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16th ANNUAL CEFIC-LRI WORKSHOP 
“Science stakeholders’ consensus: what’s the trick?” 

19-20 November 2014 
The Sheraton Brussels Hotel 

Place Rogier 3, 1210, Brussels 
 
Summary 
 
The 16th Annual LRI workshop addressed the need to streamline the process for debating and 
bringing consensus to debates about important science that informs policy-making. Collective 
action, transparency and vision from all stakeholders is required to bring the full benefits of 
science to the aid of society. 
 
In a wide ranging panel debate it was posed that sound policy should be based on the best 
science and obtained from a wide range of sources. There was a need for evidence translators to 
present the current balance of science opinion on a subject and explain what it means for policy. 
 
Scientists themselves do not necessarily have the skills to communicate effectively. Should skills 
be included in academic curricula or should this role be taken by the ‘translators’? Any 
communications should be proactive, evidence-based, harmonised, and objective, address 
uncertainty, and be transparent. Openness and transparency were the biggest challenges to 
engagement with the public. A strategy for science communication could create an open, 
transparent and trusted channel of information for citizens. Building trust is key. And such 
engagement need to start well before an innovation hits the market to create systems to 
effectively communicate with the public. For this foresight activities are extremely important. We 
need to find pervasive methods that can radically change the way we interact with society to build 
trust. Science must engage via new social media and other novel grass-roots channels. 
 
To achieve transparency requires that published science provides high- quality evidence. High 
quality best science practice must be reinforced in academia through teaching including 
application of relevant methods, proper recording of finding, reproducibility etc. In addition risk 
assessors and risk managers should be brought together and an overall (European?) body be 
formed to assess new methodologies and replace old or inaccurate ones.  
 
The Cefic-LRI Innovative Science award was also celebrated. The 2014 winner, Dr Alexandra 
Antunes from the Centro de Quimica Estrutural, Complexo Interdisciplinar Instituto Superior 
Tecnico (CQE-IST) in Lisbon, officially received her €100 000 award at the workshop dinner. 
 
The workshop reviewed a selection of current LRI projects given as posters and oral 
presentations in LRI’s current four focus areas: intelligent testing; complex environments; 
acceptance of technologies; and policy impact. For the future there are seven challenges that the 
LRI research programme must address: Omics / 21st Century Toxicology; Predictive tools for 
health impact; Combination effects; Eco-systems approach; Real life Exposure; Comparative 
assessment; and Risk/benefit approaches.  
 
Presentations and other information on the 16th Annual LRI workshop can be found on the new 
Cefic-LRI website at: http://cefic-lri.org/events/16th-cefic-lri-annual-workshop-2014/. 
 
The date of the 2015 annual Cefic-LRI workshop will be 18-19 November 2015 in Brussels.  

http://cefic-lri.org/events/16th-cefic-lri-annual-workshop-2014/
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LRI Innovative Science Award 2014 
The 16th LRI Workshop opened on the evening of 19 November at the Brussels Sheraton Hotel 
with a poster session and dinner during which the 2014 LRI Innovative Science Award was 
presented. 
 
The poster session featured presentation of by 12 LRI projects covering the full range of LRI 
interests. Delegates and dinner guests were able to talk to the poster presenters over networking 
drinks. Brief details of the posters are given in Appendix 1 with links to the papers themselves.  
 
The LRI Award dinner session was chaired by John Metselaar of Procter & Gamble R&D who is 
a member of the Cefic Research and Innovation Programme Council. He described how “safety 
and innovation go hand-in-hand in the chemical industry” and that LRI’s focus on chemical safety 
was very important to the industry. He introduced the annual € 100 000 LRI award saying that the 
award was “a win-win proposition because it brought significant funding for the winning scientist 
and two benefits for industry: (hopefully) some great tangible ideas that the industry can use and 
benefit the chemical sector and also a great vehicle for communicating.” The award is one of 
Europe’s largest research grants for early career scientists. 
 
He first introduced the winner of the 2013 LRI award Dr Sabine Langie of the Flemish Institute 
for Technological Research (VITO) in Belgium who spoke about the results that her project 
‘Environmental programming of respiratory allergy in childhood: the applicability of saliva to study 
the effect of environmental exposures on DNA methylation’ had achieved in the year since her 
award. During the year she had also become a mother! 
 
According to Dr Langie one-in-two European citizens may suffer from an allergy by 2015 and 20-
30% of citizens suffer respiratory allergy. The fast recent rise in allergy cases is too fast to be 
explained by genetic factors so some form of environmental factor is suspected. Dr Langie’s work 
investigated the use of saliva samples as a biomonitoring method to detect residual chemical 
substances in the human body that might trigger allergic responses. This new, non-invasive, and 
quicker saliva method correlates strongly with traditional measures performed via urine and blood 
samples. This finding has important implications for the future of respiratory allergy testing, 
especially for children for whom collecting traditional blood samples is often a difficult and tearful 
episode. 
 
The work had identified some biomonitoring targets and been correlated with possible allergy 
triggers. She is now working to predict future allergy effects with her group. 
 
The winner of the 2014 award was then presented with their € 100 000 cheque by John 
Metselaar and Dr Bruno Hubesch, LRI Programme manager at Cefic. 
 
The recipient is a Portuguese researcher Dr Alexandra Antunes from the Centro de Quimica 
Estrutural, Complexo Interdisciplinar Instituto Superior Tecnico (CQE-IST) in Lisbon. She 
presented her winning proposal to investigate if improvements can be made in the detection of 
early stage cancer. In her project proposal entitled ‘Covalent Modification of Histones by 
Carcinogens: a novel proteomic approach toward the assessment of chemically-induced cancers 
– CarcHistonOmic’ Dr Antunes postulates that early stage cancer formation can be detected by 
studying the binding of chemicals substances to human proteins using mass spectrometry. This 
new compound specific biomarker has enormous potential to improve early detection and thereby 
the chances of successful therapy. For the first time ever, using a broadly available tool, this new 
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methodology could quickly screen chemicals for their potential as carcinogens - in effect serving 
as an early warning system. 
 
LRI – the next challenges 
The next morning (20 November) the delegates reconvened at 8:30 for the first main session of 
the workshop. Dr Stuart Marshall of Unilever and Chair of the Cefic LRI Strategy Implementation 
Group welcomed delegates and outlined LRI’s current four focus areas: intelligent testing; 
complex environments; acceptance of technologies; and policy impact. He then looked at the 
longer-term challenges for LRI and described seven key questions that the research programme 
must address. 
 
1. Omics / 21st Century Toxicology: How to link information at the molecular level to health 
impacts and interpreting results for meaningful decision making? This includes work on Mode of 
Action (MoA) and Adverse Outcome Pathways (AOP) for reproductive toxicity and developing 
technology wisely in risk assessment. 
 
2. Predictive tools for health impact: What are pragmatic approaches for reducing complexity, 
whilst maintaining robust predictions of health effects? The focus here is on toxicogenomics and 
high-throughput (HT) assays (poster AIMT4). 
 
3. Combination effects: How to identify combination effects scenarios of concern? Work here will 
look at toxicity profiling to assess mixture toxicity in surface waters (see poster ECO23) and 
validation of tiered approaches to aggregate exposure modelling.  
 
4. Eco-systems approach: Which new concepts enhance ecological relevance of risk 
assessment? Future and current projects in this area include eco-relevance of microbial 
adaptation in persistence assessment, targeted risk assessment based on ecosystem services; 
and the development of soup test for the risk assessment of non-extractable residues (NER) in 
soil (see poster ECO25) 
 
5. Real life Exposure: Which predictive, validated exposure scenarios apply to assessing 
environmental stressors? Work here includes assessing worker dermal exposure and dermal 
exposure from consumer products.  
 
6. Comparative assessment: How to interpret impact of health and environmental stressors? This 
includes addressing quality assessment of epidemiological evidence for effects of environmental 
endocrine active chemicals and sound science in epidemiology (poster Q3). 
 
7. Risk/benefit approaches: Can we understand societal drivers for public acceptance of 
innovation? This very important area for innovation strategy is working on projects such as 
examining benefits and risks evidence streams for decision makers (poster S3) and foresight 
studies on the introduction of new technologies such as nanotechnology. 
 
LRI projects 
The rest of the morning session covered the latest results from LRI projects in areas from 
exposure, biomonitoring, toxicogenomics, and sediment transformation to dose-response and 
benefit-risk analysis. The session was ably chaired by Dr Bruno Hubesch who even coped with 
a venue-wide power cut. 
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The first presentation was on LRI project ECO20 that investigated an alternative testing strategy 
for the fish early life-stage test using the AOP framework for predictive ecotoxicology by Prof 
Dries Knapen of the University of Antwerp. The testing regime for chronic fish toxicity involves 
the use of a large number of animals and the Fish Early-Life-Stage Test defined by OECD TG 
201 is the primary guideline used to estimate chronic toxicity of chemicals in fish but there is a 
demand to develop alternative testing strategies focusing on methods that minimise or eliminate 
the use of animals. However the development of these alternative test requires detailed 
understanding of the mechanisms leading to chronic toxicity. The AOP approach links molecular 
initiating events to relevant adverse outcomes. The Antwerp studies focused on swim bladder 
inflation in zebra fish. 
 
Dr Katrin Fenner of the Swiss Federal Institute of Aquatic Science and Technology (EAWAG) at 
ETH Zurich presented ECO18: Developing improved strategies to assess chemical persistence at 
the water-sediment interface. Simulation studies according to OECD 308 on aquatic sediment 
systems are an integral part of tiered persistence and exposure assessment strategies, however 
these studies suffer a number of shortcomings. This project looked to understand the value and 
limitations of OECD 308 and 309 protocols and develop an improved testing strategy that can 
obtain robust degradation data for assessing chemical persistence in sediment and water. Dr 
Fenner presented results for four chemicals with varying degrees of sorption and biodegradability 
in a suite of five water-sediment systems of increasing complexity. The study showed that 
compartment-specific degradation parameters derived from OECD 308 data remain uncertain but 
modified test systems can provide better, accessible data with decreasing amounts of sediment. 
Future work on parameter estimation across these systems will further elucidate their similarities 
and differences for characterizing degradation. 
 
AIMT3: Toxicogenomics and high-throughput assays: improved predictions for risk assessment 
was presented by Dr Danyel Jennen from the University of Maastricht. Researchers presume 
that analogous chemicals identified by chemoinformatic tools will induce similar biological 
responses, such as toxicity, and can therefore be predicted by reading across from data on other 
members of the same chemical class of substances. However, subtle changes in the structure of 
compounds can result in significant changes in toxicological properties making prediction from 
chemoinformatics alone not sufficient. This project developed a framework to improve 
predictability of prediction of repeated dose toxicity of new chemicals by integrating 
chemoinformatic data with biological information from ‘omics’ studies. The results show that this 
integration improves the clustering of chemical analogues and the use of ‘omics’ data provides 
better prediction. 
 
The next presentation was from Dr Natalie von Götz of ETH Zurich on project B7: Validation of a 
tiered approach to aggregate exposure modelling. This project developed a tiered approach to 
aggregate modelling for consumer products and tested it on two classes of chemical substances: 
the cyclic siloxane D5 used in cosmetics and personal care products, and triclosan used in 
household cleaning products. This required the development of a new tool for probabilistic 
exposure assessment for these substances that was based on a new established database for 
exposure in the Dutch adult population and newly measured concentration data for D5. This was 
then coupled to an existing Physiologically Based Pharmacokinetic (PBPK) model and the 
derived internal exposure compared to biomonitoring results. This person-orientated approach 
allows more realistic aggregate consumer exposure modelling but it needs robust high-quality 
data and may not be applicable to other consumer product sectors. The project showed how 
individual human biomonitoring (HBM) data can enable robust validation of exposure predictions. 
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After a coffee break Dr Suzanne Spaan of TNO presented a further project on dermal exposure 
from consumer products: B9: Characterising the nature of dermal exposure from consumer 
products and articles - aka DeRmal Exposure aSsessment Strategies (DRESS). The main 
objective of the project was to generate data to improve our understanding of consumer dermal 
exposure and to propose improvements to dermal exposure assessment strategies to enable 
better estimations of the true level of exposure. Existing consumer dermal exposure processes 
and available models were analysed, a range of experimental data on migration and transfer was 
generated, and information on use patterns for a selection of products was gathered via a survey. 
Case studies examined DMF in a polyester T-shirt, DB 360 in home printed paper, and DEHP in 
PVC flooring. This resulted in a guidance document for improved dermal exposure assessment to 
substances in consumer products and identified a set of remaining gaps in our understanding 
required to further improve assessments. 
 
Prof David Jones of the University of Leicester outlined the LRI project B10: Reference doses: 
does adding human data help? The answer seems to be a qualified ‘yes’. The project compared 
reference values (RVs) for human exposure derived from animal data with those from human 
studies for a systematic sample of chemicals. Although for some substances the human- and 
animal-based RVs are very similar, some differ by orders of magnitude. Initial analysis did not 
explain the pattern of variation and it was also noted that uncertainties in risk assessment is not 
always considered or reported in research results. To improve understanding a new meta-
analysis was developed that combines the animal and human data and can minimise 
uncertainties if relevant good quality data is available. Prof Jones concluded that a systematic 
review approach that compiles and combines human and animal data should become universal 
practice and if one data set is preferred the reasons should be explicitly stated. Similarly 
approaches to acknowledging and quantitative reporting of uncertainty in RVs must be adopted. 
 
The next presentation took a further look at HBM with Dr Roel Smolders of VITO. Project HBM4: 
Representativeness of a single biomonitoring sample examined large-scale HBM surveys that 
collected single samples of blood, urine etc. from large numbers of individuals recruited from the 
general population. These types of survey allow understanding of the variability of internal dose 
within the population but not the evaluation of inter- vs. intra-individual variation, which may lead 
to misclassification of individuals with high or low exposure. The objectives of the project were to 
identify key determinants that influence the representativeness of spot samples, develop an easy 
to use software tool and propose options to improve sampling strategies. HBM data showed 
remarkably large variation in target chemical concentrations over relatively short timeframes and 
underlined the need to understand the variability to inter- and intra-individual variability. Several 
important factors were noted including physico-chemical properties, exposure frequency and 
physiological variables. The developed software tool reliably predicts intraclass correlation 
coefficients (ICC) and should be a valuable tool in preparing HBM studies. 
 
Dr Steve Hankin of the Institute of Occupational Medicine (IOM) in Edinburgh presented 
“something completely different” the project S2: Foresight study on introduction of new 
technologies; the case of nanotechnology. This research aims to understand more about 
successful governance of future technology-based innovation. The project identified the 
governance landscape and key elements of a potential governance structure for nanotechnology 
and tested them in four very different scenarios – all involving stakeholder consultation. 
Recommendations for good governance practice were also developed. The project identified 
methodologies and institutional practices that can facilitate assessment of the risks and benefits 
associated with technological innovation processes. Steve proposed that the Strategic Foresight 
methodology can facilitate engagement with stakeholders and help the development and 
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commercialisation of emerging technologies. This is achieved through multi-stakeholder initiatives 
that clarify, test and implement a vision of optimal governance.  
 
The final presentation of the morning was delivered remotely from Texas by Dr Karen Niven of 
Shell. Her subject was: What Is Safe? Integrating multi-disciplinary approaches for decision-
making about the human health and environmental impacts of chemicals. She argued that 
improved safety of chemicals is better achieved by incorporating diverse inputs from many 
scientific disciplines. Integration of information from human toxicology, ecotoxicology, exposure 
science and epidemiology are providing a broad scientific basis for evaluating links between 
exposure to chemicals and adverse outcomes. Karen argued that a full implementation based on 
sound science provided by LRI and similar programmes will significantly advance the 
development of chemical regulatory policies that ensure the safe use of chemicals by and for 
society. 
 
Streamlining science 
After lunch the afternoon session was dedicated to answer the question: What is needed to 
streamline the science argumentation and consensus process? The session was chaired by Prof 
Erik Lebret of the Dutch National Institute for Public Health and the Environment (RIVM) and a 
member of the LRI External Scientific Advisory Panel (ESAP). 
 
The background to the debate was provided by Dr Gernot Klotz, Executive Director at Cefic 
Research and Innovation. He talked about “Complex science – simple decisions” and focused on 
the relationship between scientific evidence, the regulation of chemical (and other) innovation and 
consumer perceptions. Europe needs investment for growth and jobs but why would business 
invest in Europe? The current regulatory environment in Europe means that there is uncertainty 
despite (or perhaps because of) the fact that we have the ability to minutely analyse everything. 
However, we have difficulty saying what all the data actually means. Our current approach to risk 
assessment seems to have reached its limitations and in coming to decisions policy makers must 
take into account public perception and trust as well as science-based evidence.  
 
As an example Gernot compared limit values for human susceptibility to a range of chemicals in 
for different countries. The difference between national limits could vary by two orders of 
magnitude despite being essentially based on the same science. In the light of all this a new 
policy field is emerging: the “non-toxic environment” where substances will do no harm to people 
or the environment – this is an ideal political target that industry shares but we will need to 
address the “environment” as a whole system taking into consideration all biological, physical and 
chemicals factors. The current regulatory system for chemicals is highly evolved worldwide with 
more than 150 individual regulations – there is already enough regulation. 
 
Gernot argued that what we need to develop is a dynamic, transparent and adaptive approach to 
deal with changing and evolving science, knowledge and the environment and that can be 
applied to cases where adverse impact, uncertainty, perception or economics make the current 
regulatory system seem insufficient. This would address not just health and environmental issues 
but also quality of life and innovation in the competitive global environment that Europe has to 
face. The question for the panel was what such a system might look like and how could it be 
achieved. 
 
Panel discussion 
The panel discussion was extensive and looked to address a series of five questions (see below). 
The panel line-up was: 
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 Prof Monica Amorim, University of Aveiro and incoming President of the Society of 
Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry (SETAC) in Europe  

 Prof Jim Bridges, University of Surrey 

 Ms Erika Widegren, Atomium Culture 

 Dr Jan Marco Mueller, European Commission 

 Prof Maurice Zeegers, University of Maastricht 

 Dr René Hunziker, The Dow Chemical Company 
 
The session was moderated by Erik Lebret. 
 
Q1. Whose opinions matters is science controversy? 
Jan Marco Mueller thought that sound policy should be based on the best science obtained from 
a wide range of sources. In his opinion controversy in science is usually a sign of good science. 
Science does not like consensus but politicians love/ need it. If there is uncertainty in the science 
(or other evidence) politicians can ignore the science or cherry pick evidence. One of the great 
strengths of the Chief Scientific Advisor (CSA) at the Commission was to act as an evidence 
translator: to present the current balance of science opinion on a subject and say what it means 
for policy. 
 
Erika Widegren agreed. She highlighted that science is not so good at communicating compared 
to activists. Science hopes that “the facts will speak for themselves” but this is not the case. She 
quoted Churchill: “a lie will make it halfway around the world before the truth has had time to put 
its pants on!” She encouraged the scientific community to communicate better in a more 
structured way. We need more evidence translators to take the science and present it to policy –
makers and the public she stated. 
 
Jim Bridges thought it all depends on what you are trying to communicate. Few people or 
politicians understood the difference between hazard and risk. He felt science must be more 
proactive with communications. His mantra was SHOUT: communication should be Science 
based; Harmonised; Objective; address Uncertainty; and be Transparent. Ensuring transparency 
was the biggest challenge and there was a question about how far we can move before being 
seen as advocates. 
 
Maurice Zeegers agreed that the academic community must be more transparent. It had no real 
incentives to ‘shout’ but was focused on publication with very specific incentives. 
 
René Hunziker saw a different incentive model for academics from his industry viewpoint. 
Because of the way funding was orientated and organised nowadays academics were not looking 
for solutions but looking for problems as this gives grants. Investigating or discovering problems 
could tap into continuing funding: solutions and closure were not good for funding! 
 
Monica Amorim thought few scientists had been adequately trained in science communication 
and there was a big issue with respect to the interpretation of results.  
 
Q2. What triggers actions and reactions on new and emerging technologies? 
Jim Bridges talked about the four ‘D’s: dread – the public have genuine fears with some new 
technologies; distrust – especially of those that deliver scientific evidence; dislike - of new 
developments - people like the status quo and; denial - by fellow scientists that they cherry pick 
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data. Science needs to contextualise risk associated with new technologies and there was a need 
to frame risk in a different relevant and understandable ways. 
 
Monica Amorim thought dealing with uncertainty communication was the key. The unknown of 
new things and what to do? Developing the right messages was not easy when there were gaps 
in our understanding. There was lots of room to improve communications in this area. 
 
Maurice Zeegers considers sunlight as best disinfectant in this situation “so get it out in the 
open” – expose the uncertainty and be honest about it. He also thought it was important to define 
standards of quality in science. Not all results were the same quality. He felt decision making was 
not just on evidence but also relied on the political climate and the ‘lobby’. Science does not lobby 
enough. 
 
Erika Widegren called for more democratisation of science. Most EU member states did not 
have a strategy for science communication – they did a lot of ‘PR’ but had no strategic science 
communication. By which Erika meant creating an open and transparent and trusted line of 
information for citizens that was able to explain various issues. The key here is trust and building 
relationships. There was a need to start these discussions before an innovation hits the market to 
create systems to effectively communicate with the public. 
 
Jan Marco Mueller thought science was an open ended process that needed to accommodate 
maverick ideas as well as mainstream. We needed to learn from “Not only late lessons from early 
warnings, but also late lessons from early opportunities.”  
 
Jim Bridges said it was a scientist’s duty to publish data whether it was good or not, but the 
problem was interpretation of data such as extrapolation that was out of step with the underlying 
data set. 
 
René Hunziker talked about his team’s role at Dow. They scan the scientific literature and 
interpret relevant findings for the company. If something needs work we will investigate (perhaps 
in the context of LRI) but often we find that the data in a paper is manipulated to suggest a 
concern where there is not one. They are also involved with peer review of manuscripts. Too 
often they see articles that they have rejected because the science is weak published in a lower 
tier journal. 
 
Maurice Zeegers agreed that reporting on negative findings was weak and dedicated journals for 
this purpose should be established. There was an issue in publishing full protocols and 
methodologies and a lack of repeatability in fields such as toxicology.  
 
Jan Marco Mueller stated that the role of scientists should be to provide options to policy makers 
but it was not their role to choose the option. In turn he expected politicians to be honest in their 
reasoning: they have the right to take decisions, and to ignore the science, but they must be 
honest to say that they ignored it. He also thought that there was a need for more scientific 
literacy in the Commission’s DGs to enable them to be able to frame science questions properly. 
 
Monica Amorim commented that SETAC is examining how to ensure negative results are 
published. 
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Q3. Is the media caught between two fires? 
Jan Marco Mueller observed that the media like bad news, like conflict, they like opposing views. 
With the print media in crisis we have also seen the demise of the specialist science journalist 
which makes it more important than ever that the scientists themselves communicate their work. 
It should be compulsory that science communication is on the curricula for all scientists. Also 
scientists should use emotion in their communication and build smart ways to do that. We need 
public dialogue but not too late – it needs to start before opinions are formed. And for this 
foresight is extremely important. As an example he considered 3Dprinting: everyone will have 
one in the near future but so far no public debate – what are ethical concerns? So science must 
engage via media and other channels (for instance science museums) to discuss what are the 
risks and the opportunities. The impact of this communication activity should be as important as 
gaining a citation for publication. 
 
René Hunziker didn’t want scientist to be communicators of their own work. We still need 
journalists to go pick up the information he thought. 
 
Jim Bridges related his experience on numerous risk assessment committees. Only two 
decisions had ever attracted media attention: the ban on British beef due to BSE and the result 
on MP3 players possibly causing deafness in kids. 
 
Erika Widegren disagreed with the fire analogy. The media just talk about what politicians do. 
She agreed that the science media was changing. Now control is often done post publication with 
online media. This meant that science needed to contact these new media ambassadors. We 
need to contact interested parties using the tools of social media to engage with them. She 
agreed that we should not force all scientists to become communicators. They should work with 
communicators. Not all scientist will be good communicators and we might miss out on some 
excellent science. It was best for good scientists to be in the lab – not out looking for funding or 
focusing on communication. Erika was also worried that so many science organisations had no 
strategy for Wikipedia. This was where people go looking for science information and it contains a 
lot of science information, but few research organisations engage with it. However, they often 
gripe about inaccuracies. 
 
Jan Marco Mueller agreed. Why do people go to Wikipedia? Because it is trusted and because it 
is open and transparent with clear editing rules. There is a need to engage with such 
developments and examine how such models can be brought into the policy making picture. 
 
Q4. Do we need rules to ensure the quality of science? 
After a short coffee debate the panel discussion resumed.  
 
Maurice Zeegers now used a term: research waste. He thought that many papers were flawed 
but that actual misconduct in science was rare. He quoted a survey on ‘questionable’ research 
practice that showed that although individual scientist admitted only rarely that they had done 
something ‘questionable’ (14%) a majority reported that colleagues had engaged in ‘questionable’ 
practice (73%). He saw a distinction between quality for transparency and reproducibility and the 
quality of the study itself. He also thought there was a need to standardise terms used in a 
particular fields and between fields to raise understanding and quality. 
 
Jim Bridges said that how quality is looked at varied considerably between the various 
committees he served on from a focus on committee members behaving honourably (not being 
bribed!) to formal mechanisms with all members responsible for quality or a single member with a 
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defined quality role. There was a need to understand what quality is: including application of 
relevant methods, proper recording of finding, reproducibility etc. Should this be consistently 
taught in college and used? 
 
Maurice Zeegers pointed out that since 2009 many member states had codes on research 
integrity, but there was a need for more practical guides and clear standards. 
 
Monica Amorim though that the pressure for publication meant that too many papers were not 
great quality. The focus should be quality not quantity of publications – whether the research 
moved the science forwards. 
 
René Hunziker has the same view on scientific quality. We mustn’t forget what a world without 
science would be like. In general quality of life for all citizens has been hugely advanced by 
science. He agreed with Jim that there is a need for good science training in academic courses 
and before we introduce communication training. Good quality practice is key. However he 
thought that GLP can inhibit innovation.  
 
Erika Widegren also agreed with Jim Bridges with respect the urgency to clearly imbed quality in 
science. Trust is pivotal and malpractice will affect this. The role of universities and scientists is 
changing and we need to examine how the roles are changing to maintain trust. 
 
Jan Mueller emphasised that a common sense approach is needed to quality that does not 
burden science. He cited EU audit rules for projects as a bad example. 
 
Q5. What should we do next? What needs to be done? 
Jim Bridges proposed a structure that gets risk assessors and risk managers together or 
certainly an overall body that brings assessors together to assess new methodologies and 
replace old or inaccurate ones. We also need to persuade universities that risk assessment is a 
vital part of the innovation process not just applicable at the end of life and it has a multi-
disciplinary impact. Finally we need a European Academy of Risk Assessment to enable 
scientists to link together and promote high quality science then integrate risk managers as well. 
 
Jan Marco Mueller requested systematic foresight activities and harmonised guidelines on how 
to communicate scientific evidence. All European institutions should use the existing scientific 
resources available to them. There was also a need to create an evidence portal where 
Commission calls for evidence on a subject could receive contributions. This would be fully 
transparent and quality of the contributions could be assessed by JRC. Then the political service 
could pick the evidence in a transparent way. In terms of engaging with the public he thought we 
needed to embrace new communication channels such as social media to enlarge engagement. 
 
Erika Widegren thought that there was a need to build an incentive structure, a need to retain a 
CSA and set up something like the Science Media Centre in the UK that can help to translate 
science into policy. There was also a role to support the democratisation of science. Her 
organisation - Atomium Culture - will launch an evidence portal analogue early in 2015 to help to 
increase public trust. 
 
Monica Amorim said there was a need to include representatives from all different stakeholders 
(academic, industry, government and also citizens) in the structure. She thought categorising 
topics could be useful and she pointed out that SETAC was launching an accreditation 
programme for risk assessors to ensure they were up-to-date with current best practice. 
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René Hunziker had two different thoughts. One was to try to harmonise (globally) safe levels for 
substances this could be possible – but might raise further concerns with the public. He also 
thought Wikipedia was a good business model for communicating scientific evidence. 
 
Maurice Zeegers agreed that a good science European risk assessment institute was needed 
that also managed an appeals mechanism and could protect whistle blowers while also 
stimulating good science. To change the culture in science in a meaningful way will depend on 
mentoring and the quality of team leaders.  
 
Erik asked about conflicts that block the innovation role: should there be some body that acts as 
an arbitration chamber and can come up with an action perspective to move things forward? 
 
René Hunziker commented that the REACH regulation on the safe use of chemicals placed the 
responsibility squarely on the manufacturer it would be a backwards step if the administrative 
function also became the judge. 
 
Erika Widegren thought that what we didn’t need a huge superstructure that just comes up with 
directives. We need to build trust and engage with people. The key issue was how we engage in 
process rather than the structure. We needed to look at grass-roots organisation on the ground, 
engage with them so citizens feel they are really part of policy and strategy decisions. People are 
now used to having opinions on something they know nothing about. We need to find pervasive 
methods that we can use to radically change the way we interact with society to build trust. It was 
much more about process than structure. 
 
Finally, Jan Marco Mueller recounted that often the CSA acted as a scientific ombudsman: when 
the Commission ignored scientific evidence then there was often a knock on the CSA’s door 
asking for help or redress. He thought that this showed that there is a need for such a function. 
 
Conclusions and future perspectives 
The workshop was closed by Dr Bruno Hubesch. He hoped that workshop’s programme has 
shown what LRI does: not just ‘hard core’ research projects but also showcasing that it was a 
perfect platform for tackling broader issues. Addressing these broader issues – such as those 
aired in the panel discussion – gives a better value to the results that LRI generates with its 
science. 
 
He also highlighted the improved and reorganised LRI website that contains some new features 
including a better search function and a new toolbox (e-shop) where a portfolio of tools developed 
under LRI projects can be downloaded for free. He also highlighted the Mini-guide to Cefic-LRI 
funding and the brochure on revised global LRI strategy: ‘ICCA Long-range Research Initiative 
Global Research Strategy’. Finally he thanked all the presenters, delegates and the behind-the-
scene team logistics and communications team for producing a great event. 
 
The date of the 2015 annual Cefic-LRI workshop will be 18-19 November 2015 in Brussels. 
  

http://cefic-lri.org/
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/e-Brochure_LRI.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/e-Brochure_LRI.pdf
http://www.icca-chem.org/ICCADocs/LRI_2013GRS_031814_lowres_compressed2.pdf
http://www.icca-chem.org/ICCADocs/LRI_2013GRS_031814_lowres_compressed2.pdf
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Appendix - The LRI Poster Session 
 

 AIMT4 – DECO2: Moving DECO towards OECD 
o Dr Danyel Jennen, Univeriteit Maastrict 

 B13 – Dermal absorption modelling 
o Dr Joanna Jaworska, Procter & Gamble 

 B14 – Skin Sensitisation – Chemical Applicability Domain of the Local Lymph Node Assay 
(LLNA) 

o Dr David Roberts, Liverpool University 

 B15 – Efficiency of Risk Management Measures 
o Dr Derrick Crump. Cranfield University 

 C3 – Epigenetics: Normality in Toxicologically Relevant Species (Development of a 
framework to better understand the impact of epigenetics on (eco)toxicology) 

o Prof Richard Meehan, University of Edinburgh 

 ECO23 – Time-Integrative Passive sampling combined with Toxicity Profiling (TIPTOP): 
an effect-based strategy for cost-effective chemical water quality assessment 

o Dr Tim Hamers, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam 

 ECO24 – Prediction of Non-Extractable Residues (NER) using structural information 
(‘structural alerts’) 

o Dr Ralph Kuhne, UFZ Leipzig 

 ECO25 – Development of Soup Tests for the Risk assessment of NER in Soil 
o Dr Joop Harmsen, Universiteit LEI Wageningen 

 EMSG58 – Quality assessment of the epidemiological evidence of adverse effects to 
humans of endocrine active substances in the environment 

o Dr Eva Negri, Mario Negri Institute 

 N4 – Can nanoparticles be Safe-by-design? 
o Dr Hans Bouwmeester, Universiteit LEI Wageningen 

 Q3 – Sound Science: Selective citation in science based decision-making 
o Prof Maurice Zeegers, Universiteit Maastricht 

 S3 – Benefits and risks evidence streams for decision makers 
o Prof Jason Weeks, Cranfield University 

 
 
 
 
 
 

http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/AIMT4-VITO-DECO2-Moving-from-DECO-towards-OECD.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/B13-Development-of-a-mechanistic-framework-to-assess-dermal-absorption-of-chemicals.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/B14-Skin-sensitisation-chemical-applicability-domain-of-the-LLNA.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/B14-Skin-sensitisation-chemical-applicability-domain-of-the-LLNA.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/B15-Method-of-allocating-efficiency-measures-to-regulatory-instruments.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/C3-Epigenomic-profiling-of-liver-tissue-with-toxicological-relevance.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/C3-Epigenomic-profiling-of-liver-tissue-with-toxicological-relevance.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/ECO23-Time-integrative-passive-sampling-combined-with-toxicity-profiling.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/ECO23-Time-integrative-passive-sampling-combined-with-toxicity-profiling.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/ECO24-Prediction-of-the-formation-of-NER-of-xenobiotics-and-their-metabolites.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/ECO24-Prediction-of-the-formation-of-NER-of-xenobiotics-and-their-metabolites.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/ECO25-Development-of-Soup-tests-for-risk-assessment.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/EMSG58-Human-adverse-health-effects-of-endocrine-active-substances.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/EMSG58-Human-adverse-health-effects-of-endocrine-active-substances.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/N4-Science-based-grouping-of-nanoparticles-for-industrial-application-of-safe-by-design.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Q3-Sound-science-selective-citation-in-science-based-decision-making.pdf
http://cefic-lri.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/S3-Development-of-a-regulatory-framework-to-enhance-the-acceptance-of-innovative-chemical-technologies.ppt

