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1.  Welcome by the Chair 
 
Sue Davies welcomed members of the Platform and Observers to the third meeting of the Platform. The Chair 
reminded the Platform that EFSA’s Management Board would be reviewing the performance and membership of 
the Platform at the meeting of the Board in September and therefore the Platform would be discussing this on 
Friday, 21st July as indicated in the agenda.  
 
 
Draft minutes – March 2006 
 
The Chair indicated that the draft Minutes of the previous meeting (March 2006) were circulated in early June 
and that no comments had so far been received. Therefore and in order to allow as much time as possible for 
agenda items for this meeting, the Platform was invited to send any comments within the next two weeks. 
 
 

                                                 
1 The Minutes follow the order of the agenda items: 

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/stakeholder_stakeholder_consultative_platform/consultative_platform/july_2006/1589/stakeh
older_draftagenda_3rdmeet_en11.pdf
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Friends of the Earth pointed out that the Minutes should be circulated earlier ahead of the meetings and 
proposed that they should not be discussed at the meeting itself.  
 
Action: Victoria Villamar would circulate again the draft Minutes of the March meeting and would set a deadline 
for comments. After the deadline the Minutes would be finalized and posted on EFSA's website. As on the 
previous occasions, EFSA’s secretariat would forward the Minutes to the Management Board for their 
information.  
 
Any additional items for the agenda 
 
EPHA asked whether nutritional profiles would be discussed at the meeting. Furthermore, two topics included in 
the minutes of the March meeting – international strategy and stakeholder participation- seemed not to be 
included in the agenda for this meeting.  
 
The Chair informed that nutritional profiles would be addressed by Herman Koëter under the Update on Science 
and the other topics by Executive Director Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle during her intervention.  
 
BEUC stressed the disappointment of the consumer movement for the lack of consumer representatives in the 
Management Board of EFSA that was partially renewed (June 2006).  
 
The Chair mentioned that this would be considered on Friday, 21st July under “any other business” and in 
particular when discussing the arrangements for the Board meeting in September. 
 

 
2.  Welcome by Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle, EFSA’s Executive Director and overview of EFSA’s 

Management Board Recommendations on the future of EFSA 
 
Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle addressed the Platform for first time as Executive Director of EFSA. However, the 
new Executive Director had the opportunity to meet the organisations around the table at previous stakeholder 
events organized by EFSA, such as the annual Stakeholder Colloques.  In her capacity as member of the 
Management Board, Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle has always been positive about the involvement of key-actors 
in the food chain in EFSA's activities. Now, in her position as Executive Director she would have the task of 
reporting to the Board in September about the performance of the Platform during the first year of existence. She 
pointed out that she feels positive about the Platform and that she is confident that the Board would appreciate 
the Platform's work.  
 
Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle presented to the Platform the recommendations of the Management Board following 
the EFSA Evaluation report2. She also presented her thoughts about the future of EFSA’s stakeholder policy and 
the future of the Platform. Although the Platform is not the only way to interact with EFSA, she considered the 
Platform as an important forum for exchanges and stakeholder input. Therefore, she would advise the Board to 
consolidate all current activities with stakeholders, including the permanent establishment of the Platform. 
Equally, she would encourage the Platform to work on essential elements of stakeholder involvement, such as 
developing criteria for public consultation.  
 
CIAA made a few general observations on the Evaluation exercise. From CIAA’s point of view the response of 
the Board to the Evaluation of EFSA is very constructive. The review of EFSA was positive about EFSA's 
performance to date and the response from the Board is very encouraging – it indicates that EFSA does listen to 
stakeholders and the Board has identified a clear way forward for EFSA. 
 
BEUC pointed out that strengthening of the co-operation with Member States is crucial. They advised EFSA to 
issue some guidelines for Member States on how they could assist EFSA, for instance with regard to exchange 
of harmonised data. 
 
Friends of the Earth asked EFSA's Executive Director her views about what this Platform should be doing and 
whether it should keep its current format or work on concrete issues through working groups on specific topics. 
 

                                                 
2 Executive Director Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle presentation is enclosed to the Minutes. 
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Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle thanked CIAA for the positive consideration of the Board's recommendations and 
stressed that as a young organisation EFSA does learn from experiences and should be more active in the 
years to come. Stakeholders’ views are indeed crucial to EFSA's work and success.  
With regards to co-operation with Member States, Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle underlined that EFSA needs to 
continue to work together with Member States, to identify areas of common interests and joint-work as it is 
important to have a common view on how to work together. This is a continuous and long term process. 
 
With regard to her views about the Platform, Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle underlined that it is important to have 
input from stakeholders and that it is worthwhile exploring concrete areas of work within the Platform as this 
could help to provide EFSA with concrete input and small forums might lead to more active contributions. In 
addition, it is equally important to reflect on the way the Management Board is aware of the work of the Platform. 
Therefore, she invited the Platform to pass suggestions onto EFSA. 
 
ESA underlined the importance of EFSA in the international arena and asked the Executive Director about 
EFSA's plans in the international arena.  
 
Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle responded by saying that she would present to the Board an International Strategy 
for EFSA in the very near future.  
 
CIAA asked about EFSA's role in nutrition and the need to clarify its scope. Since nutrition is at the moment a 
very “popular” topic CIAA was interested in knowing which aspects of nutrition fall into EFSA's competence as 
risk assessor. Obviously, EFSA’s focus should be on science and from CIAA’s point of view, stakeholders 
should be involved.  
 
Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle responded that EFSA has clear competence in nutrition and therefore there is no 
need to clarify its mandate. EFSA is careful about its tasks and looks at new developments in this area, such as 
risk-benefit analysis, but does not intend to develop nutrition recommendations to consumers as this is not a 
priority for EFSA.  
 
ILSI-Europe mentioned that EFSA should embark on risk perception matters.  
 
Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle responded that EFSA is already undertaking work in this area as needs to improve 
its knowledge on perception of risks.  
 
 
3.  Transparency in risk assessment: criteria for public consultation – by Victoria Villamar, Policy 

Officer – Stakeholder Relations 
 
Victoria Villamar presented a brief overview of the Guidance document on procedural aspects related to 
transparency in risk assessment endorsed by the Scientific Committee in April3 and with a particular focus on 
the recommendation to EFSA to develop criteria for public consultation4.  
 
Victoria Villamar started her presentation referring to the history of the Guidance document endorsed by the 
Scientific Committee. The mandate of the SC was split into two parts and the present document responds to the 
procedural aspects of transparency in risk assessment. The second part that would deal with scientific aspects, 
such as dealing with assumptions, uncertainties, limitation of data, would start in September under the new SC.  
 
After presenting an overview of the recommendations on the different chapters covered by the guidance 
document, Victoria Villamar focused on the recommendation which is particularly addressed to stakeholders and 
its involvement in EFSA’s work. The recommendation refers to the need to develop criteria for public 
consultation, involving all interested parties. EFSA suggested to implement this recommendation starting with a 
working group, including members of the Platform, EFSA staff, SC/Panel members, and other external experts 
with expertise on running consultations.  
 
 

                                                 
3 http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/science/sc_commitee/sc_documents/1494.html  
4 Presentation made by Victoria Villamar is enclosed to the Minutes. 
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Herman Koëter, Deputy Executive Director and Director of Science, indicated that this is a working process and 
that the recommendations included in this document are being considered by EFSA. There are in-house internal 
procedures to deal with issues outlined in the document, however, not always visible and known to external 
parties and therefore EFSA would build up on the guidance document and as part of the outcome is considering 
some activities to increase visibility of the internal procedures in place.  In addition, EFSA considers the input 
from stakeholders important and commits itself to respond to any comments raised by stakeholder groups. 
Furthermore, very soon EFSA would allow interested parties to submit scientific contributions in a given scientific 
question.  
 
The Chair indicated that the discussion on the guidance document should start with the criteria for public 
consultations and the next steps as proposed by EFSA.  However, several organisations stressed that there are 
other aspects in the guidance document that are as relevant as the recommendation on stakeholder involvement 
and criteria for public consultation and therefore were keen on commenting on other aspects as well. Therefore 
the Chair organized the discussions asking general comments on the guidance document. 
 
Friends of the Earth asked for the status of the guidance document – endorsed by the Scientific Committee and 
cannot be reopened - as well as the involvement of stakeholders in the second part of the exercise dealing with 
scientific aspects. 
 
With regards to the selection of qualified independent experts, Friends of the Earth mentioned that they were 
disappointed by the fact that EFSA does not act as “police” with regards to declarations of interests (DOIs) of 
experts and that the Management Board may have to enforce more properly the guidance document on DOIs.  
 
Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle underlined that this is a living document and that input from the Platform with 
regards to implementation of the recommendations are welcomed. On the particular point of DOIs, Catherine 
Geslain-Lanéelle insisted on the fact that EFSA is carefully considering DOIs and puts efforts on guiding experts 
to fill in their declarations of interests in a coherent way. The responsibility of the DOIs lay with the experts. As a 
matter of example, Herman Koëter mentioned that some case-studies are being used to guide experts in their 
DOIs so those are harmonized. 
 
Greenpeace asked a particular question with regards to rejection of experts in working group assisting a Panel 
and whether there was a procedure within EFSA to deal with these cases. In addition, Greenpeace wanted to 
know the procedure in place to review scientific opinions. As Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace was very keen 
on knowing how stakeholder input can be fed into EFSA.  
 
Friend of the Earth mentioned that it was important for stakeholders to know that their input is considered by 
EFSA- no feedback at the moment – and how information can be submitted to the Panel. Furthermore, 
explanatory notes should be included in all scientific opinions and that should be a principle of EFSA’s 
documents if EFSA wants to achieve its objectives and reach the target groups.  
 
EPHA mentioned that DG SANCO is starting a similar exercise with regards to criteria for public consultation in 
the context of the governance policies. EPHA suggested to get in contact with DG SANCO and share 
experience and available information and to not duplicate efforts. EPHA also asked for criteria to decide “self-
tasking” activities and the place for stakeholder input to these activities.  
 
Herman Koëter responded to questions regarding submissions of documents to EFSA in real time and self-
tasking activities. With regards to the first matter, Herman Koëter underlined EFSA's willingness to give third 
parties the opportunity to submit scientific contributions. To this regard, software that would allow this possibility 
via the register of questions has been developed. In addition criteria have been developed to accept and refuse 
contributions – only scientific contributions would be accepted and not policy papers nor political manifesto. The 
possibility of generating an alert notification is also being considered as in some cases the time for submission 
would be very short. With regards to self-tasking, Herman Koëter indicated that self-tasking activities are put 
forward to the Executive Director by the SC/Panels. A judgment is done on a case-by-case basis.  
The Platform felt that not enough discussion time had been allowed on this document and therefore the Chair 
indicated that the guidance document would be circulated for input on the recommendations and suggestions on 
how EFSA could build up on the recommendations as well as on concrete input to implement the 
recommendations. She also concluded that Platform members would like EFSA to consider how stakeholders 
could have effective and early input into the second part of the work, looking at scientific aspects. She proposed 
that some time be allowed to follow up on this issue at the next meeting, depending on whether the Management 
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Board decided it was useful for the Platform to continue. 
 
 
Action: Victoria Villamar would send the guidance document for input and would set a deadline for providing 
EFSA with input. After the deadline, the comments would be passed onto EFSA managers. 
 
Action: Victoria Villamar would circulate e-mails of Platform members to facilitate exchanges among members 
and with the whole Platform.  
 
Action: EFSA to consider how stakeholder views can effectively be fed into the working group looking at 
scientific aspects. 
 
 
4.  Update on Science - By Herman Koëter, Deputy Executive Director and Director of Science 
 
Herman Koëter updated the Platform on relevant scientific issues, and in particular on aspartame, genetically 
modified organisms, pesticides and nutrition.  
 
Aspartame 
 
This dossier was of a particular complexity for EFSA not only because of the complexity of the substance under 
re-evaluation but also in terms of public interest and accusations regarding the independence and neutrality of 
EFSA's experts involved in the re-evaluation of aspartame. 
 
The opinion of the AFC Panel was delivered in May and the results were presented in a press conference 
organized by EFSA immediately after the adoption of the opinion. The press conference was webstreamed5.  In 
the course of the process of re-evaluation of aspartame EFSA had to face issues like accusations of bias of 
scientific experts involved in EFSA's work, difficulties to get access to data from the Ramazzini Foundation. With 
regards to the later point, the Ramazzini Foundation was kept informed about EFSA's plans to adopt its opinion 
and two days before the adoption of the opinion EFSA's managers met Ramazzini Foundation Director to inform 
about the status of the process and invited him to follow the press conference that would inform interested 
parties about the results of EFSA's work. The Ramazzini Foundation is still reluctant to give public access to 
specific data but would consider selling the data to interested parties in order to get some support of the costs of 
the study.  
GMOs 
 
An Action Plan was developed by EFSA after criticisms from few Member States with regards to involvement of 
Member States in the risk assessment process of GMOs and the lack of proper consideration of comment by 
Member States. With this Action Plan EFSA reiterates its willingness to co-operate with Member States and 
indicates a series of action to achieve the objective of greater cooperation with Member States6. 
 
EFSA not only addresses the concerns expressed by Member States but also by environmental NGOs with 
regards to EFSA's risk assessments. To this end, EFSA organized a technical meeting with environmental 
NGOs in February to better understand the concerns of environmental groups and to have the opportunity to 
explain the basic of GMO risk assessments carried out by EFSA. The report and presentations made at the 
meeting are posted on EFSA’s website7.  
 
When considering comments from Member States or any other interested parties – stakeholders – Herman 
Koëter emphasised EFSA's intention to consider any comments from interested parties. Clear answers would be 
given to any concerns expressed as this is part of the tasks of the Panels.  
 
 
 
 

                                                 
5 http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/press_room/focus_on_the_issues/aspartame.html  
6 http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/press_room/focus_on_the_issues/f_i_gmo.html  
7 http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/stakeholder_stakeholder/technical_meetings.html  
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Nutrition 
 
In addition to what was already mentioned by the Executive Director Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle, Herman Koëter 
explained that EFSA would work also on other nutrition issues than health and nutritional claims, for which EFSA 
has a clear mandate.  
 
With regards to health and nutritional claims, EFSA would develop guidelines for applicants and a guidance 
document would also be produced by EFSA. The NDA Panel would establish a working group on claims that 
would start working as from September. A Symposium would take place on 8-10 November in Bologna to deal 
with these aspects and other aspects related to claims. Herman Koëter invited the Platform to book these dates 
in their agendas. EFSA is keen on involving all interested parties and this Symposium aims at responding to 
stakeholders’ expectations and their involvements at an early stage and at considering experiences in other 
countries that could contribute to the work of EFSA. In addition to this initiative, EFSA would organize a scientific 
colloquium in Spring 2007.  
 
Pesticides 
 
New rules on plant protection products and a strategy regarding sustainable and safer use of pesticides were 
presented by the Commission on 12th July 2006. EFSA was involved in the process before adoption of the new 
regulation on plant protection products. Since this proposal would follow the co-decision procedure there would 
be ample opportunities for EFSA to comment on the proposal. Annexes require guidance and technical guidance 
to be developed by EFSA. This guidance document would not be done in isolation. EFSA would bring the 
guidelines into a practical exercise that would better match applicant's needs. There is a possibility of 
outsourcing part of this exercise, i.e. Article 36 network.  Input from third parties would be welcome.  
 
Before finalizing the update on relevant scientific dossiers, Herman Koëter reminded the Platform about three 
open consultations on guidance documents that EFSA is currently running8. 
 
The Chair thanked Herman Koëter for his presentation and opened the floor for questions. 
 
Greenpeace asked whether EFSA was also considering the actions the Commission indicated to EFSA in its 
press release of 12th April 2006. Clarification on the timeframe for the pesticides dossier was also asked by 
Greenpeace representative.  
 
Herman Koëter mentioned that the Commission has never submitted to EFSA the actions which were 
announced in the press release of 12th April. He stressed that EFSA started considering Member States 
criticisms before any press release from the commission, and immediately after the Environment Council of 9th 
March. At the end of March EFSA invited Member States to a meeting in May to discuss GMOs risk assessment 
and Member States cooperation9. EFSA did not discuss issues such as the precautionary principle or socio- 
economic arguments as those do not fall into the remit of EFSA and are purely risk management tools.  
 
EMRA asked whether EFSA would continue to work on food-based dietary guidelines. This was confirmed by 
Herman Koëter. 
 
ILSI Europe asked whether EFSA is prepared to cover issues like consumer understanding of the claims. 
Herman Koëter confirmed that this is an issue EFSA is struggling with and it is desirable to have input from 
experts groups, such as the advisory group in risk communication10 that advises the Executive Director on risk 
perception matters.  
 
Friends of the Earth asked if scientists of the Ramazzini Foundation agreed with EFSA's opinion on aspartame 
and whether correspondence between EFSA and the Ramazzini Foundation would be put on the website. 
Herman Koëter responded by saying that scientists from EFSA and Ramazzini Foundation disagreed, but were 

                                                 
8 http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/science/feedap/feedap_consultations.html 

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/science/ppr/ppr_consultation.html 
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/science/gmo/gmo_consultations.html  

9 http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/science/gmo.html  
10 http://www.efsa.eu.int  
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kept informed on the process regularly. With regards to the correspondence between EFSA and the Ramazzini 
Foundation, EFSA considers to put these correspondence public on the website.  
 
 
5.  EFSA’s Communication Strategy – by Anne-Laure Gassin, Director of Communications 
 
Anne-Laure Gassin presented EFSA's strategy on risk communications, including a case study on aspartame11. 
 
The Chair pointed out that the Communications Strategy was presented to the Board in January and that very 
much focus on communication to the public. She asked whether EFSA was viewing risk communication as a 
two-way process and how therefore stakeholders' can provide their views with regards to the Authority’s 
communication activities. 
 
Anne-Laure Gassin underlined that stakeholders are pre-notified on relevant communications from EFSA and 
therefore their comments are considered before EFSA publishes final announcements.  
 
ESA pointed out that information should come first then communication. Communication should be done in an 
understandable way.  
 
Friends of the Earth asked what triggers the decision of issuing a press release, e.g. whether a press release 
after and before a meeting is really needed. EFSA should decide on organizing meetings with interested parties 
for the content of the meeting not for the audiences.  
 
CIAA noted that EFSA’ s policy seems to be “influencing the influencers”. Given that consumers get their 
information mostly from the media, CIAA welcomed EFSA' s intentions to hold seminars for media, commenting 
that background briefing on EFSA’ s role might assist in placing individual issues in context.  
 
CEFIC congratulated EFSA on how aspartame was handled. 
 
Greenpeace underlined that risk communication activities from risk assessors and risk managers should go 
hand in hand. The representative from Greenpeace pointed out that what counts is that there is confidence in 
EFSA's own role, not confidence in a product. Furthermore, it is important to have a clear picture of the outcome 
of the risk assessment, including explanations on uncertainties.  
 
BEUC expressed the wish to participate in media seminars to be organized by EFSA as observers. In addition, it 
was said that it is important that EFSA does cooperate closely with national agencies in risk communication due 
to geographical and cultural differences among countries.  
 
Europabio advised EFSA to embark on risk perception matters.  
 
FEFAC underlined the need for coherent messages across Member States and close involvement of national 
food safety agencies.  
 
EPHA welcomed the strategy and underlined that EFSA is not the only body that is communicating on risks. 
However, it was felt that how to get there and how to achieve the objectives is missing. Therefore an action plan 
was suggested. Co-ordination with concerned parties is crucial, and in the particular case of health 
professionals, those should be further involved.  
 
The Chair summarized the discussion as follows: 
 
− document was welcomed; 
− criteria for deciding when going public – decision-tree would be welcome; 
− action plan to implement the strategy is needed; 
− importance of ensuring information is in the public domain; 
− some members felt that trust in EFSA and its processes, not promoting the products evaluated, is what 

counts; 

                                                 
11 Anne-Laure Gassin presentation is enclosed to the Minutes 
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− need to work more on risk perception and engaging with the public; 
− more structured way to deal with the interface between risk assessors and risk managers is needed.  
 
Anne-Laure Gassin thanked comments received and invited the Platform to provide EFSA with input on how 
they see the objectives being implemented, i.e. concrete communication’s actions. An Action plan would be 
produced after the strategy is endorsed by the Board.  Moreover, evaluation of activities is crucial and EFSA 
would attach great importance to this.  
 
The Chair closed the discussion by inviting Anne-Laure to future meetings as risk communication seems to be a 
standing matter of interest of the Platform.  
 
With the discussion on risk communication ended the first part of the meeting of the Platform. An informal dinner 
took place the evening of 20th July.  
 
 
6.  Identification, characterization and monitoring of Emerging Risks – by Valérie Rolland, Scientific 

co-ordinator of the Scientific Committee 
 
Valérie Rolland presented the work that EFSA is undertaking on emerging risks12. She started her presentation 
by referring to EFSA's obligation to work on the identification of emerging risks as laid down in EFSA’s founding 
regulation. She also mentioned the recent opinion of the SC on identification of emerging risks that was posted 
on EFSA's website on 20th July13.  
 
The starting point of the work on emerging risks was to agree on a definition of “emerging risks”. The following 
definition has been used as working definition of “emerging risks”: 
 
Issue which may pose in the future a risk to the health of the consumer, animals or the environment; 
May relate to a significant exposure to a hazard not recognised earlier or to a new/ increased exposure to a 
known hazard (re-emerging risk) 
 
A contract was awarded to a consortium coordinated by the Dutch Food and Consumer Product Safety Authority 
to establish a system to identify emerging risks. The result of the work was considered by the working group on 
emerging risks and by the Scientific Committee who adopted an opinion in July 2006. Two issues have been 
identified as relevant: i) accessibility to data; ii) quality and evaluation of the information. The most difficult part 
after collecting the information remains how to identify the “relevant data” with the use of relevant indicators to 
enable the prediction of possible emerging risks. Valérie Rolland highlighted the importance of cooperation with 
the different actors, i.e. the private sector, Advisory Forum, Member States competent authorities, stakeholders. 
 
With regards to future plans, Valérie Rolland pointed out that a road map for the coming years is under 
development by the Scientific Committee. This road map may include: i) Consideration of advice from the 
Scientific Committee and definition of action plans to further build EFSA’s emerging risks capability; ii) Definition 
of projects to be outsourced; iii) Launch of calls for scientific and technical support; iv) Creation of (ad-hoc) 
networks in area of collection of occurrence and food consumption data; v) Participation in selected research 
platforms relevant for EFSA. 
 
EFSA's presentation was followed by a presentation by CIAA with regards to the arrangements of the food and 
drink industry in the identification and handling of emerging risks.  
 
CIAA presentation on Emerging risks and Food Operators 
 
CIAA's presentation was made by Beate Kettlitz, Director of Scientific and Regulatory Affairs at CIAA14.  
 
Beate Kettlitz pointed out that there are a lot of similarities between EFSA and CIAA approach – both are pro-

                                                 
12 Valérie Rolland presentation is enclosed to the Minutes 
13http://www.efsa.europa.eu/etc/medialib/efsa/science/sc_commitee/sc_documents/1494.Par.0001.File.dat/sc_guidance_tra

nspaproc_en1.pdf  
14 CIAA presentation is enclosed to the Minutes. 

 8

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/etc/medialib/efsa/science/sc_commitee/sc_documents/1494.Par.0001.File.dat/sc_guidance_transpaproc_en1.pdf
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/etc/medialib/efsa/science/sc_commitee/sc_documents/1494.Par.0001.File.dat/sc_guidance_transpaproc_en1.pdf


active approaches. CIAA approach is based on a holistic view and analysing what are influential factors from the 
food chain. It is important to consider that science is evolving and cannot be considered as a stand-still situation. 
Perception of risk is very important and what is a risk and what is perceived as being a risk may differ and 
therefore needs different actions/considerations.  
 
Beate Kettlitz mentioned that CIAA operates in an anticipative and reactive way and that working groups within 
CIAA exist in both fronts. After a general presentation, she mentioned three recent cases and CIAA's actions in 
these situations – acrylamide, benzene in soft drinks and migrating substances from packaging.  
 
The Chair opened the floor for discussion after the EFSA and CIAA presentations. 
 
 
Friends of the Earth asked EFSA if the Authority was considering environmental risks apart from human health 
risks related to the food chain. EFSA responded that environmental risks are dealt with in the risk assessment 
process as they are included in the mandate of EFSA.  
 
Greenpeace asked CIAA two concrete questions. The first questions referred to the fact that acrylamide is still in 
the market and the problem is not yet solved. ITX could be mentioned as another example. CIAA responded that 
CIAA is aware of this and that they are doing all possible to handle these situations.  
 
Eurocommerce asked CIAA if they are considering to involve other stakeholders – retailers, distributors, 
consumers- in the systems they have in place. CIAA responded that an informal forum – the “European food 
safety platform” - was set up informally by CIAA in order to exchange information and experiences with other 
stakeholders, including emerging risks. All actors of the food chain are participating at this forum.   
 
ILSI Europe asked if EFSA is doing something on intentional contamination of food, i.e. bioterrorism. EFSA 
responded that the Authority does not have specific plans on possible bioterrorism but does have general plans 
for crisis situations whose provisions would apply to these cases as well. In addition, EFSA participated at 
discussions with NATO et al. on crisis situations and bioterrorism. CIAA mentioned that the federation as such 
did not have plans on bioterrorism but that individual companies do have arrangements in place.  
 
BEUC underlined that better agreements in exchange of data should be explored as it is sometimes difficult to 
get data from industry.  
 
CIAA mentioned that an important point to consider on recent cases/emerging risks, such as ITX or benzene in 
soft drinks is that of developing analytical methodology that is able to detect molecules at low levels, as well as 
that of being able to carry out good exposure analysis. On the specific case of acrylamide, CIAA mentioned that 
since this is a natural presence of chemicals in food changing the composition of food or its processing 
conditions might have adverse consequences, such as another potential contaminant in food, and therefore 
EFSA might want to take a broader look at this issue.  
 
EFSA mentioned that it is important that in all these cases the information is in the public domain. Even if not 
everything is known it is important to take actions and to inform the public.  
 
A suggestion was made and that of creating a working group within the Platform on emerging risks, or that of 
having “emerging risks” as a standing point in the agenda of the Platform.  
 
CIAA suggested that before embarking on working group activities it might be instructive to have at next meeting 
of the Platform a presentation by EFSA on how it undertakes a risk assessment on an emerging risk, so the 
Platform can then reflect on the best way to give input to EFSA.  
 
ILSI Europe supported the idea of setting up a working group, and even further, for those with capacity to work 
on emerging risks to help EFSA to identify emerging risks.  
 
BEUC supported CIAA idea of having a presentation at the next meeting and then decide on further steps.  
 
EFSA mentioned that a presentation on how the risk assessment is carried out is not possible as there are 
different processes depending on the nature of the risks and this is done on a case-by-case basis. However, it is 
possible to present at the next meeting of the Platform an overview on how EFSA reacted in the past. This was 
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welcomed by participants.  
 
The Chair invited the Platform to reflect on the role of the Platform and in particular on how possible is to share 
information on possible new risks at early stage. This topic would be re-visited at the next meeting of the 
Platform. 
 
Before moving into the next agenda item, EFSA reminded the Platform that working groups are not foreseen in 
the current remit of the Platform and that this modality needs to be agreed by Management Board and in 
addition, if working groups are to be established clear terms of reference need to be agreed on.  
 
 
7.  Risk and Benefits: outline of the main discussions at EFSA‘s Scientific Colloquium – by Juliane 

Kleiner, Senior Scientific Officer, EFSA's Scientific Expert Services 
 
Dr Juliane Kleiner presented an overview of the discussions on methods and approaches for risk-benefit 
assessment in food as a follow up of the 6th scientific colloquium organized by EFSA on 13th and 14th July in 
Tabiano, Provincia di Parma15. As the way forward the Scientific Committee would review the outcome of the 
scientific colloquium and would draft an action plan. 
 
BEUC congratulated EFSA for a very good meeting that count with experts from across the globe. In addition a 
BEUC representative mentioned that risk-benefit assessments are not needed for health reasons for regulated 
substances (e.g. authorised food additives) and risk-benefit assessments for economic reasons are outside the 
scope of EFSA.. 
 
The Chair asked for further explanation on the fact that it was not correct to compare benefits in one group with 
risks in another group of the population. EFSA responded that ideally a separate risk-benefit assessment had to 
be carried out for each of the groups.  
 
The Chair indicated that the Platform wishes to be kept informed about any steps in this matter and would like 
EFSA to consider the involvement of the Platform in this activity, ie. action plan, guidance document. 
 
 
8.  Update on recent EFSA's Communication activities – by EFSA's Press Officers 
 
An update on EFSA's recent communications was made by Press Officers. Alun Jones covered scientific 
matters and Lucia de Luca covered corporate matters16. 
 
Alun Jones covered the most relevant communications since the last meeting in March and announced 
upcoming activities. Scientific dossiers covered by Alun Jones referred to: GMOs, Ochratoxin A (OTA), Avian 
Influenza (AI), salmonella and zoonoses, health claims, rabies, migratory birds, Bisphenol A, noni juice, BSE.  
 
Lucia de Luca covered communications on corporate issues, such as the appointment of the new Executive 
Director, the repopulation of the SC/Panels, the partial renewal of the Management Board. 
 
BEUC mentioned that in the particular case of OTA EFSA should consider the case of alcoholics also as 
“vulnerable groups”.   
 
BEUC asked how EFSA assesses when an issue if of “public interest”. Alun Jones responded that EFSA does 
monitor what goes on in the EU and has an extensive press monitoring that allows EFSA to gauge the level of 
interest in the media. EFSA is not working in dark. A “science communications review committee” composed of 
Science, Communications, Legal and International and Institutional Relations meets regularly to discuss 
communication activities. EFSA does follow communications criteria to go public and has input from different 
fronts, i.e., Advisory Forum WG on communications, in-house experts from various disciplines, stakeholder 
groups.  
 

                                                 
15 http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/science/colloquium_series/risk_benefit_analys.html  
16 Both presentations are enclosed to the Minutes 
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Alun Jones also mentioned the “Salmonella case” that forced EFSA to go public before the expected timeframe 
and that due to a leak by a third party of EFSA's preliminary report to the BBC (UK TV channel).  
 
BEUC also mentioned that anti-microbiological treatment of poultry meat is of interest to consumers. 
 
With regards to EFSA corporate communications, BEUC raised the issue of EFSA’s renewed Management 
Board not having a consumer representative despite the provision in the EFSA's founding regulation that states 
that at least 4 members should represent the interests of the food chain. BEUC asked the Platform whether they 
would support a statement from the Platform to have a consumer representative in the Management Board. This 
was supported by all participants. In addition, Friend of the Earth stressed that consumers should be put first 
and that the Management Board already has industry interests represented.  
 
Christine Majewski, Director of International and Institutional Relations, informed the Platform that EFSA has no 
say on the Members of the Management Board. The procedure is run by the European Commission in 
consultation with the European Parliament and the members are appointed by the Council of Ministers. 
Therefore the Board members are “donated” to EFSA. She also mentioned that since Catherine Geslain-
Lanéelle resigned from the Board in June there is a vacancy in the board and therefore the Commission has to 
launch a new call for expressions of interests to fill in this vacancy.  
 
 
9.  Calendar of Stakeholder Activities – by Christine Majewski, Director of International and 

Institutional Relations 
 
Christine Majewski mentioned that EFSA has different ways of consulting stakeholders, i.e. via public 
consultations on the web, through meetings like the ones of the Platform, via annual colloques, through scientific 
colloquium. However, it is felt that criteria for public consultation should be agreed on to guarantee effective 
consultation of interested parties. This is a topic that might be considered in the re-generation of this Platform.  
 
A list of on-going and planned consultations and calls for data was distributed at the meeting17. Christine 
Majewski mentioned that EFSA intends to post on the website soon a calendar of stakeholder activities. 
Discussions internally are looking at feedback from public consultations, i.e., what EFSA does with comments 
received, and in particular the need to respond to those individually and/or publishing them on the website. 
 
Based on the table of stakeholder consultations presented by Christine Majewski, CIAA asked how far EFSA is 
on harmonisation of collection of data. EFSA responded that it is competence of the Authority to collect, collate 
and analyse data and to this regard data managers are being recruited. In addition in two specific areas – food 
consumption and exposure assessment- EFSA is asking the Advisory Forum to appoint responsible in Member 
States in these areas.  
 
 
10.  Any Other Business 
 
The evaluation of the Platform by EFSA’s Management Board was discussed. The Chair reminded the Platform 
that it is foreseen an evaluation of the Platform's performance and membership was foreseen after 1 year of 
operation. Therefore EFSA would be putting this topic in the agenda of the Board meeting in September.  
 
Christine Majewski reminded the Platform about the difficulties EFSA encountered to set up the Platform – more 
than 1 year discussions at the Board meetings – but that EFSA is confident that the Board would support the 
permanent establishment of the Platform. Major difficulties at the time were the fact that the Platform does not 
have a “legal status” and that the budget of EFSA was under threat and therefore not mandatory activities might 
need to be reduced. 
 
When presenting a report on the performance of the Platform to the Board (new Board) EFSA needs to consider 
in particular the Terms of Reference, i.e., term in office of the chair, the membership of the Platform and see if 
some sectors are missing, the question of the 2 meetings a year, the issues of possible working groups.  
 

                                                 
17 See enclosed to the Minutes 
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The Chair asked the Platform for views on the continuation of the Platform – as it is or with possible 
improvements. 
 
ESA supported the continuation of the Platform and mentioned that 2 meetings were the absolute minimum and 
that 3 meetings a year might be better. Meetings with the whole Platform are better than working groups. From a 
practical point of view, agendas and preparatory documents should be sent in advance, i.e. 4 weeks in advance, 
and more focus-discussions are preferable.  
 
ILSI Europe asked how the Platform could give more input into MB documents.  
 
BEUC is in favour of continuing the Platform but it is advisable to set up priorities for the Platform and be clear of 
what EFSA expects from the Platform and what stakeholders do expect from this exercise. E-mail should be 
explored as a possibility for more exchanges, in addition to meetings.  
 
CIAA was in favour of the Platform and generally supported the points made by ESA. CIAA could support 
working groups if common areas of interest could be identified. 
 
Friends of the Earth agreed on distribution of agenda and preparatory documents earlier to allow better 
preparation and was in favour of working groups as the level of details and input could be developed. It was also 
advisable to give the opportunity to other experts to sit in these working groups. More interactive work and 
discussions are advised.   
 
In general, the Platform was supportive of the continuation of this forum. In addition, they appreciate having 
Catherine Geslain-Lanéelle perspectives in all meetings as this gave a good context for the discussions. 
 
As a practical point, it was suggested that items in the agenda are separated into information, discussion and 
adoption so this gives a clear indication of what is expected from the Platform. 
 
With regards to working groups, the Chair explained that these compositions are not foreseen in the current 
terms of reference, but if established, terms of reference would be circulated for comment. For the moment, 
working groups were suggested on criteria for public consultation and emerging risks.  
 
Finally, the Chair underlined the main messages out of the discussions on the future of the Platform: 
 
− support to carry on with the Platform; 
− better preparation needed before hand, i.e. early circulation of documents, feedback from the Platform on 

draft agendas, and clarity about outcomes/input; 
− working groups are a “novelty” not foreseen in the terms of reference but worthwhile to explore if a clear 

remit is outlined with a clear timeframe and clear indications of the work to be produced. 
 
 
Preliminary management plan for 2007 
 
EFSA invited comments on the preliminary management plans for 2007 adopted by the Board in March18. 
 
Action: Victoria Villamar would circulate the preliminary work programme for 2007 for comments. A deadline for 
comments would be indicated.  
 
Before concluding Friends of the Earth asked if EFSA would issue a communication with the outcome of the 
meeting. EFSA mentioned that it was envisaged and that it would be further discussed with the Chair. 
 
The Chair thanked members for their contributions and closed the meeting hoping to meet again in the near 
future. 
 
END 

                                                 
18http://www.efsa.europa.eu/etc/medialib/efsa/mboard/mb_meetings/1418.Par.0005.File.dat/mb_mp2007_25thmeet_en_31.

pdf  
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