that similar synergies should be developed between 
EFSA and its stakeholders. 

 
Greenpeace underlined that EFSA should develop internal procedures to deal with input from 
stakeholder organisations. Therefore procedures to present views, to discuss and to try to get 
a conclusion or agreement should be put in place. They stressed that stakeholders did not 
know if their input has been taken into account or not by EFSA.  

 
EUFIC welcomed this initiative that it had takenplace after two years of hard discussions with 
the MB. With regards to EFSA’s policies they stressed that communication on risks should be 
improved, especially in the area of GMOs. 

 
The representative from CIAA pointed out that stakeholder groups could help in the area of 
communications, especially to forge the bridge between the Commission and EFSA. 

 

                                                 
7 http://www.efsa.eu.int/advisory_forum/adv_meetings/465/annex_imageassess_af09_doc05a_e1.pdf 
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As a general reaction to comments expressed by stakeholder groups the Chair highlighted 
the fact that the Authority was independent and that EFSA had to maintain an independent 
voice.. Furthermore, he underlined that if it was not possible to  have the same opinion then it 
would still communicate on its findings. Sometime EFSA had to agree to disagree. EFSA’s 
opinions were independent and it did not seek consensus nor agreement but objective 
science. Therefore, it was important to bring various opinions together and work on what 
constitutes a legitimate involvement and that would lead to the credibility of all actors 
involved. 

 
FEFAC pointed out that building credibility means as well investing on the robustness of the 
methodology of the risk assessment. In addition, the Scientific Committee should play a more 
predominant role with this respect. So far there were only 2 scientific opinions from the 
Scientific Committee in this direction and that the Scientific Committee should be more pro-
active in areas where there are no robust methodologies. 

 
 
 
After this point in the agenda and before closing the meeting the first day  the Chair invited 
participants to reflect on the election of the Chair – either at the meeting the second day or 
post-meeting within some weeks. It was suggested by participants that the vote should take 
place after the meeting, within the 4 weeks that follow the meeting and ideally before the 3rd 
Stakeholder Colloque. All participants agreed on this suggestion. 
 
 
 

  
4. Overview on Science8 
 
Herman Koëter, Deputy Executive Director and Director of Science, made a presentation 
about EFSAs scientific priorities. Starting from the raison d’ être of EFSA Herman Koëter 
commented on EFSAs functions: i) provide scientific expertise; ii) assess the risk of regulated 
substances; iii) assess risks factors and diseases, such as BSE, zoonoses; iv) develop 
harmonized methodologies for RA. Stakeholder input on EFSAs activities would be further 
facilitated via the Register of Questions on EFSA website. Interested parties would be able to 
submit scientific contributions in the context of a given question through the register of 
questions. This possibility would be operational as from early 2006.  
 
 
Initial reaction from CIAA (industry group)  

 
The representative from CIAA was interested in knowing the possibilities for stakeholders to 
indicate possible areas for self-tasking and how EFSA dealt with scientific expertise available 
but not necessarily on EFSA’s hands. From their point of view, it was desirable that 
stakeholders could contribute with scientific data and scientific references in the course of the 
drafting an opinion and before it was finalized. Therefore, accessibility to the Panel – either 
via a hearing or written contributions- could facilitate this exercise and could also increase 
transparency.  
 
The CIAA representative was also interested in further collaboration with EFSA in the area of 
emerging risks.  
 
 
Other comments from the Platform: 
 

                                                 
8 See accompanying slides – available on EFSA’s website at: 
http://www.efsa.eu.int/stakeholder_stakeholder_consultative_platform/consultative_platform/october_2
005/catindex_en.html 
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The representative from Europabio was interested about formal training for experts as well 
as quality assurance of the training. He asked as well for a clear mandate for each Panel and 
clear responsibilities for Panel members.  

 
BEUC stressed that data collection was extremely important and EFSA should involve 
countries other than EU countries. They asked whether EFSA would be considering costs-
benefits in the context of the scientific opinions delivered by the Authority.  

 
Friends of the Earth asked whether it would be possible to involve stakeholders in the 
process of drafting an opinion. They questioned the transparency in the development of a 
scientific opinion and therefore asked for further transparency in the process. Finally, they 
asked how EFSA dealt with uncertainties and pointed out that the risk assessment should be 
honest and that opinions sometimes are abused by risk managers. 

 
To respond to the questions raised by participants, Herman Koëter started by saying that 
consultation with interested parties was more possible on “generic questions” but less so 
when considering regulatory substances.  
 
Transparency is key and therefore EFSA had embarked on a series of initiatives to improve 
transparency in risk assessment. EFSA was developing criteria to accept or reject scientific 
contributions that interested parties would be able to provide EFSA with through the Register 
of Questions. Dialogue with EFSA staff was always possible. Data collection was important 
and EFSA considered this area as a key priority for the Authority.  
 
 

 
5. Overview on Communications9 
 
Anne-Laure Gassin, Director of Communications, introduced EFSA’s communications policy. 
She underlined EFSA’s mandate on risk communications as laid down in the founding 
Regulation of EFSA. It was essential to work closely with all those involved in risk 
communications, and especially with national food safety authorities. With national authorities, 
EFSA tried to develop best practices in the area of risk communications and to agree on 
specific requirements that lead to coherent messages across the EU. EFSA recognized the 
difficulty of communicating on risks and with that regard training on risk communication, 
workshops with national authorities, press briefings, etc are part of the activities of EFSA’s 
Communications department.  
 
Anne- Laure Gassin illustrated EFSA approach on risk communications with a practical 
example: BSE in goats. She had also underlined the work undertook together with the 
Commission (DG SANCO) on consumer perception. The results of the Eurobarometer on 
food safety and consumer perception would be published in early 2006.  
 
 
Initial reaction from EUFIC (group involved in risk communication) 

 
The representative from EUFIC stressed that communication on risk was not an easy area. In 
a context of distrust on public authorities and on industry, communicating on risks was a very 
difficult area, especially because the cultural differences among countries. Trust needed to be 
re-built and high trust in a public authority was essential. The involvement of stakeholders 
would help to regain trust. The Platform of EFSA with stakeholders was a good way to better 
understand each other’s interests and needs and to discuss a coherent approach before 
going public.  
 
 
Other comments from the Platform: 

                                                 
9 See accompanying slides – available on EFSA’s website at: 
http://www.efsa.eu.int/stakeholder_stakeholder_consultative_platform/consultative_platform/october_2
005/catindex_en.html 
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The need to avoid food scares was stressed by ILSI Europe representative.  

 
Greenpeace underlined that EFSA should not replace national authorities in their role of risk 
communications. 

 
EEB pointed out that there was a need to be careful with communications on sensitive issues. 
Scientific uncertainty needed to be communicated as well and in this area EFSA should go 
further. 

 
FEFAC stressed the need to evaluate the communications issued to learn for future 
communications.  

 
The representatives from BEUC underlined the need for coherence on risk communications. 
Stakeholders needed more direct communication as well with scientists.  
 
 
 
6. Stakeholders concerns  
 
Initial comments were made by representatives from the consumer movements (BEUC), 
industry/retailers (Eurocommerce) and environmental NGOs (Friends of the Earth). 
 
From the consumer movement, BEUC indicated that EFSA should go in the direction of: 
 

- increasing EFSA’s role on nutrition. In addition, databases on eating habits should be 
developed; 

- looking at maximum levels of food supplements; 
- developing research on consumer perception. 
 

From the retailers’ point of view, Eurocommerce pointed out that EFSA should further work 
on: 

- clarifying responsibilities between risk assessors and risk managers; 
- making minority opinions public as well; 
- increasing its role on nutrition and especially on nutritional profiles.  
 

In addition, Eurocommerce considered that the Platform should not be misused to lobby by 
some political groups.  
 
Friends of the Earth presented the environmental NGOs point of view. They reiterated their 
support for the setting up of the Platform and for the places allocated to environmental NGOs. 

 
From the environmental groups point of view, the following points were underlined: 

 
- EFSA should focus more on long-term effects; 
- EFSA should avoid divergent scientific opinions, e.g. pesticides, GMOs… 
- Scientific uncertainties needed  to be addressed and properly explained; 
- EFSA independence was crucial. The area of GMOs was mentioned as an example 

where scientists were in favour of the technology, while not in the pockets of the 
industry they were sold on the technology and sometimes involved in national risk 
assessments.  

- Declarations of interests was an area where EFSA had to be stronger; 
- Transparency should be increased in areas such as access to documents, publication 

of minutes, access to information about the process. 
 
 
From the comments made by the different constituencies – consumer, retailer, environmental 
groups- the discussions were structured into 3 packages:  
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 Communications 
 
Comments such as what does EFSA try to achieve on risk communications, the need to avoid 
food scares and undue alarm, to need to communicate minority views, to address the “grey 
area” of communications between EFSA and the Commission, were highlighted. 
   
 
CIAA underlined that decisions in the area of risk communications needed to be transparent 
and known to the public. Issues of public interests needed to be communicated in a 
transparent way. The Chair replied by saying that EFSA did not interfere with the political 
process and the Commission did take into account more factors than the scientific opinion 
delivered by EFSA when taking a decision. 

 
EMRA pointed out that stakeholder groups could help in the area of risk communications and 
guide EFSA. The Chair reminded participants that overall input from stakeholders in risk 
communication was welcomed. However, input only on specific communications was not 
normally advisable. Stakeholders were pre-notified on issues that EFSA was going to go 
public on and that were relevant to those groups notified. Pre-notice by EFSA was based on 
confidence and trust.  
 
The representative from FEFAC asked for options for stakeholders to be an active part of 
EFSA’s work. 

 
Greenpeace stressed the need to discuss with EFSA statistical facts, the way EFSA handles 
uncertainties, how communications have been left aside when uncertainties come to play. 
The Chair mentioned that EFSA was a young organisation and that there was room to learn. 
EFSA would anyway revise its opinions in the light of new relevant scientific information. 
Differences on approaches would remain, but EFSA would continue to deliver independent 
scientific opinion on objective science.  

 
Friends of the Earth mentioned a certain bias of scientists working for EFSA’s Panels who at 
the same time were involved in national risk assessments. They also underlined that there 
should be an open scientific debate and clear procedures on how the scientists get to the 
conclusions of the opinions.  

 
As a general remark the Chair mentioned that EFSA was developing tools to consult 
stakeholders. However, EFSA needed to be cautious when the aim of the input was to 
“influence the scientific debate” since the scientific panels are not a negotiating party or 
tribunal. They should deliver independent and objective scientific advice.  
 
 

 Nutrition 
 

Several groups underlined the restricted role of EFSA in the area of nutrition and indicated 
that EFSA should have a bigger role on nutrition, and mainly on nutritional profiles.  
 
The Chair indicated that despite of the limited role of EFSA in nutrition, it attached great 
importance to this area. The Authority participated to  the Commission’s Obesity platform as 
an observer. In 2006 the Authority would also organize a scientific colloquium to deal with 
nutritional profiles.  In addition to that, EFSA was undertaking activities in the area of data on 
consumption and consumer exposure.  
 
 
 

 The role of the Platform 
 

FEFANA asked what this forum would do, what its main activities role and responsibilities 
would be. There was a lot of enthusiasm with the Platform but there was a need to define its 
mandate.  
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BEUC asked whether it would be possible for the Platform to have direct access to the MB in 
order to present reports or recommendations to the MB.  
 
CIAA pointed out that the remit of the Platform needed to be clarified. Furthermore, the 
possibilities of creating “self-tasking” activities for EFSA should be explored. Herman Koëter 
stressed that self-tasking activities were identified normally by the SC and Panels. 
Stakeholders would have the possibility to provide input through the register of questions. 
 
Geoffrey Podger said that the Chair when elected would decide with the secretariat on the 
nature of the working methods, the topics for discussion. It would be the responsibility of the 
Chair and Vice-Chairs to provide input on the work programme for the Platform and share this 
with other members. 
 

 
 
7. Any other business 
 
 

 Date of next meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Platform would take place on 9 & 10 March 2006 in Parma (Italy). 
 

 Interpretation needs 
 
The Chair ended the meeting asking whether interpretation would be needed for the future 
(negative answer from participants).  
 

 Election of the Chair 
 
Geoffrey Podger has also reminded the Platform on the election of the Chair that would take 
place in the weeks to come. Candidates should notify the secretariat and then details, CVs for 
candidature would be sent around. Each candidate should also present his/her candidature 
with 1-page manifesto to support his/her candidature. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
END 
 
 
 
 

 


