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Paper for consideration and comment: Scientific Adisory
Committee draft Best Practice Agreement (BPA)

Agenda item 7

* The FSA has been developing a best practice agradoreuse by Scientific
Committees.

» Attached is an introduction from the Chief Scietdiseam outlining the BPA.
This is followed by the draft BPA for Member’s casesration and comment.
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DEVELOPING A BEST PRACTICE AGREEMENT FOR THE SCIENT IFIC
ADVISORY COMMITTEES

Better Governance of Science

1) Since its foundation in April 2000, the FSA hasdth#s decisions on scientific
evidence. The network of independent scientificismy committees that provide
external scientific expertise and advice are funefaad to the Agency’s work and
reputation. The Dean Reviéwhowed that there was overwhelming support for
the FSA’s policy of basing decisions on scientdmdence, and that this policy
should be maintained and developed further. Ipaese the FSA has made
proposals (Board paper February 2006 — 06/02/Q7%tfengthening the systems
and processes used for science governance andgrithkim more transparent:

» the relationship between the Board and the sciergtdvisory committees
could be more direct and interactive to provideatge assurance to the
Board about the use of science in policy develogmen

 ways of enabling all Board members to carry outirthiele in the
governance of science should be developed whigtonesto the Board’s
wide range of expertise; and

* the role of the FSA Chief Scientist should be farttdeveloped to

strengthen assurance to the Board about the ussiefce in policy
development.

A new role for the Chairs of Scientific Advisoryrouittees

2) It is important that the Board can be assured tiatscience that underpins the
policy proposals has been properly assessed atidufbi presented. Generally,
the work of the scientific advisory committees @arenissioned by the Executive,
although committees have some latitude to self-thbk subsequent advice forms
part of the evidence presented to the Board incpopapers prepared and
presented by the Executive. Until recently, thead heen no direct formal contact
between the Board and the committees.

! 2005 review of the Food Standards Agency. An independent review conducted by The Rt
Hon Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde. March 2005.
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3) To remedy this, since May 2005, where proposalsapers being considered by
the Board rest on scientific evidence, the Chaithef relevant scientific advisory
committee has been invited to the table at Operrdao@eetings to provide this
assurance, to answer Members’ questions on thencgciand to provide an
independent view on how their committee’s advics baen reflected in the
relevant policy proposals. The Chairs may also,re/ltsgpropriate, be invited to
provide factual briefing to Board members abouttipalar issues within their
committees’ remits, in advance of discussion ahdpeard meetings.

Enabling the Board to fulfil its role in the Goveammce of Science

‘Science Checklist’

4) As part of the FSA’s work on the governance of soge (Board paper February
2006 — 06/02/07), the Board asked for a tool tdbenBoard members to assure
themselves about the integrity of the science bpmegented to them. A ‘Science
Checklist’ has been developed. It has been develdpen the ‘Post Phillips
Framework® through consultation with staff in the Agency a®dard members.
The aim of the Science Checklist is to act gsideto the points to be considered
(primarily by the Executive and the scientific asbviy committees) when
presenting scientific evidence to the Board. Ihag a substitute for judgement.
The Board wants the Checklist to be used when dpired oral presentations as
well as written papers, and to be used by the BHkexuthe scientific advisory
committees and any experts invited to advise thar@®o The Checklist is now
being used by the Executive in helping to prepack@mesent science based issues
to the Board.

A Best Practice Agreement for the Scientific Adyiscommittees

5) The Chairs of the Scientific Advisory Committeesvéndbeen consulted on the
draft science checklist and have suggested that toenmittees should work
together to develop a statement on best praclites would set out the processes
which they use in drawing up their advice and pilong the Board with assurance
that the science has been properly gathered aedsest by their committees. It
was also suggested that the Best Practice Agreegi@aBrt) could be based on the
most appropriate parts of the Science Checklist.

> The FSA published The Post-Phillips Framework in 2002 (Paper NOTE 02/02/05). It was
developed as a means of measuring the performance of the Agency against the lessons in
Lord Phillips’ report on the BSE Inquiry.
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6) This paper presents a generic draft Best Practiggeédinent (BPA) for
consideration by the Scientific Advisory CommitteesThe draft reflects the
expectations of the Board and has been based on:

* the recommendations of the Report on the RevieBaxntific Committees;
and

* those parts of the science checklist most relewanthe work of the
committees.

7) The Committee is asked to consider and commenthendtaft Best Practice
Agreement.

David Atkins & Julie Norman
Chief Scientist's Team

June 2006
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PRINCIPLES FOR PRESENTING SCIENTIFIC ADVICE

A BEST PRACTICE AGREEMENT FOR THE SCIENTIFIC ADVISO RY
COMMITTTEES

Preamble

8)

9)

Guidelines 2000: Scientific Advice and Policy MaRiset out the basic principles
which government departments should follow in asd#ergy and using scientific

advice, thus:

» think ahead, identifying the issues where scientilvice is needed at an early
stage;

* get a wide range of advice from the best sourcasjcplarly where there is
scientific uncertainty; and

* publish the scientific advice they receive andlad relevant papers.

Code of Practice for Scientific Advisory Commitfeésurrently being updated)
provided more detailed guidance specifically focusa& the operation of scientific
advisory committees (SACs). The Agency subsequeartdiymissioned &eport on
the Review of Scientific Committee® ensure that the operation of its various
advisory committees was consistent with the remit @alues of the Agency, as well

as the Code of Practice. Relevant recommendatiensed out in Annex 1.

10)These‘Principles’ have been drawn up by the SACs (list at Annex 2)aa

contribution to the Food Standards Agency’'s (FSAitidatives on science
governance. When the FSA’s Board discussed the workcience governance at
the open February meeting (FSA 06/02/07 9 Feb 2@t&nbers welcomed the
development of th&cience Checklisto make explicit the points to be considered
in the preparation of papers dealing with scienaged issues which are either
assembled by the Executive or which draw on adivara the Scientific Advisory

Committees. It addresses:

% Guidelines on Scientific Analysis in Policy Makin@ST, October 2005. Guidelines 2000: Scientific
advice and policy-making. OST July 2000
* Code of Practice for Scientific Advisory Committe©ST December 2001
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» the processes to be followed and whether theseocanprehensive;
* what the science says and what its limitations are;
» whether there are controversies and what weigbivioto alternative views; and

» whether those providing the risk assessment haalglset out their conclusions.

11)The Board also welcomed the proposal from the Ghafithe SACs to draw up a set
of ‘Principles’ into a best practice agreement (BPA) based orcamplementing the
Science Checklist These ‘Principles’ show how implementation of the
recommendations of the Report on the Review ofrfiifie Committees, together with
the best practice adopted in recent years by tharitiees, addresses the points on
which the Board sought assurance. This list ofgypies will be reconsidered by each
committee annually as part of the preparation ©Anual report and be attached as

an Annex to it.

12)The function of a scientific advisory committeetes help Government collect
scientific information and make judgements about lit practice, different
committees have different duties and dischargeetishgties in different ways
(Annex 2) and therefore, not all of the principtet out below will be applicable
to all of the committees, all of the time.

DRAFT BEST PRACTICE AGREEMENT

THE PRINCIPLES

Defining the problem

13)The Agency will ensure that the problem to be askkd is clearly defined and
takes account of stakeholder expectations. Tharatee Chair will refer back to

the Agency if discussion suggests that a re-dedimis necessary.

Seeking input

® Report on the Review of Scientific Committees, F$¥arch 2002
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14)Stakeholders will be consulted at appropriate pgoimt the committee’s
considerations, for example by inviting commentsrdaerim papers published on
the website.
Due account must be paid to the recommendatioms fhe@ Royal Society’s Social
Science Insight for Risk Assessment Worlshaop the recommendations of the
Council for Science and Technoldgyparticularly in respect of involving
stakeholders at an early stage in the process.|db ancludes publication of
committee papers before meetings to allow intedeptaties the opportunity to

provide any comments (Annex 2: RSC recommendalipon 2

15)The scope of literature searches made on behalfeoEommittee will be clearly
set out.

16)Steps will be taken to ensure that all availableé elevant scientific evidence is
considered by the committee, including consultimgemal/additional scientific
experts who may know of relevant unpublished orparelication data.

17)Data from stakeholders will be considered and weiglaccording to quality by
the committee.

18)Consideration by the secretariat and the committéde be given to whether
expertise in other disciplines will be needed.

RSC recommendation 37 (Annex 2) addresses this poin

19)Consideration will be given by the FSA or by thanittee to whether other
scientific advisory committees need to be consulted
RSC recommendations 14, 15 and16 (Annex 2) are/ameto this point. In
addition, it is possible to convene joint meetinfjg number of committees or to
use the annual meeting of Chairs (RSC recommendd(r) to look at issues

which cross committee boundaries.

® Social science insights for risk assessment: fiigsliof a workshop held by the Royal Society and the
Food Standards Agency on 30 September 2005

" Policy through dialogue: informing policies basedscience and technology. A report from the
Council for Science and Technology. March 2005.
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Validation
20)Study design, methods of measurement and the vedatialysis of data has been

carried out will be assessed by the committee.

21)Where qualitative data have been used, they wiissessed by the committee in
accordance with the principles of good practicg, set out in guidance from the
Government's Chief Social Researcher

22)Formal statistical analyses will be included wherepossible. To support this,
each committee will have access to advice on quadgin® analysis and modelling
as needed.

This is covered by RSC recommendation 39 (Annex 2).

23)When considering what evidence needs to be cotlebte assessment, the
following points will be considered:
» the potential for the need for different data fdfedent parts of the UK or the
relevance to the UK situation for any data origimgioutside the UK; and

« whether stakeholders can provide unpublished data.

24)The list of references will make it clear whicheednces have either not been
subject to peer review or where evaluation by themittee itself has conducted
the peer reviewThis is covered by RSC recommendation 35 (Anneng)is also
addressed in the new Science Strategy, thus:

Sometimes, the Agency may need to publish intesoits rapidly for purposes of
public health, safety or information. In such cgs&e must balance the need to
publish research outcomes with minimal delay with heed to ensure that the
outcomes are valid. We will always put emergindece into the public domain

8 There is of guidance issued under the auspictedBovernment’s Social Research Unit and the
Chief Social Researcher’s Office (Quality in Quatiite Evaluation: A Framework for assessing
research evidence. August 2008vw.strategy.gov.uk/downloads/su/qual/ex _summanydmd The
Magenta Bookwww.gsr.gov.uk/professional_guidance/magenta_bao#tzmnce.asp
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if there is a public health risk, making sure angcertainties are clearly
highlighted.

Uncertainty
25)When reporting outcomes, committees will make eipthe level and type of
uncertainty (both limitations on the quality of tlaailable data and lack of

knowledge) associated with their advice

26)Any assumptions made by the committee will be tyeapelled out, and, in

reviews, previous assumptions will be challenged.

27)Data gaps will be identified and their impact oncentainty assessed by the

committee.

RSC recommendations 36 and 43, 44 and 45 (Annexe2)elevant here.
Advice can only be offered on the basis of thdiegiscience base, which may
be incomplete or contradictory. In order to maketional decisions, the
Agency and Board need to have a clear understandinthe uncertainties
involved and the way these have influenced comemitteformulating their
advice. This will allow a suitable precautionarypapach when determining
what action to take. Where significant uncertaieiysts, committees should

advise on the steps that might be taken to rechisert future.

28)An indication will be given by the committee abowhether the database is

changing or static.

Drawing conclusions
29)The committee will be broad-minded, acknowledginigeve conflicting views

exist and considering whether alternative hypothdés¢he same evidence.

30)Where both risks and benefits have been considénredzommittee will address

each with the same rigour.
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31)Committee decisions will include an explanationafere differences of opinion
have arisen during discussions and why concludians been reached.

RSC recommendation 36 (Annex 2) is relevant here.

32)The committee’s interpretation of results, recomdeehactions or advice will be
consistent with the quantitative and/or qualitatesdence and the degree of

uncertainty associated with it.

33)Committees will make recommendations about genessales that may have

relevance for other committees

Communicating committees’ conclusions

RSC recommendation 29 (Annex 2) said that commétice in complex areas
should be accompanied by a summary that sets eun#in points of the committee’s
conclusions in simple language. Development ofSitience Checklist has identified
other points which must be addressed:

34)Conclusions will be expressed by the committedearg simple terms and use the

minimum caveats.

35)It will be made clear by the committee where assess$s have been based on the
work of other bodies and where the committee hagestde novo and there will
be a clear statement of how the current conclusimmspare with previous

assessments.

36)The conclusions will be supported by a statementiatheir robustness and the

extent to which judgement has had to be used.

37)Wherever possible, the committee secretariat wiblligh a full set of references
(including the data used as the basis for risk ssssent and other committee
opinions) at as early a stage as possible to stuppenness and transparency of

decision-making.
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38)The amount of material withheld by the committee=8A as being confidential

will be kept to a minimum. RSC recommendation 27(Annex 2)

refers.

Scientific Advisory Committee Working Group
August 2006
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ANNEX 1

RELEVANT RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE REPORT ON THE
REVIEW OF SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEES

Food Standards Agency 2002

e RECOMMENDATION

14 The Agency should continue to monitor whethgrsgdevelop between the remits
of the various committees.

15 The Agency should take appropriate steps toeaddemerging issues not covefed
by existing committees.

16 The Agency should determine at regular intervdisther each committee fulfils
its intended function, and whether all the cur@mmittees are still needed.

22 Committees should make their documents availdiytepublishing agendas and
committee papers in advance of each meeting, antutes and/or summary
reports afterwards.

23 The data used for risk assessments and othanitim® opinions should be made
freely available.

24 Applications to committees are published for lgultomment prior to any
substantive discussion by the committee.

25 Wherever possible, draft opinions are published all interested parties to
comment.

26 All committees should move to a position whdreytconduct as much of their
business as possible in open session.

27 Committees should draw up clear guidelines fmédevhat material can justifiably
be regarded as confidential.

29 Committee advice in complex areas should berapaaied by a summary that sets
out the main points of the committee’s conclusionsimple language.

35 Wherever possible, Secretariats should enswak dbmmittees have access|to
comments from appropriate external experts befamsidering novel research
which has not been peer-reviewed.

36 Committee Chairs should ensure that committegsidas include an explanation
of where differences of opinion have arisen duridigcussions and why
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conclusions have been reached. They should alsoestisat any assumptions and
uncertainties are clearly spelled out.

37 When expertise is not available within the cottesi the Chair and Secretariat are
responsible for ensuring advice is sought from @itk experts.

39 Each committee has access to advice on quarditatalysis and modelling.

43 When offering advice, committees should highlighy uncertainties identified
during their deliberations, and explain how theseeutainties have been handl
in reaching their final conclusions.

44 Committees should spell out the assumptions kizate been made in eath
assessment and identify any gaps in the currenivledge, and the actions th
might be taken to address them. These should be maulic.

45 The Secretariat, assisted by committee memisbimyld take responsibility fg
identifying when new data become available thathmnigistify the committee
reviewing its earlier advice.

47 The Chair of the Agency should meet with the wiitee Chairs once a year
review progress.

49 The Agency, in consultation with committees,stialevelop a formal approach
risk assessment.




ANNEX 2

THE COMMITTEES WHICH ADVISE THE FOOD STANDARDS AGENCY

Acronym _
Name Function

ACAF Advisory Committee on Animal Feedingstuffs Does not usually consider experimental research

ACMSF Advisory Committee on Microbiological Safetf/Foods Risk assessments which are not directlygnted to the Board.

ACNFP Advisory Committee on Novel Foods and Proegss Mainly routine evaluations which are not consdeby the Board.

ACR Advisory Committee on Research Dissimilar remit to other committees; does not gawut risk

assessments.

cocC Committee on Carcinogenicity of Chemicals inod&o Consumer Risk assessments which are not directly presentdtetBoard.
Products and the Environmé&ht

COM Committee on Mutagenicity of Chemicals in Fo@hnsumer ProductsRisk assessments which are not directly presentédtetBoard.
and the Environmeht

CcoT Committee on Toxicity of Chemicals in Food, Gamer Products andRisk assessments which are not directly presentdtetBoard.
the Environmerit

SACN Scientific Advisory Committee on Nutritioh

SEAC Spongiform Encephalopathy Advisory Committee

° Joint FSA/Defra Secretariat, FSA lead
10 Joint FSA/HPA Secretariat, HPA lead
1 Joint FSA/HPA Secretariat, HPA lead
12 J0int FSA/HPA, FSA lead

13 Joint FSA/DH Secretariat

14 Joint Defra/FSA/DH Secretariat

14
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