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Executive Summary

The SAFEFOODERA stakeholder meeting with the scientific community in food safety research, the first one of a series of five SAFEFOODERA meetings with different stakeholder groups, was held in Lisbon on the 23rd and the 24th of November 2006. Two workshops were organised during the meeting, both devoted to the issue of the European research infrastructure in the field of Food, Agriculture and Biotechnology, especially regarding food safety. One of the objectives of the meeting was to address the questions raised in the September 27th letter of Dr Patermann inviting SAFEFOODERA to provide a report on these matters.

It was striking to see that both groups present in the meeting, government representatives working in food safety science research planning and funding (the ‘bureaucrats’) and the food safety researchers from institutes and universities (the scientists) were unified in their opinions on most aspects of the food safety research infrastructure now and its necessary adaptations for the future. Details of their finding and the conclusions are given in the next chapters. 

A few of their conclusions will be given in this summary. The meeting agreed that food safety should be considered as a pre-competitive area, with low or no competition especially no commercial competition. Recognisable food safety research programmes, not divided over programmes on agriculture, food technology, nutrition and health, were another common opinion of the meeting. Improvement of the existing infrastructure and the need for new facilities was discussed in great detail. The need for improved data management and data management facilities (development and maintenance of data bases on several areas) was seen as very important. Risk analysis, risk-benefit evaluation and the evaluation of risks from new (emerging) issues like climatic changes (global warming) and changes in society (life styles, diets) were mentioned. 

Networking, i.e. a better use of existing networks, rather than the formation of new networks, was another subject discussed. The importance of EFSA was stressed with the networks around it (SAFEFOODERA, the SAFE consortium, EFFoST, ILSI). Linking the existing networks to a world network in food safety, the development of a ‘Food safety dictionary’ or encyclopaedia, leading ultimately to a virtual ‘Food Safety Academy’ with members linked world-wide, was mentioned as a desirable development.

The existing differences in the curricula of universities that offer food safety training, were seen as obstacles. A master or a post-graduate training in food safety is offered her and there, but their contents are not harmonised. Harmonisation of definitions around food safety, methods for risk assessment and methods of data handling were seen as important. Harmonisation of the training of food inspectors was mentioned by the participants, as was the development and use of e-learning on different levels of food safety education.

Communicating hygiene and food safety with the primary sector (farmers, fishermen) and to non-professionals as consumers, media and politicians was stressed as very important. Communication in food safety is not easy to comprehend for the public and the importance of developing better communication strategies is obvious. Factors like consumer behaviour and mentality which are difficult to monitor, ask for special attention. 

In conclusion, the opportunity to discuss the European research infrastructure for food safety research met great enthusiasm from the Lisbon meeting. The delegates hope they contributed to the discussion in a way helpful and supporting for the general discussion on the research infrastructures of Pan-European interest as intended by the Commission.

1. Introduction
The issue of research infrastructure in the context of SAFEFOODERA plans for future co-ordination of food safety research was discussed at the two day stakeholder meeting of SAFEFOODERA with scientist working in food safety research. Scientists present were from JRC, EFFOST and many scientific institutes from all over the EU, Norway and Switzerland, most of them members of the SAFE consortium. A total of 24 participants contributed to the discussion, 12 of which were from SAFEFOODERA and 12 were invited scientists.

The SAFEFOODERA Stakeholder meeting with scientists (the first meeting in a series of five planned meetings with different stakeholder groups) was devoted to the discussion of the issues dealt with in this report for an important part of the total agenda. This was done firstly because the organising group had concluded that the composition of the meeting would provide a near perfect opportunity to address the questions raised in the September 27th invitation letter of Dr Patermann and secondly because the discussion of these issues fitted very well in the wanted interaction of the SAFEFOODERA representatives with this (first) stakeholder group, the scientific community working on food safety issues in the EU. 

2. Structure of the meeting

The discussion was structured as two workshops of 12 persons each (6 + 6) lasting for about 1.5 hours per workshop, followed by a report and round table discussion of one to one-and-a-half hours per group. The titles and time schedule of the workshops and round tables were as follows:

WS 1: What is the optimal Research Infrastructure from scientists/funders point of view? 

Sub questions:

1. What are the main fields of research infrastructures that are needed to improve food safety research?

2. What are the main existing facilities capable of improving the European capacity in food safety research?
3. What are the main obstacles to share research infrastructures in food safety at the EU level?
4. Give suggestions for an optimal common use of the research infrastructures
5. Will future food safety research have a demand for networking of distributed facilities, “virtual” centers and clusters of expertise, and therefore for management?
WS 2: What is the optimal infrastructure that delivers effective Education and Training from scientists/funders point of view? 

Sub questions:

1. Main fields of research infrastructures needed to develop an effective education and training in food safety research ?
2. Main existing facilities capable of improving the European capacity in education and training in food safety research?
3. Main obstacles to share research infrastructures in education and training in food safety at the EU level?
4. Suggestions for an optimal common use of the research infrastructures for education & training in food safety research?
Time schedule:

November 23rd 

Period 1: Group A: WS 1, Group B: WS 2

Period 2: Group A: WS 2, Group B: WS 1

November 24th 

Reports Group A and round table (total 1.5 hour)

Reports Group B and round table  (total 1 hour)

3. Results

It turned out at an early stage in the discussions that both from the side of the governments representatives (SAFEFOODERA members) as from the side of the invited scientists, the main issues brought up in the discussions, were in the areas of ‘soft’ infrastructure (databases, networks, funding models etc.) rather than ’hard’ infrastructure (buildings, experimental facilities, expensive laboratory instrumentation etc.). Discussions were vivid and intense and many of the participants expressed their contentedness with the invitation to discuss these matters and with the conclusions drawn in the workshops and at the round table discussions.

We will now go through the subsequent questions and sub-questions and sum up the answers without comments:

Workshop 1. WHAT IS THE OPTIMAL RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURE TO IMPROVE FOOD SAFETY RESEARCH

1. What are the main fields of research infrastructures that are needed to improve food safety research?

· Data management: databases and equipment; database of permanent researchers and their different expertises; collection, combination and harmonization of all available data; responsibility for adding reliable data; need to produce more data for research; data validation, reliable analytical methods and statistical evaluation; raw data must be compiled correctly in different ways (also data from companies in insensitive way)

· Training and education in understanding results; development of procedures to Good Laboratory Practices

· Pan-European database for chemical & microbiological risks

· Need of Food Safety programmes at national/regional level in order to be able to combine them (nowadays, most countries do not have food safety research programmes mentioned as such).

· Database of evidence of expertise of research groups (literature lists and/or peer letters).

· Consider the Risk and Benefits of food components rather than risk analysis.

· Use of Risk Analysis and Capability of Risk Assessment, also for the future, e.g. regarding climate or diet changes.

· Need of European entity with scientific opinion: scientific support to EFSA needed from scientific institutes and networks (like SAFE consortium and EFFoST).

· Food safety dictionary/encyclopaedia/open forum (e.g. on the Internet), including predictive modelling

· Infrastructure for risk identification & management to be able to find out emerging risks: types and levels of new pathogens & pesticides

· Work groups should work together, not compete. Food Safety is non-competitive

· Central facility for transcriptomics, genomics and omics technologies in general

2. What are the main existing facilities capable of improving the European capacity in food safety research?
· EFSA

· Databases: ILSI and many others…

· Predictive models i.e. Combase and many others…

· Instruments such as COST actions

· Large-scale facilities available in Europe --> single sited investments are not needed

· Gene banks: GenBank, EMBL & Japanese (free of charge)

3. What are the main obstacles to share research infrastructures in food safety at the EU level?
· Competition among the research institutions (cost of money and energy)

· Different research priorities in every country/region

· Variability of criteria to assess data

· Publication in national/local languages

· Shortage in scientific journals specialised in food safety

· Lack of harmonization of protocols

· Lack of money and the way which is made available

· Patents in Food Safety (should be avoided).

· Geographical limitations

· Quality assurance is lacking on some places: not all available results can be used

· Information and data management is complex; furthermore timeframe is different in academia and industry

· Paying partners have the first access to the equipment and expertise

· Different cost models 

· Over-certification in basic research

· No formal structure in exposure assessment at the moment

4. Suggestions for an optimal common use of the research infrastructures?
· Gap analysis of what is available and what is needed

· Collaboration & Communication (including e-communication) i.e. through regular meetings, workshops, conferences to coordinate and decide who can do research in the most efficient way

· Coordination network of Food Safety programs

· Use expertise where available all worldwide, find out who are the real experts; define criteria for validation of various categories of experts

· Harmonize at European level the way that science is funded. Start discussion on the big differences of money available in research; 

· Financial push for virtual ‘Food Safety Academy’

· Virtual centres need appropriate management as single sited do, but it is harder (Who pays the people?)

· Translation of documents in all languages in Europe

· Open forum on food for scientists on the Internet; new channels to find collaborators for project cooperation

· Better infrastructure for peer evaluation for projects

· Distributed systems with links between centres (common language; trust in inter-change of information; validation crucial before input to the system)

· Single-sited human nutrition research combined with Food Safety with quality infrastructure and management

· Private laboratories should also give information on equipment

· Continuous funding of permanent staff

· External persons needed with new positions

· Standard food practice should be available to all in Europe through networking in food adulteration and food defence with military and civil protection

· Data ownership should be decided

· Continuity in building up networks and sustainability of networks after projects are finished

· Social sciences must be attractive to scientists

5. Will future food safety research have a demand for networking of distributed facilities, “virtual” centres and clusters of expertise, and therefore for management?

· Yes, we should make more use of the networks that we have

· Possible Solution: A global network of networks (link the networks)

Workshop 2 WHAT IS THE OPTIMAL INFRASTRUCTURE THAT DELIVERS EFFECTIVE EDUCATION AND TRAINING IN FOOD SAFETY?

1. What are the main fields of research infrastructures that are needed to develop an effective education and training in food safety research?

· Specification of Curricula: it should be clear what is covered by Education in Food Safety in every country; define fields in Food Safety which are not exclusive in this area

· Education should be updated, specialized and related to the risks

· Need of education of the people involved in the containment of communicable diseases

· Harmonization of the methodologies for Risk Assessment 

· Unify protocols for Food intake and research, harmonize also for educational purposes

· Harmonization of the existing data concerning Food Safety

· Holistic procedures to combine different disciplines

· Inventory training and education - what is going on and what is needed

2. What are the main existing ones capable of improving the European capacity in education and training in food safety research?

· Post-graduate interdisciplinary studies and specialized training in Food Safety e.g. Bonn University, Austrian university network, Norwegian master, Portuguese programme

· Available clear & educational information for consumers, including small consumers (children) in UK and US

· Handbook of Hygiene Control in the Food Industry (EHEDG)

3. What are the main obstacles to share research infrastructures in education and training in food safety at the EU level?
· Big differences in education in Food Safety

· Media are not trained in risk communication

· Too few scientific journals bulletins on food safety issues

· Communication in Food Safety is not easy to understand for public

· Consumer behaviour & mentality

· Too much focus on the impact factor hinders publishing

4. Suggestions for an optimal common use of research infrastructures for education and training in food safety research?

· Open up the research for using equipment  and educational programs

· Harmonize the definitions of which is meant by Food Safety Science 

· E-learning

· Risk Management based on Sound Science 

· Food Safety is part of Food Science

· Use of schools & media to spread education in Food Safety

· Education and training in food safety addressed to the non-professionals: primary sector, consumers, politicians (holistic approach)

· Networking and new training programme for students must be based on a firm base (including social sciences, psychology; mathematics; project management) within the Lisbon model to enable new combinations in which European Food Safety research obtain benefit

· Creation of free access to refereed publication with free user-access

· Master plan to use various types of infrastructures effectively

· Short courses in ’hot houses’ to prepare food safety research to get new knowledge and skills fast

· Establish Annual reviews in Food Safety

· Clarify cooperation with big international association e.g. International Association of Food Protection (IAFP) in Europe

· Additional funding instrument for short-term expert and scientist mobility with continuous applications in a simple call with rapid decisions

· Funding of cutting-edge research

4.  Summarizing the Results

Government representatives and scientists were united in their opinion on many aspects regarding the food safety research infrastructure now and its necessary adaptations for the future. One of the observations was that participants in the meeting agreed that food safety should be considered as a pre-competitive area, which means that they stressed the necessity that food safety scientists should co-operate, not compete and that patents (intellectual property) in food safety sciences should be discouraged. Another important common outcome was the opinion that food safety research programmes both in the national research programming and in the EU (Framework Programmes) should be recognisable as such. Food safety research nowadays is often split up between research programmes on e.g. agriculture, food technology and nutrition and health, which makes the general programming and management of food safety research hard to get grip on. Also the big difference in the financial structuring of food safety research was found an obstacle. 

Regarding the need for a better use of the existing infrastructure and the need for new facilities, the need for proper data gathering and management was seen as a very important common issue. Both scientists and government representatives stressed the need for data collection and handling, a better use of the available data and databases and the construction on new databases. Mentioned were amongst other areas: a Pan-European database for chemical & microbiological risks, a database of experts and expertise of research groups, including literature lists and/or peer letters to prove the scientific evidence. Also the use of existing databases and the gathering of new data as well as the development of new data management systems were found of prime importance.

Risk analysis, the evaluation of benefits and risks and risk assessment of new (emerging) risks and risks evolving from e.g. climatic changes (global warming) and changes in society (life styles, diets) were all mentioned as very important for food safety in the future. Proper infrastructure to meet the changing demands for risk analysis and risk benefit evaluation were therefore seen as immensely important.

Another point of major importance was defined around networks and networking. The importance of EFSA was stressed with this regard, but also of the different networks and organisations around it (SAFEFOODERA, the SAFE consortium, EFFoST, ILSI). Making better use of the existing networks and the possible establishment of a Network of Networks (linking the networks), were seen as important steps forward in realising a better food safety research infrastructure. Also the continuity in building up networks and their sustainability after projects are finished, were mentioned as important as was the development of a ‘Food safety dictionary’ or encyclopaedia, possible as a result of an open forum of food safety scientists, e.g. on the Internet. In an ideal setting, this would ultimately lead to a virtual ‘Food Safety Academy’ with members linked world-wide.

A lack of scientific journals directly devoted to food safety and consumer protection was mentioned as an obstacle in communication food safety issues. It is worth while mentioning that recognising this fact the German Federal Office for Consumer Protection and Food Safety (BVL) started the peer-reviewed Journal of Consumer Protection and Food Safety (JVL, with German and English articles) that was launched in January this year. It covers all fields of food science, feed, pesticides, veterinary drugs and genetic engineering. The Basque Foundation for Agro-Food Safety (a member of SAFEFOODERA) publishes a weekly bulletin on food safety in Basque and Spanish. 

Regarding the second workshop, on food safety education and training, the big differences in the curricula in the universities that offer food safety as a training opportunity, were seen as important obstacles. Some countries offer a master or a post graduate training in food safety (e.g. Norway, Germany) while other countries have other interdisciplinary training programmes as e.g. Austria and Portugal. Like in food safety research, the harmonisation of the definitions around food safety, around methods for risk assessment and for the methods of data management were found very important also for food safety education and training. In addition to this the importance of harmonisation of the education of food inspectors was mentioned by several participants. The development and use of e-learning on different levels of food safety education was found a hopeful approach to achieve effective training.

Education and training in food safety addressed to the primary sector (farmers, fishermen) and to non-professionals as consumers, media and politicians was seen as very important. This calls for a holistic approach. Communication in Food Safety is not easy to comprehend for the public and the importance of developing better communication strategies with the media (who play an important role in this communication) was seen as necessary. However, it was concluded that factors like consumer behaviour and mentality are very difficult to monitor in communication models, let alone to manage them of influence them in any direction. 

The use of the over 25 different official languages in Europe was seen as a threat and an opportunity at the same time. The fact that so many local or national results are still published in a local or national language only, hampers seriously the accessibility of these data by other scientists. On the other hand, the translation of food safety data, published internationally, into local and national languages will help considerably in making them comprehensible for local inspectors and food safety trainers. 

5. Conclusion.

The opportunity to use the invitation of Dr. Christian Patermann, to discuss the European Research Infrastructure, in our case especially for Food Safety Research, was taken up with  great enthusiasm by the SAFEFOODERA stakeholder meeting with scientists. 24 representatives of national food safety research programming bodies and from scientific research institutes and universities, discussed the matter thoroughly. We hope they contributed to the discussion in a way helpful and supporting for the general discussion on the research infrastructures of Pan-European interest as intended by the Commission.
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