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Minutes

 The meeting started at 09:37 with Eva KAILI, MEP and STOA Chair, in the chair.

1. Adoption of the draft agenda (PE 641.524)

 The Chair informed Members that interpretation was available in English, French, German, Italian, Polish and
Spanish, and that the meeting was being web-streamed.

− She then announced that the draft agenda was in the dossier and, as there were no requests for changes or
additions, the agenda was deemed adopted.

2. Approval of draft minutes – STOA Panel meeting of 16 January 2020 (PE 641.521)

 The Chair announced that the draft minutes of the Panel meeting of 16 January 2020 were in the dossier and,
as there were no requests for changes, the minutes were deemed approved (as in the file).

3. Presentation of the outcomes of the Technology Assessment study ‘Understanding the impact of the
General Data Protection Regulation on technological innovation: The case of artificial intelligence’

 The Chair welcomed Giovanni SARTOR, author of the study, and gave him the floor for the presentation.

 Professor SARTOR thanked the Panel and pointed out that the study discussed the impact of the General Data
Protection Regulation (GDPR) on artificial intelligence (AI), and the risks and opportunities related to the use
of AI in processing personal data. He noted that the GDPR was compatible with AI, but the GDPR’s
prescriptions needed to be expanded and concretised as many AI-related data protection issues were not
addressed or addressed only through open-ended clauses.

 Professor SARTOR then discussed regulatory options (the right to individual explanations, using AI for
statistical purposes, collective enforcement etc.) and procedural options (guiding controllers and data subjects,
encouraging public debate, restricting some AI applications, and the imbalance of power). He concluded that
the GDPR should be complemented by detailed technical regulations, as well as high-level soft and hard
provisions based on a broad political and social debate.

 The Chair thanked Professor SARTOR and gave the floor to interested Members.

 Ivars IJABS, MEP and STOA Second Vice-Chair, asked about the relation between the GDPR, which was a
success story, and the development of AI, which was led by the United States (US) and China. Professor
SARTOR agreed that the GDPR had a great international influence, as indicated by the new California Law on
data protection, and explained that, although the GDPR was not an obstacle to AI, it was not sufficient to enable
Europe to compete with the US and China, which invested more than the European Union (EU) in AI.

 Lina GÁLVEZ MUÑOZ, MEP and STOA Panel member, asked why big AI companies had called for a
regulation of AI and whether regulating AI could provide big companies with advantages over small
companies. Professor SARTOR argued that the regulatory control of AI had been seen, among other things, as
a means of addressing the fears of the European people, but also as a public relations initiative. He suggested
that AI rules should distinguish big platforms from small platforms, so as to create a fair competition
environment. Ms GÁLVEZ MUÑOZ asked for some clarifications regarding the exercise of the right to
individual explanations. Professor SARTOR argued that individual explanations should be granted, and advised
that, instead of requests for explanation of how algorithms work, it would be more useful for citizens to know
what aspects of their operation could lead to negative automatic decisions.

 Petra DE SUTTER, MEP and STOA Panel member, highlighted the necessity of making a distinction between
the risk coming from the use of data and the risk of AI applications, and asked for a definition of ‘risky AI’.
Professor SARTOR agreed that AI risks were not limited to the use of data, and explained that AI was
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associated with multiple types of risks, but it could also contribute to preventing human error. He advised that
a combined system of AI and human intervention could minimise these risks. Ms DE SUTTER asked about
the dilemma between the application of the GDPR (the less data processed, the better) and AI (the more data
used, the better for the applications). Professor SARTOR explained that data anonymisation could be a solution
that would allow developing AI while complying with the GDPR.

 Tiemo WÖLKEN, MEP and STOA Panel member, asked about: (i) the advantages of collective enforcement
over individual claims; Professor SARTOR responded that individual enforcement was difficult and costly,
and the outcome was uncertain. However, collective enforcement would enable shared costs, and exert stronger
public pressure. He mentioned Max Schrems’ case against Facebook, which was accepted as an individual case
for processing his personal data without his consent, but cases of other individuals brought to the court were
rejected on the basis of jurisdictional errors; (ii) the relationship between social acceptance and the risk of
application; Professor SARTOR agreed that the relation is a complex one, as there could be benefits of socially
unacceptable applications and harms of socially acceptable applications, and clarified that socially acceptable
applications depended on their impact and value; he added that it was up to the politicians to decide what
applications were acceptable considering the views of their citizens; (iii) the idea of having a dashboard to
make it easy for citizens to opt out from processing their data; Professor SARTOR emphasised the need for a
standardised way for opting out, because it was usually easy to opt in but difficult to opt out, and agreed that a
dashboard would be beneficial.

 Maria Manuel LEITÃO MARQUES, MEP and STOA Panel member, noted that public administrations used
to collect and store data, and asked if the GDPR was sufficient and flexible enough to allow processing that
data to enhance public services. Professor SARTOR responded that processing data by public authorities for
the performance of a task carried out in the public interest was mentioned in Article 6 of the GDPR, which
stated that processing was necessary for the performance of a task carried out in the public interest or in the
exercise of official authority vested in the controller.

 Barbara THALER, MEP and STOA Panel member, asked about the advantages and opportunities offered by
the application of AI in the field of data protection. Professor SARTOR confirmed that AI was indeed helpful
in data protection and gave two examples of utilising AI in detecting unlawful clauses in contracts, and unlawful
discriminatory (human- and AI-based) practices.

 The Chair requested additional information regarding the vagueness of the principles enshrined in the GDPR,
the likelihood of introducing default opt-in clauses, whether there were alternative ways to obtain a clear and
explicit ‘consent’ especially in the case of facial recognition, and whether mass surveillance practices could
change the ecology of citizens’ behaviour. Professor SARTOR responded that the GDPR indeed contained
many vague clauses, such as those using the term ‘proportionate’, ‘responsibility’ and ‘accountability.’ He
noted that this was similar to the US approach, which allowed the private sector to experiment with the use of
these terms at the initial implementation phase and advised that some concrete guidance would be needed. He
considered meaningful consent a difficult issue and he pointed out that individuals in the context of AI
applications did not have the power to refuse processing their data, because the refusal would prevent them
from using the application or could result in other negative effects.

 The Chair asked if the Commission’s proposals on AI, which introduced a sectoral approach to data use, was
the right one and whether the GDPR was sufficient for safeguarding an obligation for the companies to perform
a risk assessment. Professor SARTOR noted that different rules might be needed for different domains and
argued against a technology-specific regulatory approach. He considered the GDPR sufficient for safeguarding
a preventive risk management approach in addition to the provisions on data protection by default and data
protection by design.

 The Chair announced that, as there were no objections, the study would be finalised, published on the STOA
website and widely distributed within and outside the Parliament.

4. Ongoing and new STOA projects

 The Chair reported that all ongoing STOA projects were running to schedule, and announced that Ms GÁLVEZ
MUÑOZ had accepted to be Lead Panel Member for the ongoing Technology Assessment study on ‘Workplace
monitoring: Surveillance of workers in the digital era’.

 The Chair informed Members that the list of STOA priorities for the coming years had been distributed and it
was as approved by the Panel in its last meeting, with a few changes proposed by:
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 the STOA Chair:

 reversing the order of the first two thematic priorities (‘The Green Deal’ and ‘Artificial intelligence
and other disruptive technologies’);

 adding the ‘Legal challenges’ policy priority with four indicative topics;

 introducing the Centre for Artificial Intelligence (‘Centre4AI’ or ‘C4AI’) and characterising it, as well
as the European Science-Media Hub (ESMH), as instruments, rather than priorities;

 and the Vice-President responsible for STOA:

 adding ‘Mental health’ to the indicative list of topics under the ‘Quality of life’ priority.

 The Chair announced that the main thematic priorities after the changes would be: (i) Artificial intelligence and
other disruptive technologies; (ii) The Green Deal; (iii) Quality of life. She added that the policy priorities
would be: (i) ‘Science, technology and innovation’; (ii) ’Societal and ethical challenges; (iii) ‘Economic
challenges’; and (iv) ‘Legal challenges’.

 The Panel agreed that the new AI platform created by STOA would from now on be referred to as ‘Centre4AI’
or ‘C4AI’.

 The Chair informed Members that 26 project proposals had been received and the Secretariat was in the process
of evaluating them. The STOA Bureau would take a first look at the proposals immediately after this meeting
and would complete its assessment of the proposals in a subsequent meeting, before bringing them to the Panel
with a possible recommendation for approval as STOA projects.

 The Chair announced that as there were no objections, implementation of the ongoing projects would continue
along the same lines and the final list of STOA priorities was deemed approved.

5. STOA workshops and joint activities with external organisations
5.1. ESMH project on ‘Engagement of science journalists/communicators in ESMH activities’
 The Chair explained that, in order to enlarge its outreach activities to science journalists and communicators,

the ESMH team had launched, in March 2019, a new project to identify media outlets, relevant stakeholders
and potential partners in different Member States.

 She announced that the ESMH team had already started preparations for 5-6 pilot events in 2020, starting with
Stockholm and Helsinki on 20 and 23 March 2020 respectively, and thanked all nine Panel Members who had
proposed additional events in their countries. She assured them that the ESMH team would reply individually
to all Members who had expressed an interest.

 The Chair added that the ESMH planned to organise events in the coming years that would involve journalists
and communicators from all Member States, to the extent possible in the Member States where they operated,
but also in neighbouring Member States, if coordination was possible.

 The Chair announced that, as there were no objections, these activities would be implemented as explained.

6. Any other business

 The Chair informed Members that Anthony GOOCH, Public Affairs and Communications Director at OECD1

and keynote speaker at the STOA event on ‘The Future of Artificial Intelligence for Europe’, had addressed a
letter to Panel members (in the dossier) inviting them to attend the first meeting of the OECD Parliamentary
Group on Artificial Intelligence on 26 February 2020 at the OECD in Paris. The meeting would consist of a
full-day session, including a discussion with the multi-stakeholder OECD AI Expert Group, comprising
representatives of governments, labour and business associations, academia, civil society, and international
organisations (European Commission, UNESCO2), and the day would also include an AI training with experts
from MIT3 and INSEAD4. There would also be a preview of the OECD AI Policy Observatory that would be
released later that week with the aim to promote the responsible development of trustworthy AI systems.

1 Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
2 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
3 Massachusetts Institute of Technology
4 Institut Européen d'Administration des Affaires, graduate business school located in France, Singapore, Abu Dhabi and San Francisco.
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 The Chair explained that the meeting of the Parliamentary Group on AI was part of the broader meeting of the
OECD Global Parliamentary Network from 24 to 26 October 2020 and, beyond AI, it was foreseen to include
a conversation with OECD Secretary-General Angel Gurría, and sessions on the tax challenges of the
digitalisation of the economy, the World Energy Outlook, transport innovation for sustainable development,
and PISA5 and its implications for the Future of Work.

 The Chair invited Members interested in participating to express their interest.

 Ms GÁLVEZ MUÑOZ announced that she had received an invitation to the OECD meeting and had confirmed
her participation. She offered to represent STOA at the event. The Panel agreed to this.

7. Date and place of next meeting: Thursday, 12 March 2020, 09:30 - 11:00, Room WEISS N1.4

 The Chair announced that the next Panel meeting was scheduled for Thursday, 12 March 2020, 09:30 – 11:00,
in the same room (WEISS N1.4) and the meeting would feature a presentation of the outcomes of the
Technology Assessment study on ‘Workplace monitoring: Surveillance of workers in the digital era’.

The meeting ended at 10:45.

ANNEX
List of participants

STOA Panel members

Ms Kaili, Mr Ehler, Mr Ijabs, Ms De Sutter, Ms Donato, Ms Galvez Muñoz, Mr Hristov, Mr Karas, Ms Leitão
Marques, Ms Thaler, Ms Toia, Ms Toom, Mr Wölken.

Scientific Foresight Unit (STOA)

Mr Karapiperis, Mr Pataki, Ms Van Woensel, Ms Tanova, Mr Kurrer. Mr Evrard.

Other participants

Mr Lapins (Assistant to Mr Ijabs), Ms Possente (Assistant to Ms D’Amato), Ms Benini (Assistant to Ms Donato),
Ms Stanciu (Assistant to Ms Grapini), Ms Garcia Carrera (Assistant to Ms Leitão Marques), Mr Fusco (Assistant
to Ms Toia), Ms Dromard (Renew Europe), Mr Kangaslahti (Renew Europe), Mr Sartor (European University
Institute of Florence), Mr Corsi (European Patent Office), Ms Karanjac (Council of Europe), Mr Cibotaru (Council
of Europe), Mr Mazurs (EMP visitor), Mr Lamins (EMP visitor), Mr Liejine (EMP visitor), Mr Pörnbacher.

5 Programme for International Student Assessment, a worldwide study by the OECD in member and non-member nations intended to
evaluate educational systems by measuring 15-year-old school pupils' scholastic performance on mathematics, science and reading.


