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Executive Summary 
 
Bureau van Dijk Management Consultants and Arcadia International have conducted this evaluation. They are 
solely responsible for the views presented that do not necessarily reflect those of the EFSA. 
 
To address the questions formulated, the evaluation team has benefited from the willingness of many people to 
fill in questionnaires, participate in interviews and provide information. The team would like to kindly thank 
them for their cooperation. 
 
Overall conclusion 
 
Overall EFSA has done well, considering its context i.e. being operational since only 2 years and being still in 
a learning process, having moved to Parma and facing a restrictive budgetary context.  
Indeed: 
 

- Its structures, management and organisation are functioning satisfactorily. 
- Its scientific work and added value are perceived positively by stakeholders. 
- The risk communication has improved compared to the situation before EFSA. 
- It has established good relationships with stakeholders. 
- It has largely completed its basic regulatory provisions. 
 

However: 
 

- Some weak spots exist in all above areas. 
- EFSA is now at crossroads: it must expand, develop, consolidate and build on its first success. 

 
Therefore, it must ensure that its structures, organisation, procedures and systems are fit for the challenges 
ahead. This transition period must be exploited by EFSA as an opportunity. 
 
 
Detailed conclusions 
 
The detailed conclusions answer to the twelve questions having guided this evaluation and thereby they are all 
equally important.  
 
1. The Authority has now established its structures: Management Board, Advisory Forum (AF), Scientific 

Committee, Panels and Scientific Expert Services (SES). These structures actually contribute to the 
effectiveness and efficiency of EFSA operations, but to different extents. The Advisory Forum and 
Scientific Committee are relatively more in a ‘work in progress’ stage: the level of networking with 
Member States (MS) depends notably on their readiness to network; the development of common risk 
assessment approaches by the Scientific Committee and their adoption by the Panels takes time. The 
number, mandate, role and composition of EFSA Scientific Committee, Scientific Panels and other Expert 
Groups do not raise particular comments. The staff and experts of most of the Panels face a workload that 
puts them in an overstretched situation. This requires thinking the work organisation differently: e.g. some 
questions might be answered by Panel Secretariats or SES staff, or dealt with solely by Working Groups 
with the agreement of the Panel chair. It also requires making important efforts of recruitment of 
administrative and especially scientific staff, notably for the secretariat of the Panels and the Scientific 
Expert Services, in order to reach the forecasted ‘cruising’ figure of 350 staff.  

 
2. During its start-up phase EFSA has moved from Brussels to Parma with ensuing impacts on recruitment 

and outputs. The move to Parma is now completed but there are fears of negative impacts of the location. 
By security, counter measures of possible negative effects could be thought about or even prepared. And 
now that EFSA is fully installed in Parma, it is the right time to consolidate its organisation. 

 
3. In its development and operations so far EFSA has used tools such as work plans and rather basic 

indicators. As the organisation grows and diversifies its tasks and outputs, it needs to use tools supporting 
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the complex monitoring and management - notably prioritisation - of resources and activities. This issue 
has been and will remain critical in relation to EFSA understaffing and setting up phase. The EFSA’s 
undeniable success is achieved under organisational conditions and staff workload that are not 
sustainable. And EFSA is no more a small team; it is becoming a medium sized organisation needing a 
more coherent organisational structure and more formalised ways to function as well as supporting tools. 
This calls for a consolidation stage as well as a vision for the organisational future.  

 
4. Overall, the coherence of EFSA objectives, activities and results has been respected. But the food safety 

scene changed since the BSE and dioxin crises: there are new challenges related to new food safety issues. 
If EFSA has to address these issues there is a need to ensure adequacy between EFSA competences and 
resources (notably for self tasking) and these challenges.  Human nutrition also entails questions about the 
scientific approach, i.e. hard science versus contextual science. There is thus matter for a strategic review 
by the Management Board (MB) of EFSA areas of activities. On the front of EFSA resources, the 
Community budgetary context is not supportive for EFSA, in particular vis-à-vis the needed recruitment 
of A-level scientific expertise. More important, the current subvention (� 36 million for 2005) is also 
lower than what was originally foreseen (� 44 million). The collection of fees by EFSA for opinions 
requested by legislation could ease the constraints but the idea needs some time to gain political 
acceptance and to be accepted by the interested stakeholders who are so far opposed. It is important that 
the relatively low level of current EFSA expenditures be not interpreted as ‘EFSA does not need more’.  

 
5. The EFSA has issued relevant opinions with a reasonable cost in financial terms but with significant 

overtime work which is not sustainable. Timeliness of opinions can be improved, notably through more 
formalised negotiating procedures, as well as productivity thanks to recruitment and organisational 
measures. 

 
6. With Member States, cooperation networks are progressively being established. One has to remember that 

Regulation 2230/2004, implementing Article 36 of the EFSA founding regulation, has only been adopted 
in December 2004. The process is complex, requires mutual confidence and thus time. The Advisory 
Forum working groups are important vectors of this progress. The fact that the networks are not yet fully 
operational limits their contribution to European coherence, notably in communication, and to common 
approaches. Cooperation with organisations from third countries and international organisations is really 
at an early stage. 

 
7. The extent to which EFSA has contributed to a high level of protection of human life and health can only 

be partly answered within the scope of this evaluation. First, consumer confidence seems to have neither 
increased nor decreased since EFSA is in place, and EFSA is far from being the sole actor of the food 
safety network. Second, the EFSA has probably fulfilled its main role i.e. contributing to prevent a crisis, 
what is as such an added value. However, its preparedness for a crisis can only be partly judged as no 
major crisis has taken place.  

 
8. EFSA is succeeding in establishing itself as an independent centre of scientific excellence. EFSA 

scientific excellence is notably due to both the internal expertise (today about 70 permanent staff) and to 
the 150 members or so of the Expert Panels. However progress has still to be made notably concerning 
the role of EFSA in risk communication and the further development of EFSA scientific structures. Some 
interviewees express also the view that more diversity of expert’ scientific views would make EFSA 
expertise more broadly recognised. Other ones call for more balance between innovation-driven industry 
expertise and independence-driven EFSA expertise. 

 
9. The collection and analysis of data to identify, characterise and monitor emerging risks was not a priority 

and EFSA misses the staff to fulfil this task. There are however initial partial successful achievements and 
networking is being developed. Further development of this activity requires further staffing and 
development of the SES as well as strong cooperation with MS and implementation of best practices. The 
technical and scientific assistance is another area where EFSA has made little progress due notably to 
insufficient scientific staff. Here also it is too early to judge. 

 
10. Some stakeholders state that compared to the situation before EFSA, the communication on risks has 

strongly improved even if they also refer to an insufficient coordination between Risk Assessment (RA) 



 

 Bureau van Dijk Ingénieurs Conseils – EFSA/FIN-0105 – Final Report – 5 December 2005  4  

and risk management (RM) that concerns EFSA, DG SANCO and the MS. In the interest of all parties 
involved, this calls for improved coordination among them, increased transparency of this coordination 
and stimulation of good practices and mutual respect. EFSA could also improve its communication in 
terms of clarity but it will have to continue to share visibility with the national agencies. The activities of 
the Communication Working group of the AF are strongly appreciated as well as the system of pre-
communication of press releases under embargo. 

 
11. There is no doubt that EFSA benefits to Community on food and feed and corresponds so far to the 

requirements of beneficiaries and stakeholders. There are signs that EFSA is setting the standards for risk 
assessment in Europe and that it starts to have concrete effects on decision-making at EU level and at 
Member State level. The EFSA system could also generate substantial cost savings for MS and economies 
of scale at Community level by avoiding duplication of work and by sharing work among the EFSA and 
the MS scientific laboratories specialised in some scientific issues. Such a process already starts with 
some MS. Compared to the previous situation, the EFSA way of involving the stakeholders is very 
broadly considered by the stakeholders as an improvement and no alternative option is proposed by the 
stakeholders, including returning to the system before EFSA. On the other hand beneficiaries and 
stakeholders needs evolve and EFSA should be in a position to follow these evolutions, in terms of its 
mandate and resources. 

 
12. Overall, one can positively assess the meeting by EFSA of the provisions of Regulation 178/2002: the 

main structures have been installed and the EFSA outputs have been partially delivered. The fact that 
these achievements are only partial is notably due to the following factors: the (only) 2 years of operation, 
the difficulties of recruitment, the time needed to set up a network with MS bodies, and the EFSA 
permanent trade off between its foundation process and the provision of scientific opinions. This also 
confirms that the evaluation of a new agency should preferably not occur before five years after its 
establishment. 

 
SWOT analysis 
 
The SWOT analysis carried out organises the main findings into four categories: the strengths of EFSA, its 
weaknesses, the opportunities i.e. the favourable factors in the EFSA environment and the threats i.e. the 
unfavourable factors in this environment. 
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Recommendations 
 
The recommendations focus on improvements and not on consolidating current positive performances such as 
the involvement of stakeholders. These positive performances should of course be maintained. The 
recommendations are in particular inspired by two objectives: to successfully complete the establishment of 
EFSA and to develop an EFSA roadmap for a longer term. The order of presentation of the recommendations 
does not reflect any ranking as they are all of equal importance. 
 
Seven priority areas are identified for EFSA actions in the 3 coming years 
 
1.  Develop cooperation/active networking with MS bodies 
 

- Promote a strong culture of cooperation between EFSA and MS, inspired by best practices of 
information- and work sharing, and by avoidance of work duplication, e.g. through better articulation 
of national and European work programmes. 

- Ensure a full operating AF, including expanded activities of its Working Groups as well as the 
exchange of information and the discussion on the work programs of national agencies. 

- Build EFSA reputation as being the reference for risk assessment in Europe, e.g. through 
communication on networking success stories. 

- Involve MS bodies in EFSA activities for specific tasks covered by subventions. 
 
2.   Expand scientific staffing for the Panel Units and SES 

 
- Conduct a survey to identify the obstacles to the recruitment of senior scientific staff and remedial 

actions to complete scientific staffing over the three years period. 
- Analyse the time presently spent by the scientific staff in administrative tasks, identify the tasks that 

could be executed by administrative staff and reorganise work accordingly. 
- Implement the recruitment related remedial actions identified and expand scientific staffing as needed 

for the Expert Panels and for the SES.  
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3.  Conduct successfully the EFSA relocation in Parma 
 

- Account for possible additional expenditures due to Parma. 
- In case the Parma location effectively raises difficulties to attract high level experts: hold Working 

Group meetings at other places than Parma, have less frequent but longer meetings, use more video- 
and phone conferencing, expand as appropriate the SES and Expert Panel staff. 

- Take Parma as an opportunity for the EFSA consolidation phase. 
- Develop a contingency plan against any adverse effect of the location in Parma.  

 
4.  Improve communication 
 

Build EFSA’s reputation and role in risk communication by: 
 
- Fostering complementary and consistent dissemination of risk communications in the EU in 

collaboration with national food safety authorities. 
- Continuing to build more media visibility for EFSA’s scientific work. 
- Bringing more clarity in risk communication and using simple, straightforward language that everyone 

understands. 
- Being more coordinated with DG SANCO and the Member States. 
- Improving communication on several other aspects such as visual aspects, organisation and contents of 

the web site, etc. 
 
5.  Consolidate EFSA organisation 
 

At general level: 
 

- Define the exact role and competences of each unit within EFSA. 
- Revise the EFSA organisational chart in order to get an intermediary level between the Executive 

Director and the heads of the support services. 
- Use more formalised tools and procedures to support the complex monitoring and management - 

notably prioritisation - of resources and activities (in particular for the science part), allowing at each 
moment to visualise the progress of the activities, the resources/staff allocated and idle. 

- Further refine the system of indicators. 
- Establish clearer internal information channels including the exchange of written information among 

heads of department. 
- Further formalise the setting of priorities for self tasking: how to arbitrate between external requests 

and self tasking requirements, notably in terms of resources allocation? Who decides in function of 
which criteria? 

 
At scientific level: 

 
- Adapt the Units workflows in order to increase the work done by EFSA staff (scientific and 

administrative) and external contractors/bodies, versus that of Expert Panel members.  
- Clarify the way the ‘horizontal’ Scientific Expert Services contribute to the work of the Expert Panels 

and Units. 
- Increase quality control by the Scientific Committee/ 
- Create a new Expert Panel on plant health in addition to the existing PPR Panel on Plant Protection. 
- Create working groups outside the Expert Panels to handle tasks such as scientific and technical 

assistance, not necessarily requiring a Panel. 
 
6.   Ensure seamless adequacy between resources and activities 
 

- Re-examine the resources actually needed by EFSA against initial estimations, actual and future 
workload and the possible extra burden of Parma. 

- Negotiate postponement of requests other than regulatory ones, in case resources are unavailable. 
- Allocate resources in function of priorities. 
- Look for productivity gains, implement them and monitor. 
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- Examine the feasibility of a fee based complementary funding. 
- Prepare arguments to justify a budget increase due to Parma (if justified and possible). 

 
7.   Pay attention to good relationships with European institutions and stakeholders 
 

- Continue to involve the stakeholders through the EFSA Annual Colloques and Consultative Platform, 
to take their concerns into consideration.  

- Sustain good relationships with the European Parliament and with the Council, notably through regular 
workshops and meetings. 

 
Two recommendations concern both EFSA and DG SANCO 
 

- Stimulate good practices, mutual respect and crisis exercises mainly between EFSA and DG SANCO. 
Good practices comprise e.g.: care in the formulation of their requests by the risk managers; when 
needed, meetings of risk assessors and risk managers before the assessment work starts and before an 
opinion is adopted; the risk assessors do not forget their advising responsibilities, even in case of 
important uncertainties. 

- Improve interactions with a view to increasing the timeliness of opinions: this implies e.g. for DG 
SANCO to establish realistic deadlines for requests without legal deadline, to try to harmonise 
legislative approaches concerning delays and clock stops. For EFSA it implies e.g. to implement clock 
stopping procedures in some Expert Panels where they are still missing and to better monitor and 
anticipate bottlenecks, while taking account of internal and external resources available. 

 
One recommendation concerns the Member States 
 

- To avoid duplication of work between the European and national level by actively sharing work 
among EFSA and the MS scientific laboratories specialised in some scientific issues. 

 
Four topics deserve strategic planning and thinking by the MB 
 

- To define with EFSA staff a three-year plan on completing the EFSA instalment and executing all 
provisions of Regulation 178/2002, and to monitor the implementation of the plan. 

- To assess whether the relatively low weight given so far to pure nutrition issues should be increased. 
More broadly, beneficiaries and stakeholders needs evolve and EFSA should be in a position to follow 
these evolutions, in terms of its mandate and resources. 

- To develop a vision and a roadmap on what EFSA will be in the next 10 years, taking into account the 
probable growth of requests and a possible enlargement of EFSA mission as well as their implications 
on the intervention logic and on the resources required to reach the objective.   

- To explore the relationship between science and policy: considering the existence of diverse views on 
science (by stakeholders), how to ensure independent science at the service of policy? To which extent 
can industry experts be used without affecting the EFSA independence? How broad should the 
spectrum of scientific visions be? How to carry out risk assessment in conditions of uncertainty, while 
the results of the assessment remain useful to policy making and decision making?  
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1. Introduction 
 
Bureau van Dijk Management Consultants and Arcadia International have conducted this evaluation. They are 
sole responsible for the views presented that do not necessarily reflect those of the EFSA. 
To address the questions formulated, the evaluation team has benefited from the willingness of many people to 
fill in questionnaires, participate in interviews and provide information. The team would like to kindly thank 
them for their cooperation. 
 
After the present introduction highlighting the contents and scope of the report, the report discusses the 
methodology implemented and develops the evaluation results.  

 
The answers to the 12 evaluation questions (see Annex 7) have been structured in four sections (3.1 to 3.4). 
The extent to which EFSA meets the provisions of the Regulation 178/2002 is addressed in section 3.5. 
 
This is illustrated by the following scheme. 
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��������	

	 ���	����������	�����������	���	� �������	�������	

 
EFSA organisational set-up 
EFSA management systems and processes 
EFSA set-up of scientific expertise 
Coherence of EFSA objectives, activities, results and 
resources 
Effects of the location in Parma 

�  
EFSA production of scientific opinions�
Cooperation networks with MS, international 
organisations and organisations from third countries 
EFSA contribution to human life and health 
EFSA as an independent centre of scientific excellence 
EFSA action related to emerging risks and technical and 
scientific assistance 
Comparison with the previous system 
�

�

���	!�����������	��	�����	 	 ��"	#$�%	���	�����������	�����	

 
EFSA performance in risk communication 
Relation between risk assessors and risks managers 
concerning communication and dissemination strategy 
Coherence of risk assessment, risk management and risk 
communication functions�

�  
Adequacy of EFSA to beneficiaries, stakeholders and 
Community policy 
EFSA added value concerning stakeholder involvement 
and cost savings 
Matching EFSA objectives and activities with those of 
other relevant public institutions 
�

                                             

��&	'������	���	����������	�(	)��������	�*+,�--�			

  
      	
The annexes include: 
 

- A presentation of the EFSA intervention logic (Annex 1). 
- An assessment of EFSA performances based on indicators (Annex 2). 
- The results of the survey (Annex 3). 
- The BSE/TSE case study report (Annex 4). 
- The GMO case study report (Annex 5) 
- The list of interviewees (Annex 6). 
- The Terms of Reference of the evaluation (Annex 7). 
- The documents consulted (Annex 8). 
- The list of abbreviations (Annex 9). 
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2. Methodology 
 

2.1. The methodology implemented 
 
The methodology consisted in the following steps: 
 

- Collecting information through desk work and exploratory interviews. 
- Building indicators based on the success criteria presented in the Terms of Reference (see Annex 7). 
- Collecting information through survey and interviews to ensure the required evidence basis. 
- Analysing and interpreting the information and data collected. 

 
The main tool developed has been a table specifying for each evaluation question and for the 55 associated 
success criteria, the indicators to be used, the stakeholders concerned and the data collection methods to be 
applied. 17 exploratory interviews have greatly helped to customize the methodology to the EFSA context. 
 
On this basis, the evaluation team has developed two survey questionnaires: one for the MS relevant 
authorities/bodies, the EP and the Commission services, the other for all other stakeholders. Two lists have 
been established: the stakeholders to be surveyed and the persons to be interviewed. Guidelines for interviews 
have been developed to ensure exploitability of interview outputs. The object of the two case studies has also 
been specified i.e. to identify whether EFSA has brought added value in the cases of BSE/TSE and GMO.  
 
The data collection process has consisted of a desk research, a survey with 80 returned questionnaires, 2 case 
studies and 50 interviews. The combination of these four approaches has provided the evidence basis required. 
 
Due to the numbers of survey respondents of the different categories we have not proceeded to a statistical 
analysis whose results would have been of poor significance. Instead we have carried out a more qualitative 
content analysis: the reliability of the results is notably based on the quality and representativeness of the 
interviewees, on the convergence between the outcomes of the desk research, the survey and the interviews as 
well as on the critical discussion and interpretation of the parties’ positions. 
  
It should be kept in mind that the results of the evaluation are based on the parties’ experience and judgement 
and not on system audits, which are not foreseen by the Terms of Reference. 
 
2.2. Implications of the methodology  
 
The nature of the terms of reference of the study has direct effects on the methodology. These terms can be 
characterised by two features: they cover a very broad range of issues i.e. a large number of distinct evaluation 
questions and sub-questions (55 so-called ‘success criteria’); most of the evaluation questions and sub-
questions leave room for different interpretations of their meaning.  

 
The methodology has thus to address complex issues while cross checking a lot of different information (broad 
horizontal coverage) from different sources. For a next evaluation, any additional investment in rationalising 
the Terms of reference would reduce the level of complexity and help to focus the analysis results. 
 
2.3. Issues of timing 
 
To comply with the provisions of the Regulation, this evaluation has taken place in 2005, 2 years after EFSA 
has effectively entered into operation (2003). This means that we evaluate a work in progress but not yet full 
achievements and a wide range of impacts. This evaluation is thus similar to a mid-term evaluation: evaluate 
achievements so far and issue recommendations to improve the performances for the rest of the start-up phase. 
 
The evaluation team shares the view of several EFSA staffs and stakeholders that it will take 5 years for EFSA 
to be out of its start-up phase. A 5-year period is usually considered as the time needed for an organisation to 
reach its cruising speed and efficacy. 
 
We recommend thus that the next evaluation of EFSA be commissioned in 2008 in order that the 5 year period 
is over. This differs from Regulation 178/2002 foreseeing next evaluations every six years after the first one. 
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3. Analysis 

We answer hereunder to the evaluation questions in the five following sections: 
 

- Organisational set-up, management and resources, including location in Parma (section 3.1). 
- Delivering independent and excellent science (section 3.2). 
- Communicating on risks (section 3.3). 
- Relationships with other EU institutions and stakeholders (section 3.4). 
- Extent to which EFSA meets the provisions of the Regulation 178/2002 (section 3.5). 

 
Each section starts with a table listing the issues at stake – that reflect the evaluation questions – and the 
corresponding main findings. Then, for each issue, a blue box summarises the findings that are afterwards 
expanded. 
 
3.1. Organisational set-up, management and resources, including location in Parma 
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EFSA organisational set-up 
The Authority has now established its structures: Management Board, Advisory Forum, Scientific Committee, 
Panels and Scientific Expert Services (SES). These structures actually contribute to the effectiveness and 
efficiency of EFSA operations, but to different extents. The Advisory Forum and Scientific Committee are 
relatively more in a ‘work in progress’ stage: the level of networking with Member States depends notably on 
their readiness to network; the development of common risk assessment approaches by the Scientific 
Committee and their adoption by the Panels takes time. The number, mandate, role and composition of EFSA 
Scientific Committee, Scientific Panels and other Expert Groups do not raise particular comments. The staff 
and experts of most of the Panels face a workload that puts them in an overstretched situation. This requires 
thinking the work organisation differently: e.g. some questions might be answered by Panel Secretariats or 
SES staff, or dealt with solely by Working Groups with the agreement of the Panel chair. It also requires 
important efforts of recruitment of administrative and especially scientific staff, notably for the secretariat of 
the Panels and the SES, in order to reach the forecasted ‘cruising’ figure of 340 staff.  

 
Management Board (MB) 
 
EFSA is an institutional exception in the landscape of European agencies due to its Management Board: 
compared to other European agencies, 14 members of the Board out of 151 are nominated in their personal 
capacity and not as representatives of Member States (MS) even if they have links with the MS. This has 
probably contributed to the independency of EFSA vis-à-vis the European Parliament (EP), the Commission 
and the MS. 

                                                      
1  The 15th member is the Director General of DG SANCO. 
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Interviews suggest keeping the number of members of the Board to 15: the fact that each MS will no more 
have a kind of direct link with MB is not seen as a problem. The MB is in charge of ensuring the efficacy of an 
independent institution and not of representing the MS, which is precisely the mission of the Advisory Forum. 
Also an effective MB has a limit in operational size and 15 is an upper limit. 
 
During the first months of EFSA, the Board focused on appointing the Executive Director and Deputy Director 
of EFSA, and preparing the 1st work plan. Now that most of the structures of EFSA are established there is a 
clear distribution of the tasks between the Board and the Executive Director: the MB focuses on strategic 
issues, it decides effectively and in a coherent way and for around 90 % of the items on the agenda, the Board 
follows the propositions of the EFSA management.  
 
The Board has recently decided on the future premises of EFSA in Parma and the move to Parma has been 
completed by October 2005.This could mean that EFSA is entering a quieter period. There are however some 
important issues ahead for 2006 involving the Board in one way or another, including: 
 

- An interim Direction, even if the solution chosen provide all guarantees of good management after the 
present Executive Director has left. 

- The recruitment and entry into function of a new Executive Director. 
- The renewal of 50 % of the Board i.e. a new team with a new Chair2. 
- Impulses to be given by the Board on some strategic issues that are important for the future of EFSA. 

 
Advisory Forum 
 
The Advisory Forum (AF) seems to have contributed to expert networking. The following statements 
summarise the diversity of opinions and comments revealed by the interviews and survey on its added value: 
 

- The Advisory Forum is kept very well informed of the activities of EFSA via its meetings and there is 
a good exchange of information on emerging or sensitive issues of common concern (e.g. acrylamide, 
TSE in goats). The exchange of information and discussion on the programs of work of each national 
agency could be further developed to avoid duplication and to promote networking, even if the primary 
mission of the AF is to advise the Executive Director on the EFSA program of work.  

- The expert networking is effective for the AF Working Groups (WG) on Communication and on IT. 
- There is so far a limited contribution from the AF to scientific advice on projects. The recent 

establishment of a WG on scientific cooperation with national agencies should facilitate this process. 
Also when the networks provided for in Article 36 of the Regulation 178/2002 will be in place, the AF 
should have a greater role in the scientific networking since one of its tasks will be to supervise and 
orientate this networking (see Regulation 2230/2004).   

- Good feedback has been provided by the AF to EFSA on e.g. national approaches to risk assessment 
(RA), on common European approaches and on emerging risks, the main issues of Community interest 
that the national agencies address. 

 
Scientific Committee 
 
The Scientific Committee is composed of the Heads of the 8 Units plus 6 European experts who are not 
members of the panels. It has so far a limited visibility for the stakeholders. This is probably linked to the 
present starting phase during which the outputs of the Committee have been: 
 

- A few well perceived scientific opinions. 
- Horizontal activities i.e. on one hand position papers on carcinogenicity and genotoxicity, on the other 

risk assessment models to be applied by all Expert Panels. 

                                                      
2   Concerning the criteria for the renewal of 50 % of the members of the Board, there is no need to further comment as DG SANCO 

has already issued a call for expression of interest.   
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The Scientific Committee adopts the Register of Questions (from DG SANCO, the MS and the EP) and 
decides some self tasking, however very limited so far (5-10 %). It also interfaces with DG SANCO for 
information on the requests, and coordinates the links with the Scientific Expert Services (SES). 
 
It has set up four Working Groups: Exposure, Gentox, QPS3 and Animal Health Welfare. These groups 
develop databases as well as harmonised approaches and methodologies of risk assessment relevant to the 
work of the Scientific Committee and Expert Panels. 
 
Increased quality control could give the Scientific Committee a more influential role: it would facilitate a 
consistent management of the scientific work and monitor the effective implementation of common guidelines 
issued by the Scientific Committee - to ensure the consistency of the work of the different Expert Panels.  
 
Expert Panels4 
 
Some EFSA Expert Panels are seriously overloaded (e.g. AFC) or have to cover areas which are not really 
related to each other which hampers their efficiency (AFC, AHW). A solution could be to split such Panels. A 
new Panel on plant health should be established at the request of the PRAPeR Unit, with the support of the 
EFSA Scientific Committee and of the Commission, because the work in this area is growing (new legislative 
provisions requesting reviews of national risk assessments concerning residues). 
 
The performance of the members of the Panels is said to depend on ‘the good will of volunteers’, but there is a 
limit and today ‘we passed the reasonable’, both in time and work as members have academic or research 
activities. Due to insufficient EFSA scientific staff, the experts member of the Panels are overloaded with tasks 
that they should normally not carry out. In addition, the remuneration is considered as poor: a daily allowance 
of 300 � is below what experts can earn in other DG where the daily allowance is 450 �. 
 
It is possible to increase the output of EFSA and to make working procedures more efficient thanks to more 
use of SES and of external experts in the Panel Working Groups: some questions might be answered by Panel 
Secretariats or SES staff, or dealt with solely by Working Groups with the agreement of the Panel chair. The 
use of external experts is essential to increase the capacity of the Panels (possibility not exploited enough so 
far) and to attract new national experts that could be in the future valuable candidates for the Panels. 
Concerning the use of the SES, see below the section on the SES.   
 
In addition, EFSA can use various tools such as contracting out more work or use the networks with national 
bodies (Art. 36). However, to do that, even if the budget and the legislation allow for it, EFSA will need clear 
internal methodology and resources to incite the secretariat of the Panels to use these tools. E.g., scientists are 
not familiar with procedures for externalisation contracts and they need therefore support. The same reasoning 
is valid for the use of networks. The sharing of work with national scientific bodies implies a will to share 
work and managing staff as this sharing may raise issues of selection procedure before contracting. 
 
There are thus several issues with Panels: 
 

- Too much work, insufficient scientific support (e.g. SES), but informal support between units. 
- Remuneration for the outside experts (external assistance) judged by some as relatively poor. 
- Possibility for external assistance but some Expert Panels prefer to do the work by themselves. 
- More experts needed due to growing number of areas of expertise concerned. 

 
Scientific Expert Services (SES) 
 
The Panel staffs have high expectations about the scientific support from the SES: the support so far provided 
by the units Epidemiology and TSE/BSE Assessment is strongly appreciated. But apart from two units that are 
staffed, there is a serious staff deficit that prevents from offering the horizontal services expected: 20 people is 
far below the needs. This indicates the effort to be made in recruiting staff – especially scientific – for the SES. 

                                                      
3  Qualified Presumption of Safety for the additives in animal nutrition and in particular for micro-organisms. 
4  Hereafter the Panels are referred to by their short names. The full names are presented in Annex 9. 
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There is also a debate within EFSA as to whether horizontal services such as data collection and analysis have 
to be performed by the SES or by resources within each Panel unit. Some units prefer clearly that such services 
be performed by the SES while other ones insist to have it done by scientific members within their units. 
 
EFSA management systems and processes 
In their development and operations so far EFSA has used tools such as work plans and rather basic indicators. 
As the organisation grows and diversifies its tasks and outputs, it needs to use tools supporting the complex 
monitoring and management - notably prioritisation - of resources and activities. This has been and will remain 
a critical issue due to EFSA understaffing and setting up phase. The EFSA undeniable success is achieved 
under organisational conditions and staff workload that are not sustainable. And EFSA is no more a small 
team; it is becoming a medium sized organisation needing a more coherent organisational structure with more 
formalised ways to function as well as supporting tools. This calls for a consolidation stage as well as a vision 
for the organisational future 

 
Work plan, indicators and monitoring system 
 
The EFSA work plan is a management tool that has been well developed in a short period of time. It defines 
well what will be done and also how e.g. which projects with which objectives.  
  
The set of indicators available to the Management Board5 results from a first pilot exercise. It is effectively 
used for discussion between the Board and EFSA management. The existing indicators are useful but further 
refining would help understanding the figures and react appropriately. There is thus a need for information 
such as: 
 

- How complex was the production of the opinion? This would avoid misinterpretations as to the 
productivity of Panels by comparing figures related to rather simple versus rather complex opinions. 

- How appropriate and usable is the result? 
- How many deadlines were extended for the opinions included in the category "adopted opinions".  
- Systematic (qualitative) information on the reasons why opinions do not meet legal deadlines. 

 
Some members of EFSA staff consider that the current set of indicators combined with outside reactions such 
as the remarks of the Court of Auditors, is sufficient to monitor EFSA achievements. But if a system of fees 
for authorisation dossiers would be implemented, then a more sophisticated monitoring would be required.  
 
Considering the needs to monitor and manage complex tasks, our view is that the system of indicators should 
be expanded on the following aspects: 
 

- Performance indicators to be compared to baseline quantified objectives. 
- Activity based budgeting. 
- Indicators dealing separately with the different EFSA outputs. 
- Refined indicators to assess the complexity, quality and usability of outputs (e.g. user feedback). 
- Systematic information on the reasons why opinions do not meet legal deadlines. 

 
Up to now the EFSA management does not use elaborated tools to monitor the progress of activities: this is 
done ‘by hand’. The development of a register of opinions requested and a management system including time 
sheets has been initiated but due to a lack of IT personnel, their availability is postponed to 2006.  
 
In our view the implementation of the Internal Control Standards (ICS) is certainly a progress towards a 
monitoring environment, needed by EFSA as the organisation grows. 
 
Last but not least, there is a feeling in EFSA staff that the growth of the Authority is not planned at long term: 
there is a need for a vision and a roadmap of what EFSA will be in the next 10 years, and what are the means 
required.  

                                                      
5  See notably documents MB 16.12.20045 – 8a and 8b and MB 10.036.2005 – 7 on EFSA Performance/Progress indicators. 



 

 Bureau van Dijk Ingénieurs Conseils – EFSA/FIN-0105 – Final Report – 5 December 2005  14  

 
Prioritisation of resources and activities 
 
Prioritisation of the questions and self tasking is carried out at three levels: 
 

- Work Plan: allocation of resources to workload. 
- Scientific activities: application of a protocol - including criteria - agreed by DG SANCO. 
- Management of timescales that mainly depends on legislation (related to this efforts are expected from 

DG SANCO towards harmonisation of the legislative approaches in terms of delays and clock stops). 
 

Due to the limited staff of EFSA, choices have to be made on the issues to be dealt with in priority. The head 
of the Science department, with the support of the Scientific Committee, makes arbitrations based on the 
importance and strategic character of the opinions requested. He establishes the priorities and integrates them 
in the agenda while deciding which workload will be allocated to which Panel. This arbitration is not 
formalised so far, is based on common sense and seems to work satisfactorily. 
 
There is also a constant dialogue between DG SANCO and EFSA to ensure that priority is given to the most 
urgent scientific opinions. Emerging risks situations not foreseen by the program of work have also occurred 
and have been adequately taken into account by EFSA (acrylamid, furan, etc.). 
 
In the current context (understaffing, need to recruit while ensuring that budget, financial, legal issues are 
correctly managed), the allocation of resources is judged by most interviewees as acceptable. It has ensured so 
far that scientific opinions of quality are delivered mostly in time and that essential administrative tasks (staff 
management, recruitment, budgeting, financial and legal matters, etc.) are performed. However, while being 
progressively fully staffed, EFSA will have to expand the other activities foreseen by the Regulation: data 
analysis, management of scientific networks with the MS, technical and scientific assistance, quality control, 
coordination and consistency of the activities, etc.  
 
In our opinion, the big issue for prioritisation is the lack of a management system/tool allowing at each 
moment to visualise the progress of the activities, the resources/staff allocated and those available. To that end 
the implementation of a system of time sheets is required. There is some resistance as this is an innovation in 
the EU environment and some people perceive it also as a tool allowing controlling their activities. 
 
Workflows and information management 
 
EFSA grew quickly with heterogeneity of procedures: this calls now for an organisational consolidation.  
 
The present situation concerning the workflows is as follows: 
 

- There is a patchwork of different systems: Commission SI2 for the budget, Infrastructure MS, 
document management system and hand-made applications for the scientific consultations, etc.   

- To handle this heterogeneity, two software have been acquired: one interfaces all applications and job 
processes, and the other offers a graphic interface. The interfacing software (Intersystem Ensemble) is 
presently installed and it will support the workflows from January 2006. 

- Important procedures to ensure business continuity are also missing. 
 
The procedures for information and files management are proper to each department. Each head of unit 
manages his/her dossiers in full autonomy while ensuring the needed coherence with the other units. Priorities 
are set within the departments only in case of crisis i.e. when everything cannot be managed at a time. The top 
management of EFSA does not really intervene here even if it might indicate priorities.  
 
The internal information channels of EFSA do not seem to be clearly established. E.g. the meetings between 
the Executive Director and the heads of departments (the ‘management team’) are held neither on a regular 
basis, nor according to formal standards of agenda and minutes.  There is also no systematic coordination as to 
the written information exchanged among heads of department concerned.  
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EFSA is in a situation where internal communication and file management procedures are being formalised. A 
general set of procedures exist (instructions, financial regulation, personnel regulation, etc.) but it needs to be 
completed and made operational in day-to-day management. Presently EFSA functions thus mainly with 
common sense, as staff and time are missing to formalise all the procedures (would EFSA staff develop 
procedures, when would they do their job?). If this allows people to think about what they do and to participate 
to the elaboration of the procedures, it brings the risk of permanently reinventing the wheel. 
 
The overall organisational profile of EFSA, partly reflected by its organisational chart, could be made more 
transparent and efficient, notably by: 
 

- Making the chart more balanced with an intermediary level between the Executive Director and the 
heads of the support services (Finance, IT, legal affairs, human resources, etc.) i.e. a Director of 
Administrative services. 

- Having more visibility on the allocation of competences i.e. who is responsible for what. E.g. who has 
to defend in public the opinions of the Scientific Committee and of the Panels? 

 
EFSA set-up of scientific expertise 
The Authority faces difficulties to recruit internal scientific expertise and thereby to develop its SES. Several 
reasons are proposed but the solution of this issue deserves a special care concerning in particular: profiles 
searched for, recruitment process, career perspectives, training possibilities.  As to its external scientific 
expertise, EFSA faces two issues: can it make more use of industry experts while remaining independent? 
What are the impacts of the move to Parma on the attractiveness of EFSA for the Expert Panel members? 

 
EFSA faces difficulties to recruit the scientific personnel as expected, especially for the SES. The overall 
deficit in recruitment is presented in Annex 1: the objective is 340 staff and by the end of 2005 EFSA will be 
at 195 to be compared to a 2005 forecasted figure of 255. The deficit concerns more particularly scientific 
staff: in October 2005, the EFSA proportion of scientific personnel is 52 % while e.g. in EMEA this proportion 
amounts to 60 %. This gives an indication of the gap to cover. The difficulties to recruit (internal) scientific 
personnel are due to several factors: 
 

- EFSA does not find enough scientific persons (A level) with all the required capacities and 
competences, and EFSA is not ready to reduce the demanded level of expertise.  

- The recruitment procedure is also rather lengthy, taking account of both the call procedure and the 
selection itself. 

- An important delay in the recruitment has been recorded in 2003: EFSA has only recruited half the 
staff targeted. This delay might have originated in the uncertainties as to the location of EFSA. In 2004 
no delay has been recorded compared to the planning but the 2003 delay has not been recovered. The 
provisional figures for 2005 do not indicate a recovery. 

- Due to the move to Parma some potential candidates did not respond to the call, and some staff did 
leave because they were not ready to live in Parma. 

- Finally, the European Parliament has downgraded6 38 jobs in EFSA, for some of which recruitment 
was already completed. After intervention of the MB, the figure is 19 but this has nevertheless a 
negative impact on the attractiveness of EFSA scientific jobs. 

 
In order to overcome this recruitment difficulty, it would be appropriate to precisely know what goes wrong, 
e.g. by inquiring a sample of people who retired from the selection process and/or by assessing in details the 
different steps of the process: defining the profiles, issuing the announcements, selection process, etc. 
 
Concerning the members of the Expert Panels, there are fears that Parma will have a negative effect on the 
attractiveness of EFSA (see below the section on the effects of the Parma location). As said earlier (paragraph 
on the Expert Panels), the current workload of the Expert Panel members is judged too heavy. 

                                                      
6  This has not only affected EFSA but other European agencies as well. The EP action on staff grades is said to counter balance the 

relatively lower probability of being selected for the Commission while the salaries of the Commission and of the agencies are 
quite similar. 
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We noted a general satisfaction about the quality of the EFSA internal and external scientific expertise, but 
also some dissatisfaction from industry regretting that some Panels are not open to listen to industry expertise7: 
industry probably has the best available food science expertise and knowledge in the new technologies but this 
expertise is not being used or called upon by EFSA. This is said to reflect a narrow view of independence. One 
could envisage that Panels listen to industry experts and continue their work after industry experts have left. 
 
Coherence of EFSA objectives, activities, results and resources 
Overall, the coherence of EFSA objectives, activities and results has been respected. But the food safety scene 
changes since the BSE and dioxin crises: there are new challenges related to new food safety issues. If EFSA 
has to address these issues there is a need to ensure adequacy between EFSA competences and resources 
(notably for self tasking) and these challenges.  Human nutrition also entails questions about the scientific 
approach, i.e. hard science versus contextual science. There is thus matter for a strategic review by the 
Management Board (MB) of EFSA areas of activities. On the front of EFSA resources, the Community 
budgetary context is not supportive for EFSA, in particular vis-à-vis the needed recruitment of A-level 
scientific expertise. The collection of fees by EFSA for opinions requested by legislation could ease the 
constraints but the idea needs some time to gain political acceptance and to be accepted by the interested 
stakeholders who are so far opposed. It is important that the relatively low level of current EFSA expenditures 
be not interpreted as ‘EFSA does not need more’. 

 
Coherence of EFSA objectives, activities and results 
 
Few inputs have been obtained on this issue, in particular from the European Parliament. Our judgement is that 
some aspects of the EFSA intervention logic (see Annex 1 of this report) are sources of tension: 

 
- EFSA is dependent on DG SANCO and the Commission for its budget, workload and procedures and 

hence its achievements and impacts. It also depends on the MS willingness and capacity to network. 
- The interactions between risk assessment and risk management are in some cases a structural source of 

conflict or of disorder, as borderlines are not always clear. 
- These interactions also address issues such as: the relationship between science in risk assessment and 

policy in risk management; different stakeholders’ definitions of ‘objective science’; uncertainty in 
risk assessments, which will ultimately be used for risk management and policy making.  

- The frontier of EFSA mission: OGM (as environmental issue), obesity, health claims, animal welfare? 
There are new challenges related to new food safety issues. If EFSA has to address these issues, 
adequacy between EFSA competences and resources (notably for self tasking) and these challenges 
needs to be ensured. 

 
Thanks to the separation RA – RM as well as its focus on a specific definition of food safety, EFSA has 
provided a response to food crisis and the subsequent loss of consumer confidence. The present situation 
differs from the food crisis time: mechanisms are in place to prevent from crisis or at least minimise its effects, 
and new food related challenges appear such as obesity or Avian Influenza.  
 
This new situation might require adapting EFSA intervention logic and the MB is the right place to that end.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

                                                      
7    When we refer to industry experts we mean experts in specific areas whose independence vis-à-vis EFSA might be challenged by 

the fact that they are currently employed by food and feed industry or contracted by it as consultant or to perform research. 
Whatever the nuances, what matters is the risk of conflict of interest- and hence of insufficient independence – between the expert 
role vis-à-vis EFSA and its contractual relationship with the food and feed industry.It is also worth to note that the definition of 
what is an ‘industry expert’raises disagreements between stakeholders. 
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EFSA resources 
 
Presently EFSA has apparently enough financial resources, due in particular to the very tight controls by the 
financial department of EFSA and to the difficulties to recruit and to externally contract8. These difficulties are 
not specific to EFSA and result from the Community system applied to agencies that particularly penalises 
agencies in their start-up phase: this phase requires indeed more flexibility than a cruising situation. 
 
But in the future the situation concerning the resources might change due notably to the following factors: 
 

- Staff reaching the size expected. 
- More capacity to use the means available. 
- Larger needs for outsourcing scientific work (presently such outsourcing amounts to 500 K�/year). 

 
The European Parliament argues that all agencies have a substantial initial budget and the general EU context 
is to reduce the budgets. Recently the agencies were asking a budget increase of 14 % (due to the enlargement 
process) while the rest of the Commission was at 4 %. In budgetary terms, EFSA is treated like all other 
agencies, including for what concerns the staff grades. From one year to another, some agencies can get 
something more. E.g. the move to Parma could justify some budget increase for EFSA.  
 
To finance the future expenses, the EFSA management would prefer a budget increase but in the present EU 
context this will most probably not happen. Instead EFSA could benefit from fees for registering authorisations 
(GMO, pesticides, feed additives, etc.). Several observations on such a system: 
 

- A consultation process will start shortly and its outcome will obviously impact the decisions. Some 
political groups in the EP and also concerned stakeholders9 have already expressed their opposition to 
a fee system even for the Opinions needed by the EU legislation. 

- Some people fear that this would change the nature of EFSA (public institution) and make them less 
independent after having authorised substances such as GMO (potential conflict of interest). Several 
interviewees believe that fees will not affect the independency of EFSA, as shown by the example of 
EMEA. But it will take some time to come to a political acceptance of a fee system, notably as the 
public might have less trust in EFSA: confidence is easily lost in food while by definition medicines 
are positively judged as their action is preventive or curative. 

- A fee system has several advantages10 such as: clarity in the performance and resources of the two 
types of services: services to private agents and public service; positive indirect effects on EFSA 
organisation and performance as it requires tighter management, notably for the allocation of resources 
and their efficacy and efficiency; last but not least increase of EFSA resources.  

- These advantages clearly overcome drawbacks the impact of which could be limited by several 
measures: a maximum authorised % of fees based revenues in EFSA budget; efficient and transparent 
prioritisation mechanisms; promotion of EFSA reputation of independency.  

 
As shown in Annexes 1 and 2, EFSA expenditures are lower than the EC subventions, themselves lower than 
the budget forecasted before setting up EFSA. For 2005, the EC subvention amounts to � 36,7  million while 
the foreseen figure was � 44,4 million. There is thus a danger, particularly in the present budgetary context, 
that one concludes that EFSA does not need the level of resources originally foreseen. Let’s remember that 
when BSE was raging, a high calibre authority was promised with the necessary staff.  
 
It is thus of utmost importance that the resources needed by EFSA be considered in function of: 
 

- The original forecasted ones. 
- The actual and future workload. 
- The possible extra costs of Parma. 

 

                                                      
8  See Annex 1 and Annex 2 of this report. 
9    See summary record of the first meeting of the Advisory Group on the Food Chain and Animal and Plant Health (5&6 July 2005). 
10   Refer to the analysis carried out by DG SANCO in the draft consultation document. 
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Effects of the location in Parma 
A close monitoring of the effects of Parma is very important. It should in particular concern the responses to 
the call for the renewal of the members of the Expert Panels and the evolution of EFSA expenditures. Counter 
measures of possible negative effects should be prepared but the completed establishment of EFSA in Parma is 
also an opportunity of consolidation of the Authority organisation. 

 
During its start-up phase EFSA has moved from Brussels to Parma with ensuing impacts on recruitment and 
outputs. The move to Parma is now completed but there are fears of negative impacts of the location. EFSA 
estimates that the location in Parma is more expensive than Brussels, due to the following factors: 
 

- Higher travel expenses, of staff and experts, and in particular 0,75 million � per year of shuttle costs. 
- Larger staff expenses (+ 10 %) due to more expatriation indemnities and the cost of living in Parma. 

 
Some EFSA staff, experts and journalists are convinced that the location in Parma will be a difficulty: ‘Parma 
is hopeless because of the time it takes everyone to get there. Parma might be a nice city but nobody wants to 
spend three days getting to and returning from a one day meeting’. 
 
As mentioned in the GMO case study (se Annex 5, section 3.3):  
 
‘The move to Parma is widely regarded as at least unfortunate and at worst disastrous for effectiveness of 
activity. MS authorities and scientific experts alike point to problems of time and cost to travel – “a 1-day 
meeting now takes up 3 days and a plenary takes up the whole week”. There is no evidence yet that the EU 
Authorities have recognised this as a problem or are committed to resource development to offset this.  
 
Insistence on all meetings being held in Parma may be counter-productive. There is a widely-held view 
amongst scientific and Authority interviewees that top rank people, who have many other activities and for 
whom being member of an EFSA Expert Panel is not their main job, will find it impossible to come to meetings 
in the future, due to pressure in their full-time jobs, and thus the calibre of people available to the GMO Panel 
may decline. Better and more active use of videoconferencing and round-table telephone conferencing may 
offset this.’ 
 
The paragraphs above illustrate the fears associated to the location in Parma. It is however not clear whether 
the reality will be conforming to these fears, and anyway no change of EFSA location should be envisaged. It 
is therefore appropriate to envisage how the potential negative impacts can be reduced by means such as:  
 

- Working Group meetings held at other places than Parma. 
- Having less but longer meetings. 
- Using more video- and phone conferencing. 
- Appropriate expansion of SES and Expert Panel staff. 

 
The EFSA location in Parma is also an opportunity to consolidate its organisation and management processes.  
 
3.2. Delivering independent and excellent science 
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EFSA production of scientific opinions 
The EFSA has issued relevant opinions with a reasonable cost in financial terms but with significant overtime 
work which is not sustainable. Timeliness can be improved, notably through more formalised negotiating 
procedures, as well as productivity thanks to recruitment and organisational measures. 
 
Relevance 
 
As told during interviews, ‘initially there was some restraint towards EFSA as a new organisation. However, 
the competent handling of the Specified Risk Materials crisis in its very first year of existence, built confidence 
in the ability of EFSA to contain potential crises. EFSA opinions are clear and balanced, and EFSA has 
handled political sensitive issues well.’  
 
The question now is whether EFSA will become THE reference, THE standard of scientific opinions EU wide. 
 
Timeliness 
 
Time seems the only parameter ensuring some flexibility for non legislation related requests. EFSA considers 
they cannot refuse the requests for scientific opinions, even if they face serious lacks of scientific staff. 
Therefore room for manoeuvre is obtained by negotiating deadlines for the delivery of the opinions. Delays are 
also recorded. The latest progress indicators made available to the MB11 indicate problems of timeliness for 17 
% of opinions with a legal deadline (2004 opinions). A recent SANCO report12 underlines however a dramatic 
increase of deadlines not met, but this increase seems so far at least partly attributable to a change of reporting 
system. Extensions of deadlines (demanded by EFSA) and delays are understandably related primarily to the 
understaffing of EFSA, as well as to the EFSA internal organisation and coordination procedures (with DG 
SANCO, with Community Reference Laboratories during the validation process of an application, etc.). This 
underlines the need for consolidation of the EFSA work processes as well as optimisation of the cooperation, 
in particular with DG SANCO. 
 
Reasonable cost 
 
As said above, EFSA provides a lot while being clearly understaffed in particular in SES13. As shown by 
Annex 2, with 76 % of the forecasted staff and 66 % of the forecasted budget, EFSA provides 80 % of the 
forecasted scientific opinions requested. If one considers also the efforts of the experts, this shows evidence of 
an efficient process, even if it goes with an overtime estimated at about 25 %. This efficiency is however not 
sustainable: people are overstretched and, due to lack of time, they are not able to implement tools and 
procedures, to recruit, to train new colleagues, etc., i.e. to ensure the continuity of the service. Incidents like 
burn outs of key persons might have severe impacts.  
 
Despite the positive achievements so far, the productivity related to scientific opinions could be increased in 
the future by different ways: 
 

- Additional scientific staff providing more preparatory work to the Panels and hence reducing the 
frequency of meetings, the volume of travel expenses and the expert time. 

- Analysing the workloads of the Panels and re-organising them – including creating new ones - and/or 
re-allocating staff and resources accordingly. 

                                                      
11   Doc. MB 13.09.2005 – 7 
12   Report on Progress of Requests from the Commission for Scientific Opinions submitted to EFSA, DG SANCO, 2005. 
13  The pressure on members of Expert Panels and external experts has also been mentioned earlier in this report. 
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- Optimising the work allocation between secretariat of the Panels and SES, once staffed, as well as the 
share of self tasking (compared to the requests for opinions) and the production time of an opinion. 

- Reserving the Panels for the most critical opinions while other ones could be answered by the EFSA 
staff, under precise conditions such as agreements on a case by case basis between EFSA and DG 
SANCO and validated by the Panels concerned. 

 
Cooperation networks with MS bodies, international organisations and organisations from third countries 
With Member States, cooperation networks are progressively being established. One has to remember that 
Regulation 2230/2004, implementing Article 36 of the EFSA founding regulation, has only been adopted in 
December 2004. The process is complex, requires mutual confidence and thus time. The Advisory Forum 
working groups are important vectors of this progress. The fact that the networks are not yet fully operational 
limits their contribution to European coherence, notably in communication, and to common approaches. 
Cooperation with organisations from third countries and international organisations is really at an early stage. 
 
Cooperation network with MS 
 
EFSA is still establishing a network with the MS bodies as evidenced by the following elements: 
 

- The adoption of Regulation n° 2230/2004 in December 2004 results in MS being still proposing for 
designation the bodies that will be members of the network. EFSA has now informed the MS on the 
criteria adopted for the choice of organisations described in the Commission Regulation. EFSA is now 
receiving nominations from them, but this part of the process in the MS might take some time. 

- In the case of some units, cooperation with national food/feed bodies, via the AF, is not intense: the 
Unit merely informs the AF on the progress of their work. Most influence is at the level of the 
Standing Committee in DG SANCO and via the COREPER services. 

- Up to now, the cooperation with MS is limited to what is legally requested and practically to the GMO 
and pesticides areas. This is independent from the cooperation network with MS via the AF. 
Additionally in the case of pesticides, very often the National Bodies in charge of authorisation of 
pesticides are not the National Agencies dealing with Food Safety.  

 
Currently cooperation with MS mainly takes place via the Advisory Forum and its three working groups: 
communications, IT and scientific cooperation, a new Working group (one meeting to date) focused on 
scientific cooperation with national agencies: identification of common priorities, sharing of tasks, etc. When 
the networks provided for by Article 36 will be established, the scientific cooperation with the MS scientific 
bodies is expected to get more effective, with an active involvement of the AF as foreseen in Reg. 2230/2004. 
 
So far the network has had limited impact on the development of common approaches and coherence: 
   

- Sometimes at national level, the ministers cannot wait for EFSA outputs and a group of national 
experts is brought together what might duplicate work when a new topic comes up.  

- There are first steps of establishing harmonised approaches e.g. the Scientific Committee has issued a 
Uniform RA methodology that has however not yet really been taken in account by the Panels. The 
BIOHAZ Panel benefits from the direct support of the Unit BSE/TSE Assessment of SES14 and 
uniform RA methodologies are implemented in this Unit that has strong contacts with national experts 
in different MS. Also EFSA has been instrumental in minimizing divergence – when French AFFSA 
looked at exactly the same data as the BIOHAZ TSE group but produced a divergent opinion. These 
examples refer to a diversity of situations and indicate that it will take some more time to come to 
reference practices. 

 
As a conclusion, EFSA is moving in the right direction but it is at the start of an effective network, i.e. a real 
division of tasks in the network, with the use of common approaches, etc. 
 
 
 

                                                      
14 The BSE/TSE case study demonstrates the excellence of the scientific support provided by the TSE/BSE assessment unit in SES. 
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Cooperation with international organisations and organisations from third countries 
 
EFSA has established contact with both types of organisations: mutual visits and exchange of information, pre-
notification of key scientific opinions and press materials. With some organisations such as WHO, the 
cooperation goes a bit further mainly in the scientific domain. In other cases such as FSANZ there are projects 
of cooperation, e.g. exchange of staff, that still have to materialise. According to most of the organisations 
surveyed, EFSA benefits from an excellent reputation and is sometimes seen as a model food safety agency.  
 
More intense cooperation seems to be limited: up to now cooperation has mainly been one way, EFSA 
disseminating information towards third country organisations concerned while some of them are bound by 
national regulations that restrict their capacity to circulate documents in return. 
 
International cooperation is also an area where more cooperation is needed between EFSA and DG SANCO. 
Independent positions on scientific matters held by EFSA might indeed be used by third countries during 
negotiations with the Commission, in particular when DG SANCO is involved. 
 
EFSA contribution to human life and health 
The extent to which EFSA has contributed to a high level of protection of human life and health can only be 
partly answered within the scope of this evaluation. First, consumer confidence seems to have neither 
increased nor decreased since EFSA is in place, and EFSA is far from being the sole actor of the food safety 
network. Second, the EFSA has probably fulfilled its main role i.e. contributing to prevent a crisis, what is as 
such an added value. However, its preparedness for a crisis can only be partly judged as no major crisis has 
taken place.  
 
Keeping in mind that EFSA is far from being the sole contributor to a high level of protection of human life 
and health, the following evidences emerge: 
 

- The stakeholders surveyed consider in their majority that there has neither been an increase nor a 
decrease of consumer confidence in the last 12 months. Two recent surveys provide results that go in 
opposite directions15. A Eurobarometer survey will provide statistical data on this issue by early 2006. 

- It is difficult to say how EFSA would react in case of a crisis as no major crisis occurred since EFSA is 
established. But EFSA is preparing for a crisis: a permanent Crisis Team has been set up; a practical 
guideline of in-house procedures for handling a crisis has been elaborated that complements the 
Commission’s General Crisis Plan. Also the procedures in place allow for rapid mutual information 
between EFSA, the Commission and the MS in case of risk of a food crisis and thereby their existence 
contributes to prevent a crisis. The exchange of draft communication under embargo, disseminated to 
EFSA, EC and MS is particularly useful to reduce any disquietness due to different or even 
contradictory statements by the different parties involved.  

- Several stakeholders state that it is too early to judge as no major crisis occurred and the mechanisms 
can be further developed such as a crisis plan, updated lists of contacts in pre-crisis situation16, etc. 
One stakeholder mentions the confusion and negative impact on consumer confidence that arose from 
the Para Red (PR) crisis while acknowledging that it was not a Food Safety issue and the EFSA 
responsibility was not engaged.  

                                                      
15  A survey by Globescan indicates that the number of people in France, Germany, the UK and Italy who cited food safety as a 

greater priority than price, nutrition, quality or shortage, fell to 44 per cent in 2004 from 55 per cent two years earlier. A UK 
survey of 1000 people into the public's perception of food risk reveals that over a quarter of consumers (27 per cent) consider food 
to be more risky now, compared with a year ago. 

16  It seems that currently there is a lack of proper address lists to contact the right experts and responsible persons in industry on 
short notice, but EFSA is currently establishing such lists. 
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EFSA as an independent centre of scientific excellence 
EFSA is succeeding in establishing itself as an independent centre of scientific excellence. EFSA scientific 
excellence is notably due to both the internal expertise (about 70 permanent staff) and to the 150 members or 
so of the Expert Panels. However progress has still to be made notably concerning the EFSA importance in 
risk communication and the further development of EFSA scientific structures. Some interviewees express also 
the view that the presence of more critical experts would make the EFSA expertise more broadly recognised. 
Other ones call for more balance between innovation-driven industry expertise and independence-driven EFSA 
expertise. 
 
Section 3.1 shows that EFSA has set up its scientific structures. The various stakeholders surveyed indicate 
also that EFSA has gained credit for its scientific excellence and its independence, except with selected NGOs 
and in the field of GMO. EFSA is recognised by a large majority of stakeholders as an important player at 
European level, as independent and as a centre of excellence: EFSA is more perceived as important in risk 
assessment than in risk communication. There is also a strong confidence in the capacity of EFSA to deliver 
the appropriate science thanks to the availability, quality and scope of EFSA expertise (internal staff plus 
experts). The legitimacy of the EFSA expertise generates a bit less confidence: some stakeholders suggest 
more diversity of the expert scientific visions as well as more experts from the ten new Member States. Most 
stakeholders estimate that EFSA is compliant with its transparency obligations as listed in article 38 of 
Regulation 178/2002 and they are generally confident in its transparency. This acquired credit is a success 
which needs to be sustained.  
 
The issue of GMO has the advantage to rise – but not to solve - the issue of the independence of the experts: is 
a declaration of no conflict of interest sufficient? On the industry side, there are some complaints about the 
unequal accessibility of the Panels and about the fact that too much importance is given to independence, 
sometimes at the detriment of excellence: i.e. balance is needed between innovation-driven industry expertise 
and independence-driven EFSA expertise. The GMO case study indicates also that though the first stages of 
expert selection (public advertising, open calls, interviews) are perceived as transparent, the last ones (criteria 
for selection and selection process) could be more transparent. This requirement is however de facto limited by 
the need to preserve the usual standards of confidentiality. 
 
To improve its scientific excellence, EFSA should care, as said earlier, to recruit staff for the SES and to 
develop the management systems for the whole scientific department. Stable organisational procedures should 
also be implemented to properly regulate the relationships between the Panels, their secretariats and the 
‘horizontal’ Scientific Expert Services. 
 
EFSA action related to emerging risks and technical and scientific assistance 
The collection and analysis of data to identify, characterise and monitor emerging risks was not a priority and 
EFSA misses the staff to fulfil this task. There are however initial partial successful achievements and 
networking is being developed. Further development of this activity requires further staffing and development 
of the SES as well as strong cooperation with MS and implementation of best practices. The technical and 
scientific assistance is another area where EFSA has made little progress due notably to insufficient scientific 
staff. Here also it is too early to judge. 
 
On one hand, it is too early too judge the EFSA achievements at this level. On the other there are initial partial 
achievements and networking is being developed: 
 

- EFSA has done little in this field during its first two years of existence as the main scientific priority 
was the delivery of scientific opinions needed for Community policies and legislation. Also, with 28 
people, the SES cannot provide good services to the Units, in particular the access to data. 

- However an example of achievement is the collection and analysis of data on the Epidemiology and 
Exposure on the Avian Influenza (AI). The Unit AHW received the data collected and analysed by the 
Unit Epidemiology and Exposure and provided the EU comments to OIE via DG SANCO. 

- Another success is the way the semi-carbazide issue has been handled. 
- EFSA is currently proceeding according to experience and need. E.g. they initiated the Zoonoses 

database for the European Centre for Diseases Control in Stockholm. Additional databases are needed, 
e.g. on product consumption across MS and regions, that are important for quantitative RA. 
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- Procedures for identification of emerging risks have been set up by sharing information with the 
Commission, the AF and the Working group “Emerging risks” of the Scientific Committee in 
consultation with the other Panels.  

- A well organised monitoring system allows deciding on emerging issues without being dependent on 
public perception. 

 
Other considerations have to be taken into account as well: 
 

- Data collection generally works better in Panels familiar with data search (e.g. CONTAM, BIOHAZ, 
AWH) than in Panels mainly dealing with authorisation of substances (GMO, AFC, FEEDAP). 

- Since all the data are collected initially at MS level, a strong culture of cooperation and sharing of 
information is needed. This is also true for a procedure to be set up by EFSA and implemented with 
the MS, for making statements about incidents when they arise and as early as possible. 

- EFSA might benefit from the experience of the food safety authorities in other MS, e.g. United 
Kingdom and The Netherlands who developed and use mechanisms for risk identification and 
characterisation17.  

 
According to Art. 31 of Regulation 178/2002, scientific or technical assistance, contrarily to scientific 
opinions, does not require evaluation by a Scientific Panel. Currently there are only few examples where the 
Commission asked for such assistance (e.g. geographical BSE risk, testing for BSE, quality criteria for smoke 
flavourings; part of the work on zoonoses). In some areas EFSA has developed structures to manage these 
tasks (Geographical BSE risk), in other ones these structures do not exist yet.  The creation of working groups 
outside of the Panels to handle these tasks will be facilitated with the mechanisms of Art.36 being in place. 
 
Comparison with the previous system 
What concerns scientific aspects, there is an overall consensus that things have improved with EFSA compared 
with the previous system, due to the independence of RA and the quality of EFSA opinions. 
 
The survey indicates the existence of a substantial EFSA added value concerning scientific aspects, as follows: 
 

- Enhanced specialised expertise and know-how: there is a clear EFSA added value, notably as more 
staff is available than in the DG SANCO system and as RA is judged as independent.  

- Timely, relevant and clear response to demands from EU institutions or other stakeholders: the 
members of the AF and the representatives of industry see an improvement with EFSA. Consumer 
organisations are shared between an improvement and no change compared to the past.  

- Enhanced credibility of EFSA outputs due to greater independence: the AF members are divided 
between those assessing an improvement and those judging no change. Consumer organisations and 
representatives of industry are mostly considering an enhanced credibility.  

- Setting up comprehensive networks for the gathering and exchange of information: the process is 
starting (as presented earlier) but the involvement of MS is insufficient so far: the stakeholders are 
divided between assessing an improvement and declaring no change. 

- Flexibility in the implementation of outsourced tasks: stakeholders having an opinion consider that 
some outsourcing exists but in the future, a better collaboration with national bodies is needed. 

 
3.3. Communicating on risks 
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17  In that line EFSA has commissioned a study in The Netherlands on the assessment of emerging risks. 
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EFSA performance in risk communication 
Relation between risk assessors and risks managers concerning communication and dissemination 
Some stakeholders state that compared to the situation before EFSA, the communication on risks has strongly 
improved even if they also refer to an insufficient and not enough transparent coordination between RA and 
RM that concerns EFSA, DG SANCO and the MS. EFSA can improve its communication in terms of clarity 
but it will have to continue to share visibility with the national agencies. The activities of the Communication 
Working group of the AF are strongly appreciated as well as the system of pre-communication of press 
releases under embargo. 
 
Compared to the situation before EFSA, the communication on risks has strongly improved what is certainly a 
success for EFSA. Some people consider that the communication before EFSA was unprofessional, with 
anonymous scientific experts, and a confusion between risk assessment and risk management. 
 
Despite this success, EFSA is not so visible in the media than national bodies. This has several facets: 
 

- EFSA targets in priority ‘intermediaries’ (e.g. press) and not the public at large. This is not fully in line 
with the Regulation stating in Art. 40.2 that EFSA has notably to communicate to the public. It fits 
however with the ‘Wallström vision’ of EU communicating to targets and not to every citizen, and it 
takes due account of available resources as communicating to the public at large requires very large 
resources. Targeting intermediaries allows also a distribution of communication tasks between EFSA 
and the national authorities/bodies that are closer to their public in terms of culture, knowledge of food 
habits and language. EFSA is thus acting appropriately.  

- EFSA could be a bit clearer in its risk communication and use simple, straightforward language that 
everyone understands.  It should not be frightened of talking about scientific uncertainty. 

- EFSA could improve its communication on several other aspects: visual aspects, web site organisation 
and contents, press releases more rapidly accessible in other languages than English, for the press 
possible contact with the scientific staff for more technical questions. 

- The GMO case study suggests for EFSA a targeted approach to media: ‘when it comes to the day-to-
day work of getting opinions and their impact understood and widely disseminated, the EFSA 
mechanism does not seem to have much impact. A review of media items will demonstrate which 
media have a constructive approach to relevant topics (bringing in other detail and facts to add value to 
the EFSA starting point) and these should be cultivated by EFSA.’ 

 
In the first year of EFSA, there have been problems of positioning between Risk assessors and Risk managers 
due to the context of creating the EFSA as independent risk assessment institution. EFSA was also rather keen 
to be present in the media what was felt by DG SANCO as a way to use the press to establish their 
independence. Of course this leaves traces and does not help to assure the public and restore its confidence.  
 
In view of the responsibility of the authorities vis-à-vis the public for what concerns food safety, risk assessors 
and risk managers have to work very closely. Thus in practice during food crises, institutional or personal 
conflicts related to risk communication should not take place between EC, EFSA and the MS).  The example 
of what has not to be done and that does not involve EFSA is the Para Red case with the confusion created due 
to a lack of coordination between the parties involved. Another example is the GMO issue: the common risk 
communication EFSA - DG SANCO has been followed by different decisions of the Council of Ministers: this 
undermines the credibility of EFSA, at least indirectly and forces industry to restore the consumer confidence 
in their products what implies important costs18.  

 
The activities of the Communication Working group of the AF are strongly appreciated for their dynamism 
and outputs. This is particularly the case for the training on communication that contributes to a real 
networking between EFSA and the MS, corresponding to a real need. The system of pre-communication of 
press releases under embargo is also appreciated by the parties concerned. 
 

                                                      
18  Estimated around 1 million � per case. 
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Coherence of risk assessment, risk management and risk communication functions 
The coordination between EFSA, DG SANCO and the MS and the transparency of the coordination 
procedures should be improved: this is in the interest of all parties involved. Stimulation of good practices, 
mutual respect and crisis exercises should help in that sense. 
 
The coordination between EFSA, DG SANCO and the MS is not optimal. The same is true for the 
transparency of the coordination procedures: stakeholders perceive mismatches that are detrimental to 
intermediaries and public confidence. This is illustrated by the two case studies and by two other cases: 
 

- The methyl mercury case in fish revealed difficulty of distribution of communication tasks between 
risk assessors and risk managers. But this case did not have consequences so that one can consider it as 
part of a learning process. 

- Just at the beginning of EFSA, the sharing of information with some national agencies did not work 
too well in one case (semicarbazide), but it improved afterwards. 

 
To improve things in the future, it is in particular important to stimulate good practices and mutual respect, 
mainly between EFSA and the Commission. So e.g. risk assessors should not prejudge of what the risk 
managers will do, and the risk managers should not expect that risk assessors do their own job. The 
interactions between RA and RM could improve notably thanks to practices such as: 
 

- Care in the formulation of their requests by the RM. 
- When needed, RA and RM teams meet before the RA work starts and before an opinion is adopted. 
- The RA team takes on their responsibility of providing advice, even in case of important uncertainties. 
- Crisis exercises: issues are faced but virtually, and partners learn to know each other and to cooperate.  

 
3.4. Relationships with other EU institutions and stakeholders 
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Adequacy of EFSA to beneficiaries, stakeholders and Community policy on food and feed 
There is no doubt that EFSA benefits to Community on food and feed and corresponds so far to the 
requirements of beneficiaries - so far mostly DG SANCO - and to stakeholders expectations, even if consumer 
organisations are a bit less satisfied than industry. On the other hand beneficiaries and stakeholders needs 
evolve and EFSA should be in a position to follow these evolutions, in terms of its mandate and resources. 
 
EFSA has been able to deliver the scientific opinions necessary for the legislative activity of DG SANCO. 
There was no discontinuity between the old system (Commission Scientific Committees) and EFSA and this is 
a major success. DG SANCO considers also the EFSA opinions as useful for taking risk management actions. 
 
So far, the requests for scientific opinions from the MS and the European Parliament have been limited (6 % in 
2004). It has not been possible to assess whether EFSA is useful to the European Parliament as its interest for 
EFSA matters or for the present evaluation seems limited, while the EP has been an initiator of EFSA set up.  
 
While being positive about EFSA, the consumer organisations are overall less enthusiastic than industry, 
perceiving less difference between ‘before EFSA’ and ‘with EFSA’. They also feel having less influence than 
industry, due to having less resources or disagreeing on how to be present at EFSA (in the Panels or not, and if 
yes with which status?). Some are of opinion that EFSA works not enough for them (through self-tasking) and 
does not enough answer their needs and concerns such as nutrition. Some consumer representatives consider 
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the scope of EFSA as too narrow: from a consumer health perspective, food safety should include nutrition19. 
E.g. obesity is becoming a major issue while safety, in the narrow sense, is fading away.  
 
Currently EFSA can only cope with those issues through self tasking20, in a context of scarce staff and 
resources. Would the importance of self tasks increase in the future, this could have an impact on treatment of 
requests from the Commission and other beneficiaries. This raises two very serious issues: 
 

- For whom is EFSA working, in particular in case of self tasking? Should the setting of priorities for 
self tasks not be further formalised21? 

- According to which criteria and system of selection/prioritisation is it decided to answer to requests?  
 
From industry side, EFSA is said to correspond to requirements but things could be improved, notably: 
 

- More formal stakeholder consultations what the Stakeholder Consultative Platform will provide for. 
- Involvement of EFSA in the food safety legislative process by providing RA evidence to Commission 

services and the EP and by being consulted in the drafting of guidelines that concern them directly.  
- Procedures offering the possibility to get insight into draft opinions and to comment prior to final 

adoption, like in the situation before EFSA. 
 
EFSA added value concerning stakeholder involvement and cost savings 
Compared to the situation before EFSA, the EFSA way of involving the stakeholders is very broadly 
considered as an improvement and no significant alternative option is proposed by the stakeholders, including 
returning to the system before EFSA. The identification of costs savings is a complex issue as the services 
provided by EFSA are not the same as those provided in the previous system. There are signs that the EFSA 
system could generate substantial cost savings for MS and economies of scale at Community level, by 
avoiding duplication of work and by sharing work among the EFSA and the scientific laboratories, in some 
MS, specialised in some scientific issues.  
 
As to their involvement with EFSA the stakeholders were very happy with the dedicated meetings of Ostend 
and Berlin and look forward to the Stakeholders Consultative Platform. Industry representatives judge that 
EFSA has made the involvement of stakeholders more effective, while AF members and representatives of 
consumers are divided between two opinions: improvement with EFSA and no change. 
 
The issue of cost savings is complex as EFSA provides services that were not rendered in the previous system. 
Thus estimates of cost comparisons might result in endless discussions. Besides, most stakeholders surveyed, 
from the three categories, have no opinion on the issue. While no quantitative measure of cost savings can be 
provided in this evaluation, first qualitative comments are proposed. 
 
The development of EFSA credibility and effective networking with Member States will generate economies 
of scale at Community level: activities carried out in different MS will be carried out by EFSA only what will 
generate cost savings for MS. Two examples show that this is ‘in progress’: 
 

- UK and NL do less assessments at national level (NL has downsized its RA department by about 50 
%). Other countries like DK, IRL and SP are in a gradual process of relying on EFSA RA. 

- In the recent ‘aspartame case’: after a contact with the Italian laboratory having carried out the study, 
EFSA has informed the MS through the AF and has agreed on some communication rules. The 
consequence has been that when EFSA communicated on aspartame no MS were surprised and this 
avoided MS investments in aspartame-related research and assessments. 

 
A complementary approach would analyse the costs saved by the fact that EFSA prevents major crises. The net 
benefit from EFSA would equal the difference between the cost of managing a crisis and the costs of the risk 
assessment and monitoring activities of EFSA.  
 

                                                      
19  Nutrition includes e.g. balanced diet proposals, novel health allegations and recommendations on daily intake, food profiles, etc.   
20   The situation could change, would the project to legislate on health claims become a Directive. 
21  Currently priorities of self tasks are set within EFSA by the Executive Director and the Director of Science. 
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Matching EFSA objectives and activities with those of other relevant public institutions 
It is still early to answer the question of the matching of EFSA intervention logic, objectives and activities with 
those of other relevant public institutions. However there are signs that EFSA is setting the standards for risk 
assessment in Europe and that this starts to have concrete effects on decision-making at EU and at Member 
State level. 
 
The Regulation has left room in the interpretation of its provisions, notably concerning the relationships 
between EFSA, DG SANCO and the MS national authorities/bodies. The development of these relationships, 
since 2 years and for the future, is part of a learning process that is both learning- and building by doing. 
 
The survey, interviews and case studies indicate that the consistency of EFSA approach to risk assessment, 
including the development of risk assessment methodologies, is starting to have effects on some national food 
safety bodies: EFSA approaches are followed or EFSA opinions are referred to in the national risk 
assessments. EFSA is thus setting the standards for risk assessment in Europe and maybe beyond. This will 
lead to greater consistency in decision-making at EU level, at Member State level and in international 
institutions. The independence of EFSA from Member States, the Commission and stakeholders is critical to 
its function. All agencies and institutions acknowledge this independence and EFSA advice is very broadly 
seen as an objective input into decision-making on matters of food policy. 
 
3.5. Meeting the provisions of Regulation 178/2002 
 
Overall, one can positively assess the meeting by EFSA of the provisions of Regulation 178/2002: the main 
structures have been installed and the EFSA outputs have been partially delivered. The fact that these 
achievements are only partial is notably due to the (only) 2 years of operation, the difficulties of recruitment, 
the time needed to set up a network with MS bodies, and the EFSA permanent trade off between its foundation 
process and the provision of scientific opinions. This also confirms that the evaluation of a new agency should 
preferably not occur before five years after its establishment. 
 
This evaluation has assessed whether the provisions of Regulation 178/2002 dealing with EFSA have been 
addressed in the following areas:  
 

- Establishment of EFSA structures. 
- EFSA scientific outputs. 
- Networking with MS. 
- Independence and transparency. 
- Communication. 
- Relations with stakeholders. 

 
EFSA structures 
 
From the evaluation, it appears that the provisions of Article 25 concerning the MB are implemented. 
 
The same is true for Article 26 dealing with the Executive Director. 
 
The Advisory Forum has been set up (Article 27). In the cooperation between the Authority and the competent 
bodies in the Member States initiatives exist but substantial improvements remain to be done.  
 
Article 28 concerns the Scientific Committee (SC) and Scientific Panels. Most provisions of this article are 
implemented and some start to be, such as the harmonisation of working procedures by the SC.  
 
EFSA scientific outputs 
 
Our analysis demonstrates that EFSA meets the provisions of Art.22 and 23 as far as dealing the provision of 
scientific opinions is concerned. EFSA is thus on the map even if it is not yet the point of reference in Europe 
and if transparency must improve. These articles refer also to other tasks that are so far in progress such as the 
development of uniform risk assessment methodologies, the establishment of a network of organisations 
operating in the fields, etc.  
 



 

 Bureau van Dijk Ingénieurs Conseils – EFSA/FIN-0105 – Final Report – 5 December 2005  28  

The same nuance applies to Article 29 as in 2004 the delivery of about 17 % of scientific opinions with a legal 
deadline does not meet the time limits. The origin of the delays is however not clearly identified. 
 
The provisions of Articles 30 (Diverging opinions), 31 (Scientific and technical assistance), 32 (Scientific 
studies), 33 (Collection of data), 34 (Identification of emerging risks) are just starting to be implemented. This 
is due to EFSA understaffing and the time needed to build confidence between EFSA and national bodies. 
 
Networking with MS 
 
The implementation of Article 36 is in its starting phase due to the recent (December 2004) adoption of 
Regulation 2230/2004 setting the rules for this networking. 
 
Independence and transparency 
 
The provisions of Article 37 related to independence are met, as are those of Article 38 related to transparency.  
 
Communication 
 
The provisions of Article 40 related to communication are met to some extent: EFSA communicates on its own 
initiative and cooperates with the Commission and the MS. However this cooperation lacks sometimes the 
‘necessary coherence’ aimed at. 
Assessing the extent to which the provisions of Article 40 are met has also to take account of the following: 
 

- EFSA communication reaches more intermediaries than the public at large, for obvious resources 
related reasons. 

- EFSA communication could gain in clarity/comprehensibility. 
 
Relations with stakeholders 
 
The EFSA meets the provisions of Article 42 thanks to the stakeholders events organised and the setting up of 
the Stakeholders Consultative Platform. 
 
Other issues 
 
There is some delay in the publication by the Commission of the report on fees aimed at by Article 45. 
 
As a matter of fact, three factors are at the origin of most if not all the provisions not currently or fully met: 
 

- The serious understaffing of EFSA, in particular the scientific one. 
- The time needed to set up the network with MS bodies and to build confidence. 
- The fact that, since the EFSA operational start, the staff has had to trade off between delivering the 

expected outputs and setting up the EFSA organisation and procedures. 
 
As to whether the regulation should be adapted: 
 

- One has to take into account that the overall food context has moved from major food safety crises to a 
situation with smaller crises but with structural growing risks to health related to nutrition habits. 

- Not withstanding the public consultation envisaged by DG SANCO on the topic, we consider that 
EFSA should have the possibility to get fees for authorisation dossiers as the advantages of such a 
system clearly overpass the drawbacks. 

- Also, changes have to be limited as EFSA consolidation is a priority, after 2 years of fast growth. 
- The evaluation of a new agency like EFSA should preferably not occur before five years after its 

establishment. 
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