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EFSA’'S MANDATE IS TO

Food and feed

safety advice to its

principal partners,

stakeholders and the public at

arge IN @ Clear and

accessible way.
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HOW: CREATE A BRIDGE SCIENCE - CITIZENS

More complex science — new ways to explain

m Visual representation: Infographics ....

m Engaging: interactive infographics, videos, blogs

m Campaigns

m Social media: YouTube, LinkedIn, ResearchGate, Twitter

m Data visualisation
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Abstract TWITTER DEMOGRAPHICS

WV

Malachite green (MG) has been used globally in aquaculture butis not registered for use in food- @ AUoN his Ateriion Score The data shown below were collected from the profies of 12 tweeters who shared this research output
producing animals in the European Union. The European Commission requested EFSA to evaluate
whether a reference point for action (RPA) of 2 pg/kg for the sum of MG and its major metabolite
leucomalachite green (LMG) is adequate to protect public health. Available occurrence data were Mentioned by
not suitable for a reliable exposure assessment. The hypothetical dietary exposure was 50
calculated, considering the RPA as occurrence value for all types of fish, fish products and
crustaceans. Mean dietary exposure across different European dietary surveys and age classes

would range from 0.1 to 5.0 ng/kg body weight (bw) per day. For high and frequent fish
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EFSA reinforces independence
policy

EFSA confirms safe levels for nitrites and

EFSA confirms safe levels for nitrites
and nitrates added to food v
gets down to work

Existing safe levels for nitrites and nitrates added to meat and other foods are
suffidently protective for consumers, EFSA condudes after re-evaluating their safety.

\ . ; . - . nitrates added to food

Video: Stakeholder Forum

Allergenicity assessment of
> Story > Summary GM plants: EFSA publishes
- new advice

all news go to calendar (3]

HIGHLIGHTS

» < Collecting and sharing data on bee
health: Towards a European.

; - efsam )
=% Brussels

- N
Are you a A1 1N : | . 79th Plenary meeting of the NDA
food-safety scientist? Panel
- - B -
We are Tooking for food-safety Scientists — apply now
to join our scientific paneis!
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Home News Open data: more datasets availat = at Kno...

3 March 2017

(% Tweet | @ shore | B shore

Open data: more
datasets available at
Knowledge Junction

EFSA is marking Open Data Day 2017 by
adding another batch of datasets to its
Knowledge Junction open repository. The
Authority is publishing its data wherever
possible as part of its commitment to

widening its evidence base and maximising
access to its data. Many of these datasets

- efsam jo

Evolving from a “noticeboard”

service only to dlN

interactive hub
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SOCIAL MEDIA

Main account launched in 2012
Followers: +16Kk

Thematic accounts launched 2016
«@Plants_EFSA
@ Methods_ EFSA

You

Channel opened in 2012 °
*+200 videos I
*+500K views

°

IN LinkedIn account launched in 2012
*+ 20Kk followers
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UNDERSTANDING SCIENCE VIDEOS

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yyySfT4 1Ss&list=PL77B6F5984D1D92
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CASE STUDY: GLYPHOSATE

BACKGROUND

Glyphosate is a
chemical substance
widely used in a
number of pesticide

products, notably
Roundup. Its use in
Europe is subject to

strict regulation.

The EU assessment
concluded that
glyphosate is
unlikely to pose a
carcinogenic hazard
to humans.

This was at odds
with a report from
the WHOQO's
International Agency
for Cancer Research,

which concluded that
glyphosate was
“probably
carcinogenic to
humans”.
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CASE STUDY: GLYPHOSATE

The challenge

Strong anti-
glyphosate feeling

Complex issue, with among wider public

media attention
focused on the issue
of carcinogenicity.

How to explain

B EFSA's role as risk

banned sale of
Roundup following
IARC announcement.

assessor NOT
regulator.
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INTERACTIVE SCROLLER

tive substance

2. Authorisation of pesticides

Pesticides - or plant protection products - are a reality of modern timg
requlated to ensure thelr use does not harm human and animal health

How do we do this?

The European Unlon has an authorisation procedure involving three pa
and Member States. Pesticide applications from Industry pass along a ¢
with each one carrying out specific tasks. EFSA's role i35 to carry out risk assessments of pesticldes and to provide
the European Commission and Member States with scientific support in the decision-making process.

Step 3. Monitoring of pesticides

How does this work?

SCROLL DOWN TO FIND OUT

(&)
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How is the safety of pesticides assessed in the EU?

Under EU legislation, pesticide active substances in plant protection products are approved in the EU
only if it may be expected that their use will not have any harmful effects on human and animal heaith

orthe environment.
The e f both g and new act b follows a phased approach:
1. Foreach swstance an initial draft assessment report (DAR) or renewal assessment report (RAR) is
Member State W“ Regardir renewal of an
approval, the C decid Member

with all Member States and industry.

~

The RMS's risk assessment is peer reviewed by EFSA in cooperation with all Member States.

w

EFSA drafts a report ("Conclusion”) on the active substance. The EFSA Condlusion informs the
European Commission in the approval process, the smwenr assessments of plant pcmxnan
products by the Member States, and th by EF

\Nhy do some scientists say that glyphosate is carcir\ogemc? 4. The European Commission decides whether or not to include the substance in the EU's list of
approved active substances. This determines whether the substance can be used in a plant

The Interational Agency for Research on Cancer (ARC) said earlier
this year that glyphosate was genotoxic and would “probably”
‘cause cancer in humans.

However, the IARC report looked at both glyphosate - an active
substance - and glyphosate-based formulations, grouping all

ions regardless of their The EU assessment,
on the other hand, considered only glyphosate. Member States are
responsible for evaluating each plant protection product that is
marketed in their territories.

This is because the EU and IARC take different w©

glyphosate do not show this effect. It s likely, therefore, that the

are vehted m the other constituents or “co-formulants”. Similarly,
ions display higher toxicity than
that of the active ingredient, presumably because of the presence
of co-formulants. In its assessment, EFSA proposes that the toxicity
of each pesticide formulation and in particular its genotoxic
potential should be further considered and addressed by Member
State authorities while they re-assess uses of glyphosate-based
formulations in their own territories.

the dassification of chemicals, The EU scheme -assesses each
individual chemical, and each marketed mixture separately. IARC
assesses generic agents, including groups of related chemicals, as
well as occupational or environmental exposure, and cultural or
behavioural practices.

This is important because although some studies suggest that
certain glyphosate-based formulations may be genotoxic (ie.
‘damaging to DNA), others that look solely at the active substance

What data was used in the EU assessment?

The EFSA idence, including
the IARC report. In addition to the ang!nal studies submitted by
the applicants in line with the legal requirements, all available and
published studies were considered.

IARC included a number of epidemiological studies in its
monograph that were absent from the draft EU assessment; these
studies were later added to the EU dossier.

In total EFSA assessed more evidence including additional key
studies that were not considered by IARC.

mainly explains the differences in how EFSA and IARC weighed
the available data. For the EU assessment, studies conducted
with glyphosate were more relevant than studies conducted with
formulated products containing other constituents, particulary
when the other constituents could not be clearly identified.

protection product in the EU.

are sold in their territory.

5. EU Member States assess or re-assess the safety of pesticides containing the active substance that

How were the animal studies on carcinogenicity interpreted?

The EU peer review concluded that no significant increase in
tumour incidence could be observed in any of the treated groups
of animals in the nine long term rat studies considered. IARC, on
the other hand, interpreted two studies as showing statistically
significant carcinogenic effects. Similarly, with the mice studies,
IARC identified positive carcinogenic trends in two studies that the
EU peer reviewers assessed as insignificant.

What happens next?

The EFSA conclusion will inform the European Commission in
deciding whether or not to retain the active substance glyphosate
on the EU's list of approved active substances, in other words to

authorise its continued use in pesticides in the EU.

The main differences between the EFSA and IARC evaluations are
explained In detail in a special background document published
by EFSA. As well as reviewing a larger number of studies, EFSA for
example considered that carcinogenic effects observed at high
doses were unreliabl Y Qe toxicity.
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CASE STUDY: GLYPHOSATE

Response

Published all
Infographic: documents
Who assesses related to the

Plain-language
Press release + summary in

social media accessible
format.

pesticides in the assessment/
EU? peer review
(transparency).
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GLYPHOSATE: IMPACT

24 000| (5,500

4,000
views views

views

Press release

Plain-language
summary

1T

Background

§l documents:
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STAY CONNECTED!

Subscribe to
www.efsa.europa.eu/en/news/newsletters
www.efsa.europa.eu/en/rss

Engage with careers
www.efsa.europa.eu/en/engage/careers

Follow us on Twitter

@efsa_eu
@plants_efsa
@methods_efsa



