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WORK PACKAGE 4 – JOINT ACTIVITIES

FEASIBILITY OF ESTABLISHING A FOOD SAFETY RESEARCH IDEAS FORUM

REPORT OF A WORKSHOP HELD ON 30 – 31 OCTOBER

GUSTAV STRESEMANN INSTITUTE, BONN

Introduction
1. The aim of the workshop was to investigate the feasibility of setting up a network, via which funders of food safety research could share information on strategies and developing priorities for research. It was intended that this would help facilitate prospective partners to express an interest in joint working at a stage when ideas were forming rather than when they were ready to launch - this would allow time for discussion between partners at an early stage which may make it easier to agree on joint needs. Areas for consideration would include how such a network might best work, any information needs to facilitate its operation and, if feasible, a route map to its establishment.

2. This network may need to involve not just those who fund the work but also those who develop national/regional strategies which are then used to influence their funding bodies (in some countries, these are not always the same bodies). The information resource developed might also usefully include a database of any constraints to working together.

3. Invites were issued to representatives of national and international public bodies who are responsible for funding food safety research and/or developing food safety research strategy with the aim of informing funding priorities within countries/regions. As well as the established ERA NET partner organisations and its expanding wider network, the invite was opened up to others, such as WHO, FAO, EFSA, other national/regional food safety authorities, and the Commission. Not all of those invited were able to attend due to conflicting commitments but there was a keen interest in the workshop, particularly from non ERA NET partners, which was very encouraging for future networking. The final participant list is attached at Annex I.  

Workshop Programme
4. The final workshop programme together with guidance on the process issued to participants is attached at Annex 2. The workshop was opened with a speech of welcome from Ms Barbara Gessler, Head of the Regional Representation of the European Commission in Bonn. There then followed 3 informative scene setting presentations: 

· Framework Programme 7 and food safety research by Dyanne Bennink from DG RTD – this outlined the developing framework within which ERA NET activities will be developing in the future;

· How can cooperation create added value – experiences from the Nordic Council of Ministers by Tryggvi Felixson, Head of Department for Environment and Resources, Nordic Council of Ministers Secretariat, Denmark – which provided some useful pointers on issues which are important to consider when trying to work together, in particular the importance of establishing mutual trust;
· Strategy of food safety in Germany and the research in the BfR by Professor Dr Alfonso Lampen, Head of Food Safety Department, Federal Institute for Risk Assessment (BfR), Germany – which provided some examples of areas where there may be potential for funders to coordinate their efforts in the future.
5. The process for the workshop was built around three sessions during which 4 working groups each discussed the issues highlighted in the workshop programme document. These were then summarised and briefly discussed in a plenary session. The objective of the final work group session was amended from the programme in the light of the emerging findings of the previous sessions. The outputs from each of the groups is contained in Annex 3, with the main findings summarised below.

Workshop session 1 – Defining a successful research ideas forum
6. Participants were asked to imagine that they were now several years in the future and that the research ideas forum proposed had been set up and was working well. They were asked to try to describe what the objective(s) of the forum is/are and how it operates. In setting out their ideas, as far as possible, participants were urged to ignore any potential problems that they could see in achieving this vision and assume they could be addressed, which was to be covered in the next workshop sessions. To help in doing so, before coming to the workshop, they were asked to consider the following:

· What do you see as the objective of your organisation in being part of such a forum?

· What are the strengths of the forum? 

· What opportunities does the existence and membership of the forum offer? 

7. Many advantages and resulting strengths were seen to having a successfully operating network including:- 

· Promoting synergistic working and added value while reducing the possibility of duplication of effort

· Early identification of gaps in knowledge and being able to distribute tasks between interested parties with efficiencies of scale

· Allowing a more holistic approach to food safety issues

· Increasing sharing of data and resources which could also help increase education/capabilities/credibility of those involved

· Developing shared priorities and strategies and an atmosphere of mutual trust promoting more effective relationships

· Easier identification of potential partners and more flexible partnerships

· Enabling development of comparable methodologies and data

· Potential to engage with and influence other international organisations and  transnational agendas

8. In terms of the operation of the network, a number of features were suggested:

· The individual contact points for the network needed good links and access to all of the relevant organisations/contacts within their country/region

· An inventory of information relevant to the effective and efficient operation of the network would need to be maintained but to be forward, not backward, looking in areas on which to develop joint working

· Some form of web platform to assist communication – a “chat forum” with all European national food safety programmes included

· The use of regular workshops as brokerage events – opportunity for personal level contacts were felt to be more likely to create a sustainable and fruitful network eg by helping to develop relationships and trust

Workshop session 2 – Identifying the constraints and barriers to setting up an ideas forum
9. Having identified what a successful forum might look like in the first workshop, participants were asked to focus on issues which would cause them problems in being part of such a forum, or barriers they can see which might prevent setting up/operating the ideas forum. This may cover a whole range of things such as operational/systems problems, policy/political problems etc. Some issues it was suggested would need to be considered were:

· What are the potential weaknesses of the ideas forum?

· What are the threats to its successful operation?

· Are there procedures or policies within your organisation/region/country which may/would cause difficulties in joint funding research with organisations from another region/country? What are these? Can they be altered to facilitate joint funding in the future?

10. A common thread running through the discussions of the working groups related to concerns over where the resources (money and people) would come from to initiate and maintain the network and to ensure it was sustainable. Other concerns highlighted included:

· The network becomes “all talk and no action”

· Shifting priorities and changing contacts amongst the bodies involved leading to variability in interest/engagement over time

· Legal or procedural barriers to actually working together which mean that contacts made rarely come to fruition

· Membership of the network – should it be limited to public funders only, should membership be open to third countries, can the “right” organisations be persuaded to take part

· Objective of the network requires further definition and in particular how it differs to/complements other networks in operation

· May lack focus if too many and varied stakeholders – might need to have clusters of groups within the network

· Problems in making quick progress if an aim is to require alignment of priorities or to achieve consensus

· If the network is successful and leads to more and bigger calls it may lead to political/policy questions

Workshop session 3 – Defining the key questions that need to be answered in taking this work forward
11. The initial plan had been to ask the participants to develop a road map/information needs on overcoming the barriers identified in workshop session 2, with a view to establishing a workable ideas forum. However, the outputs from session 2 made it clear that there were still a number of issues/uncertainties which needed to be tackled before the group was ready to proceed to this stage. It was therefore decided to use this session to identify the key questions that needed to be addressed to allow any follow up work to proceed. A number of questions were suggested as a starting point:

· What is the product it is hoped to develop

· What is it intended to do

· Who would/should participate in the network

· What is its niche compared to other similar networks already in existence

12. In the time available, it was possible to only start unpicking the issues that require further thought.  There needed to be a clear and consistent view of the objective of the network which could be focused on any or all of the following:

· A forum for generating new research ideas

· A funding group in its own right

· An information/communication forum

· A means to coordinate research in a voluntary way

· Food safety focus – or wider eg nutrition, animal/plant health

13. A number of ideas for the aims and objectives of the network were put forward, including:

· A proactive tool to support effective cooperation and synergistic working, including better use of research funds

· A platform to share common concerns and to exchange information eg on research priorities within the Member States

· To identify long term strategies for emerging problems

· Development of supporting database of shared information

· Helping to identify research teams who could deliver work needed

14. Clarity was also needed in relation to the target audience (in terms of the key players) for such a network – was it purely for public funders, should it involve programme managers more widely, scientists, industry, other stakeholders etc. Should the network be European with a world wide scope or be on a world scale? 

Conclusions and next steps

15. The workshop process had been deliberately developed with the aim of not constraining the participants’ views. In particular, no prior views were expressed on what the proposed network should try to achieve, who should be involved or how it should operate.  The intention was to try to elicit views on these aspects so that a resulting network best serves the interests of those who would potentially be involved.  In hindsight, this was both a strength and a weakness, in that the participants provided a high level of input on the various aspects, but the diversity of views then led to difficulties in trying to focus on a clear way forward.  

16. The first session of the workshop elicited a number of strengths and advantages to developing a network. However, in considering the potential barriers in session 2, it became clear that there were varying views amongst the participants on what sort of network they envisaged, who would be involved, what it would aim to achieve and how it would operate. Session 3 was then amended to start to identify key questions that would need to be addressed before the work could be progressed. 

17.  The feedback from the workshop participants indicated that, despite the uncertainties identified, a significant majority were interested in exploring this issue further. The intention now will be for the report of this workshop to be discussed by the Project Management Group of Safefoodera to consider options for how to take this work forward. One possible method identified by one of the work groups could be to now draft a vision and aim for the network and some operational parameters, based on the range of views expressed and trying to address the areas of uncertainty identified. This could then act as a focus for further discussion, perhaps in a follow up workshop, to identify a clearer way forward and a network model to pilot.
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WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
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	Croatian Food Agency
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	BVL, Germany
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	Danish Institute for Food and Veterinary Research

	Cornelese
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	Food and Consumer Products Safety Authority
Office for Risk assessment
Research policy and co-ordination, Netherlands

	de Prado Paniaqua
	Mónica
	Elika, Department of Agriculture,
Fisheries & Food, Basque Government

	Eide
	Ola
	Nordic Innovation Centre (NICe)

	Gunnarson
	Oddur
	Rannis, Iceland

	Gunnlaugsdóttir, Ph. D.
	Helga
	Icelandic Fisheries Laboratories
Head of the Department Environmental Research and Food Quality

	Hofstra
	Dr. Harmen
	Secretary General
European Association for Food Safety (SAFE consortium)

	Hunter
	Angus
	Optimat Ltd., UK

	Kliemant
	Dr. Andreas
	BVL, Germany

	Lampen
	Professor Alfonso
	Head of the Food Safety Department, BfR, Germany

	Malakauskas
	Dr Mindaugas
	Centre of Risk Assessment and Public Information, Lithuania

	Mengelers
	Dr. Marcel J. B.
	Dutch Food Safety Authority VWA, Netherlands

	Pineiro, Ph.D.
	Dr. Maya 
	Senior Officer
Food Quality and Standards Service
Nutrition and Consumer Protection Division
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)

	Podsednicek
	Milan
	Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic, Research Department

	Quigley
	Dr. Thomas 
	safefood - Food Safety Promotion Board, Ireland

	Schlundt
	Jørgen
	Director
Department of Food Safety, Zoonoses and Foodborne Diseases
World Health Organization

	Schreiber
	Mads
	NICe

	Staerk
	Bente
	Nordic Council of Ministers

	Szilagyi
	Dagmar
	Ministry of Higher Education, Science and Technology, Slovenia

	Szponar
	Dr. Lucjan
	Deputy Director for Food Safety
National Food and Nutrition Institute, Poland

	Thomasson
	Thorsteinn
	Ministry of Agriculture, Iceland

	Torp
	Dr. Mona
	Norwegian Food Safety Authority

	Van Huffel
	Dr. Xavier
	Director of the Secretariat of the Scientific Committee
FASFC - Federal Agency for the Safety of the Food Chain, Belgium

	Vandekerchove, DVM, MSc, PhD
	Dominique
	FPS Public Health, Food Chain Security and Environment 
Contractual Research, Belgium

	Vereecken
	Dr. Karen
	Staff member of the Secretariat of the Scientific Committee
FASFC - Federal Agency for the Safety of the Food Chain, Belgium

	Verger
	Philippe
	Ina-pg, France

	Waldner
	Dr. Hartmut
	BVL, Germany

	Wotherspoon
	Alisdair
	FSA, UK


Workshop presentations

	Bennink
	Dyanne
	European Commission, DG RTD

	Felixson
	Tryggvi
	Head of Department for Environment and Resources, Nordic Council of Ministers Secretariat

	Gessler
	Barbara
	Head of the regional representation of the European Commission, Bonn Office


Note that Professor Alfonso Lampen and Mr Angus Hunter also gave presentations as well as participating in the workshop sessions.
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SAFEFOODERA-WORK PACKAGE 4 – JOINT ACTIVITIES

WORKSHOP ON FEASIBILITY OF ESTABLISHING
A FOOD SAFETY RESEARCH IDEAS FORUM

Gustav Stresemann Institute (GSI), Bonn – 30-31 October 2006

PROGRAMME

30 October 2006

13:00 –
Registration, Lunch

14:00 –
Welcome
Barbara Gessler, Head of the regional representation of the European Commission in Bonn

Presentations

14:15 –
FP7 and food safety research
Dyanne Bennink DG RTD, European Commission

14:45 –
How can cooperation create added value – experiences from the Nordic Council of Ministers
Tryggvi Felixson, Head of Department for Environment and Resources, Nordic Council of Ministers Secretariat, Denmark

15:15 –
Strategy of food safety in Germany and the research in the BfR
Professor Dr Alfonso Lampen, Head of Food Safety Department, Federal Institute for Risk Assessment (BfR), Germany

15:45 –
Coffee

16:15 –
1st workshop session – Defining a successful ideas forum

17:45 –
Report on Increasing the impact of National Research Programmes through Transnational Cooperation and Opening
Angus Hunter, Managing Director, Optimat Ltd

18:15 –
Close first day

19:00 –
Dinner 

31 October 2006

09:00 –
2nd workshop session  - Identifying the constraints and barriers to setting up an ideas forum

10:30 –
Coffee

11:00 –
3rd workshop session  - Developing a road-map to an ideas forum

12:30 –
Conclusions/next steps

13:00 –
Close – lunch 

Workshop functioning:  for each workshop session, break out groups will be organised. There will be at least one member of the Safefoodera team responsible for setting up the workshop in each group to help keep things on track. 

Each group will have a nominated chair and rapporteur. For each workshop session there is likely to be about 45 minutes for discussion in the break out groups and then 30-40 minutes for feedback/discussion in plenary.

Workshop session 1 – Defining a successful research ideas forum
Participants will be asked to imagine that they are now several years in the future and that the research ideas forum proposed has been set up and is working well. They will be asked to try to describe what the objective(s) of the forum is/are and how it operates. In setting out their ideas, as far as possible, participants should try to ignore any potential problems that they can see in achieving this vision and assume they can be addressed, which will be covered in the next workshop sessions. To help in doing so, before coming to the workshop, they are asked to consider the following:

What do you see as the objective of your organisation in being part of such a forum?

What are the strengths of the forum? 

What opportunities does the existence and membership of the forum offer? 

Each working group should bring a summary of the key points made back to the plenary, either in written or electronic form.

 Workshop session 2 - - Identifying the constraints and barriers to setting up an ideas forum
Having identified what a successful forum might look like in the first workshop, participants will now be asked to focus on issues which would cause them problems in being part of such a forum, or barriers they can see which might prevent setting up/operating the ideas forum. This may cover a whole range of things such as operational/systems problems, policy/political problems etc.

Some issues to consider will be:

What are the potential weaknesses of the ideas forum?

What are the threats to its successful operation?

Are there procedures or policies within your organisation/region/country which may/would cause difficulties in joint funding research with organisations from another region/country? What are these? Can they be altered to facilitate joint funding in the future?

Workshop session 3 – Developing a road map to an ideas forum
Having identified what the barriers might be, and assuming there is enthusiasm and a willingness to take the idea further, participants will be invited to develop a road map/information needs (and perhaps a timetable) on overcoming these with a view to establishing a workable ideas forum.

This could address several issues:

What sort of tools could be used to establish, and aid the operation of, the forum –  eg a special database, an informal electronic network, something else?

Are there some basic information needs (over and above contact details) that would need to be held within the tools and start defining what these might be eg some key procedures/policies on funding that are non negotiable, timing constraints in funding procedures etc? 

What are the steps that would need to be undertaken on the road to initiating the ideas forum?
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Outputs from Workshop sessions

Workshop session 1 – Defining a successful research ideas forum

Group A

· Gain synergy in working together on a common topic especially for small countries

· Opportunity for research institutes to work more closely with other stakeholders

· In the context of risk analysis process, identification of gaps and distribution of tasks between Member States also beneficial for third countries

· Stimulate a more holistic approach of food safety issues including nutrition and public health

· Recognition by national risk managers of the group: increase the credibility of each partner.

· Identification of the important problems which will be used to prepare future standards

· Increase of the share of data with industry because of the credibility of the forum

· Increase in mutual trust within Member States and between MS and other stakeholders

· Strength of the forum

· Benefit of mutual trust

· Benefit of sharing data

· Monitoring of regulations including exchange and comparison of data

· Use of comparable methodologies decreased the costs

· Promote the work together of scientists and risk managers

· Credible analysis of the scientific questions

· Integration of strategies

· To develop a global vision for the future of food safety

· To evaluate health impact assessment

Group B
Network/forum objective:

To exchange info and communication between EU and FAO and such organisations

= platform of coordination; 

3 levels of activities : 

1. agenda/forecasting; platform should help in focussing current and future research (prediction, scenario’s, modelling); 

2. research combining; to prioritise the needs; common strategy

3. training

Strengths

1+1=3 no duplication, synergy; 

complementarities

optimized flow of information

Opportunities

Resources savings

Share brains and skills

;

How does it operate:

· Needs assessment
platform person has access to national level and national organisations

· Strategy

· Inventory

Group C

Objectives

Two consecutive objectives:

a) to exchange information on (present and future) national research agendas

b) to work together (in a flexible way) on mutual research agendas

In other words: think and work together on research agenda

- Activities

1) compare, adjust and check research agendas

2) identify partners for future, mutual initiatives (even if it is short term based, stay flexible)

3) education of people (maybe risk assessors and risk managers)

- Membership

In principle all institutions, also outside the EU, that are involved in funding research on food safety, e.g. governmental and non governmental organisations and food producers (R&D)

Strengths

I. Sharing ideas and knowledge

II. Avoid duplication

III. Concentrate efforts

IV. Flexible partnership

Opportunities

1. Increase mobility (between all stakeholders, not only between research institutes)

2. Increase flexibility (partnership may vary from year to year)

3. Increase (transnational) cost-benefit ratio

4. Influence other transnational research agendas (do not please but tease the EU)

Group D

To be used in national programmes or in programmes shared by 

a few members of the transnational group.

Find overlaps to make cooperation by organisations dealing with the 

same problem through Information exchange 

Regular meetings – more than once a year – personal level

Use a web platform – communication network – chat forum with

all European national food safety programs included

New emerging risk – the idea forum could result in coordinated actions 

Can find the expertise needed quickly by joint efforts

Adhoc workshop can be arranged in the topics in questions    

Ad hoc workshop can be arranged for: Future threats

Don’t care to much about the past

Vision

More and better research for the money available – and faster results

Flexible forum compared to EU-programmes (FP7)

Ad hoc workshop can be an important tool in achieving the objectives

Information from persons are better than from the web, it creates 

Mutual trust and understanding 

The idea forum can influence the EU by joint efforts better than 

Individually – directly 

Workshop session 2 – Identifying the constraints and barriers to setting up an ideas forum
Group A
1. Set up problems/ policy etc

· Forum limited to funders?

· Public funders only?

· Lack of clear agenda for the forum appears as a constraint

· How to spend the money rather than where to spend it

· Specificity of the Forum is to decide on funding but this must be related with the activities to be funded

· Need for money for traveling in order to have a sustainable network

2. Weaknesses.

· Involvement of people more involved in bureaucracy can be both a strength and a weakness

· Weakness if people in the group do not have the decision power

· Countries could prefer to keep their money than to share it 

· Legal barriers for candidate countries

· To educate politicians…

3. Threats

· Cost of running a network must be found such money does not exist either at national or at EU level

· Lack of progress in the basic system of funding will be a threat

· The objective should be clear

· Identification of best people in Europe

· Lack of involvement of third countries

· Competition of scientists between countries (and within some countries)

· Necessity of incentive

Group B

Before the start: 

· Procedures approval of national level time and difficulty (added procedures)

· Aligning of priorities with all members

· Financing of the coordination/platform

· Convince the right bodies to join the platform, many ministries/authorities etc are active

During the running of the platform:

· Discontinuity of staff and members

· Disparity; small active group and large passive group

· Changes in the national policies, financial administration, organisational structure, legislation hindering international cooperation

· National interest in priorities leading to money into a specialised topic

· Discontinuity in interest: in joining priorities, in the platform …..

· Consensus as an target

Procedures for joint calls

· some countries can not fund, some legal barriers, 

· if many calls will follow, with more money involved, there will be a political discussion about it

· if a call for project leads to financing a private company or institutions there could be a problem

· financial administration could be rather difficult, willingness to implement difficult rules, new procedures

· common criteria , procedures, selection etc

· if a country puts lot of money in and get less out of it (on influence or research groups from the selected projects)

Group C
· SWOT Analysis

· Can’t have just one forum – need several

· Researchers

· Programmers

Weaknesses

· Too many different people with a possible interest in the forum

· Variable level of ‘Programmers’ scientific knowledge (need wider input from scientific experts) 

· Voluntary involvement’, variable commitment, no decision making objective

· Too many random (and biased) ideas generated 

· Link between ideas and action my be too weak

· Ongoing cost of bringing people together

Threats

· Strong financial players can dominate

· Resources to maintain forum

· Don’t get past the brainstorming – open agenda – lack of convergence 

· Older participants don’t like to communicate in a virtual forum

· Political agenda may be in conflict with scientific agenda

· Frustration about working around national procedures

Procedure/Policy Barriers

· Concerns about internal scientific knowledge (external knowledge building)

· Differing research objectives/policies within forum members (three types??)

· Cultural differences

Group D
Weakness/Threats

·   Missing the focus with too many different stakeholders – too many/few is critical

· - Clustering groups of interest/Stakeholders (special topics,
basic research vs. applied research) – 

·  Clusters: Food agencies, Innovation institutions and ministries

·  Find the right place among all other platforms – filling the gaps 

·  The Forum is oriented ”Top Down” to the funding members. At the same time it 

is one of the ”stakeholder” for the funders in the ETP Food for Life strategy for 

Food Safety focusing also on special national needs

·  The Forum has to find a place in the over-all network of ”safe food”

·  Facilitation of the network can be a problem – including travel cost

·  Who will be able to run the secretariat/database/daily …..- coordinating body

· You are willing to pay for a ”good product” so this is the main task

· Takes too long time to establish mutual trust.

·  It has to work flexible and transparent in a un-bureaucratic way

·  Lack of scientific advise

·  Topic for cooperative research can be defined earlier/faster – more open book 

between the countries  

·  Attraction of the right people to the forum

·  Vision/Mission has to be clear defined – 

·  Lack of common policy among the stakeholders 

·  How to get the right funders. Research is financed different in the countries

· Quality check and monitoring of results

·  Legal threats for transnational funding (re common pot)

·  Different financing models and bureaucracy in the countries

·  Different rules to ”clean up” in problematic projects

Workshop session 3 – Defining the key questions to be answered in taking this work forward
Group A
Question 1: What is the product?

A better cooperation for a better use of money

A platform to share common concerns, exchange of information, 

Better diagnosis for research programs

Identification of research priorities in other MS

Identification of research teams

Forum of stakeholders and MS to decide on priorities

Platform should be the tool for an effective cooperation

A “database” could be use to share the information on the actual priorities

To identify long term strategies for emerging problems

Question 2: Who is the customer?

Commission and EU institutions

National funders

International institutions if the “product” is precisely defined

Question 3: What is the next step?

Mission and vision should be written and disseminated

Terms of reference for the Forum

Group B

What, why, how, who, when/where

What: What is the objective of the platform, what is the added value

Is it a research idea forum, is it a funding group, is it an information /communication exchange forum? Is it about coordinating research in a voluntary way?

Is the theme food safety or broader (animal/plant health, nutrition etc)?

Why is this needed:  to prioritise ideas or research?, to gain synergy?, to optimise research resources? To join forces on big/difficult questions?
Who are the participants: funders?, programme managers?, politicians?, scientists? Industry/stakeholders?
Where” European with world wide scope or on world scale?

-----------------------------------------------------------------
Preliminary answers :

What:  flexible forum to identify commonalities in research and pursue it together (? Does it already exist?)
Why: it exists on a specific topics (fragmented), but not in an integrated way on the whole topic food safety 

Who: ?????
Group C

Fundamental questions

What has to be achieved?

· goal = doing something sustainable, without EC (although it can be initially financed by EC)

· goal is not only financial

· need for research programmers to meet regularly (outside EC framework), for problems not dealt with within framework

· specific needs of some countries for which external input is needed (not necessarily financial)

· basis for collaboration opportunities

· added value, more efficient performing of research, filling in gaps not covered by other programmes

· objective: common discussion on annual plans of programming institutions eg on a yearly basis, in order to make a comparison, avoid duplication, identify possible collaboration

· find out beforehand what are the annual plans/agenda of other partners, possibility to adapt own annual plans

· during meetings, discussion on (future) needs

· same process as within Safefoodera could be repeated in a larger forum

· input from WHO/FAO could be possible within such a forum 

What needs to be done?

· input from researchers is needed (eg research agenda)

· if collaboration, funding decision on ad hoc basis

· need for structure, organisation, administration (possible collaboration with European Research council)

· look at the task and structure of the new European Research Council (maybe share facilities).

Group D

How to find new topics

· Reaction:

· New scientific findings

· Consumer perception

· Synergies between members in the network

· Proactive:

· Outcome of emerging risk analysis
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