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Minutes 
 

 The meeting started at 11:51 with Christian EHLER, MEP and new STOA-Chair, in the chair. 

− The Chair welcomed Members to the first ordinary meeting of the STOA Panel with its new composition 

for the second half of the 9th parliamentary term, and congratulated them on their appointment. 

1. Adoption of the draft agenda 

− The chair informed Members that, due to coronavirus-related restrictions, this was a hybrid meeting 

using the Interactio teleconferencing tool, physically based in Strasbourg. He further informed them that 
interpretation was available in English, French, German, Spanish, Bulgarian, Czech, Estonian, Greek, 
Latvian, Lithuanian, Polish, Portuguese, Romanian and Italian, and the meeting was being webstreamed. 

− The Chair thanked Eva KAILI, Vice-President and former STOA Chair, also on behalf of the other Panel 
members, for chairing STOA over the last five years and helping it to be recognised as a European think-

tank and as a place for exchange on the future of science and technology in the European Union. 

− He also announced that Theo KARAPIPERIS, Head of the Scientific Foresight Unit (STOA), would be 
retiring and leaving STOA by the end of April 2022, and thanked him for his work during the last years. 

− The Chair then noted that, in his view, STOA should continue to empower Members and committees 
through knowledge about science and technology. In the future, STOA should serve the institution more 
and, in particular, he would like the Panel to establish STOA as the arbiter of academic freedom in 

Europe by publishing an annual report on the state of academic freedom in Europe. 

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

2. Approval of the draft minutes STOA Panel meeting of 17 February 2022  

− The Chair announced that the draft minutes of the Panel meeting of 17 February 2022 were in the dossier; 
as there were no requests for changes, the minutes were deemed approved. 

3. STOA projects and other activities 

 The Chair informed Members that all ongoing projects, forthcoming events and ESMH website 
publications were listed in the respective tables and were available in the Members’ dossiers. 

 He then informed Members that all ongoing STOA projects were running on time. 

 He also highlighted that the STOA ‘High-Level Roundtable Cybersecurity’ with Commissioner for the 
Internal Market Thierry BRETON and Johan LEPASSAAR, Executive Director of the European Union 

Agency for Cybersecurity (ENISA), was postponed to 30 March 2022, to be confirmed depending on 
the availability of the main speakers. The event would be chaired by Vice-President Eva KAILI and 
would take place in hybrid format, physically based in Brussels and online via WebEx Events. 

 He then reported that, in addition to two project proposals already announced last time: 

 proposal from STOA Chair Christian EHLER for a study entitled ‘Technical feasibility assessment 

of a pan-European streaming platform to make national news accessible for all European citizens in 
their preferred language’, and 

 proposal from Panel member Patrizia TOIA for a STOA workshop on ‘A European pharmaceutical 

R&D infrastructure: A public health priority’, linked to the STOA study ‘European pharmaceutical 
R&D: Could a public infrastructure overcome market failures?’ published in December 2021, 
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a third proposal had been received from former Panel member Herbert DORFMANN for an event 
entitled ‘Towards digital language equality in Europe by 2030: Presentation and discussion of the main 

results of the EU project European Language Equality (ELE: 2021-2022)’. 

 The Chair explained that all proposals would be evaluated by the Secretariat, and would be formally 
submitted to the new STOA Bureau and Panel for approval. 

 The Chair then reported on recent activities of the European Science-Media Hub (ESMH), which on 2 
March 2022 published an interview with Debbie ROSEN, science and policy manager of CONSTRAIN, 
an EU-funded project aimed at developing a better understanding of the climate system and improving 

climate projections for the next 20-50 years. She noted that, although the effect of the first lockdown on 
climate was tiny, COVID-19 created a major opportunity for shifting towards a low-carbon economy. 

 The Chair noted that the ESMH had continued the production of video clips highlighting the work of 
STOA, and encouraged Members to contribute to the work of the ESMH by distributing this interview 

and the work of the ESMH in general to colleagues and European citizens. 

 The Panel took note of the above activities and endorsed their continuation.  

4. STOA workshops and joint activities with external organisations 

4.1. Proposal for a joint event with the STS forum1, May 2022 (t.b.c.), EP, Brussels 

 The chair informed Members that STOA had been cooperating with the STS forum since the creation of 

the latter almost 20 years ago. STOA Panel members had attended regularly, as speakers and session 
chairs, the annual conferences held by the STS forum on the first weekend in October and (like currently 
Vice-President Eva KAILI) had been members of the STS forum Council. STOA had also organised 
three joint workshops with the STS forum in Brussels, in 2016, 2017 and 2018. 

 The STS forum was proposing to focus on the European Green Deal and its global dimension as the 

main topic of this joint event, with tentative title: ‘From a European to a Global Green Deal’. The event 
could feature two sections: one on what had been done so far in Europe and globally (possibly covering 
also the New European Bauhaus project), and a second one on future challenges. The STS forum would 
submit a concrete concept to STOA shortly. Concerning the date, the STS forum was proposing 12 May 

2022, a.m. The event would start with speeches from the EU and Japanese sides, and would potentially 
end with a networking lunch, subject to the COVID-related measures in place at the time of the event. 

 The Chair encouraged Members to attend the event and to engage actively with the Japanese partners. 

 Lina GÁLVEZ MUÑOZ, MEP and Panel member, congratulated the Chair for his new role and noted 
that she had proposed a mission to Japan for May 2022; she expressed her support for the general scope 

of the event, but proposed to include the topics of semiconductors and related Horizon Europe measures. 

 Mr KARAPIPERIS reminded Members that the delegation referred to had not been approved, but that 
it had been proposed to STOA to combine it with the meeting of the STS forum in October. He noted 
that it was likely that this mission would then be approved. 

5. Visits / external activities 

 The Chair recalled that STOA’s requests for authorisation of delegations to take place before the summer 

break of 2022 have been treated by the EP Bureau (within EU) and the Conference of Presidents (outside 
EU) in January 2022. Delegations within the EU had been authorised under some conditions, whereas 
delegations outside the EU either needed to be aligned with committee delegations or with possible 
STOA missions to be organised later in the year, or were even rejected. He expressed his disappointment 

about this decision and suggested that the Panel ask the Conference of Presidents to reconsider it. 

 One of the authorised delegations (Munich Security Conference, 18-20 February 2022) had not taken 
place, because of limitations in access to the event, while another, the MWC (Mobile World Congress 
in Barcelona, 27 February - 2 March 2022), took place successfully. 

 Ms GÁLVEZ MUÑOZ noted that she had attended the MWC and suggested that STOA should prepare 
external visits better as they offered great opportunities to represent STOA and increase its visibility. 

 The Chair noted that there had been a lot of interest from Panel members for the remaining delegations: 

− Stockholm's tech ecosystem and Brilliant Minds conference; 

                                              
1 Science and Technology in Society forum 
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− Milan ELLIS Unit: the European reference point for research on artificial intelligence; 
− Joint Research Centre (JRC), Seville. 

 He finally invited interested Panel members to contact the Secretariat for the latest information about the 

timing and availability of places for each of these delegations. 

6. Presentation of the outcomes of the study ‘Regulatory divergences of the AI Act: Differences in 

public and private actors’ obligations when using AI systems’ 

 The Chair announced that the presentation would highlight the findings of the study on ‘Regulatory 
divergences of the AI Act: Differences in public and private actors' obligations when using AI systems’. 

 He went on to welcome and introduce Ilina GEORGIEVA, research scientist at TNO and doctoral 
candidate at the Institute of Security and Global Affairs of Leiden University, and Tjerk TIMAN, senior 

policy analyst at TNO. He then gave the floor first to Ms GEORGIEVA for the presentation. 

 Ms GEORGIEVA explained that the aim of the study was to identify and investigate divergences 
resulting from the draft AI Act in terms of obligations for public and private sector actors. 

 She noted that the study was looking specifically into manipulative artificial intelligence (AI), social 
scoring AI applications and biometric AI applications. It was important to consider that the draft Act 
approached AI from three perspectives: Firstly AI systems or practices that were banned, secondly high-

risk AI systems that were regulated in detail and thirdly AI systems that were of low-risk. She noted that 
the categorisation sometimes depended on which actor (private or public) would apply the AI system. 

 The speaker stated that, when talking of diverging obligations for public and private sector actors, the 
choice of imposing certain obligations was not necessarily consistent or coherent with the draft Act itself, 
and with reference to wider EU legislation. She noted that divergence stemmed from: (a) convergence 

of risks between public and private sector AI use; (b) blurred boundaries between users and providers; 
(c) AI as part of a ‘system of systems’; and (d) underestimating norm-setting by private sector actors. 

 Regarding ‘manipulative AI systems’, she stated that their use by law enforcement was deemed high-
risk by the draft Act. However, the very same systems were considered low-risk for the private sector 

and would only trigger transparency obligations. She explained that, similarly, Article 5 would ban the 
use of manipulative AI only in case of intentional harm for private and public actors; therefore, the ban 
would not apply if manipulative AI were used without intentional harm. She explained that the ban 
would be applicable for manipulative AI systems that exploit specific vulnerabilities like age or mental 

disabilities. By contrast, under the provisions of the Unfair Commercial Practice Directive (UCPD) also 
unintentional, unfair practices were taken into account. 

 Turning to ‘social scoring AI systems’, she stated that the draft Act would ban their use for public 
authorities, but not for private sector actors, for whom it was classified under the ‘high-risk’ regime, 
allowing their use under certain conditions. Similarly, the use of specific data sources, for example 

personal characteristics, was forbidden for the public sector but less restricted for the private sector. 

 Finally, she noted that the report had found that law enforcement was banned from using real-time 
biometric AI systems under the draft Act, while for the private sector they were classified as ‘high risk’.  
She highlighted that this distinction itself was not coherent with other European laws, specifically the 
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), and that there was again a misbalance between the two 

sectors on how risk was measured and what risk categories were applied. 

 In summary, she argued that similar systems were treated differently depending on who the user was, 
noting that this created two types of inconsistencies: (a) similar AI systems were placed in different risk 
categories, and (b) some of these systems were then classified as of lower risk. She pointed out that those 

risk levels were not different in practice and were consistent with how individuals or communities 
experienced the impact and intrusions, independently of the actor (private or public). The fact that the 
Act was distinguishing these risk levels between public and private use would create a power asymmetry. 

 Ms GEORGIEVA further explained that the identified divergences in the Act could create regulatory 
incoherence within EU law. The report had identified issues of harm, intent and terminology, as well as 

issues of procedure, like consent and redress. With ‘consent’, for example, she claimed that the AI Act 
diverged from GDPR provisions. 



4 

 Ms GEORGIEVA argued that the way public and private divergences were currently playing out in the 
AI Act was diminishing the very mission of the draft Act itself, namely the harmonisation and provision 

of protection on a risk-based approach. 

 She concluded with the three policy options put forward by the report to address these divergences. First, 
to apply a more coherent risk assessment within the Act, streamlining the risk levels and how they would 
fit into the respective prohibitions or restrictions on the use of certain AI systems. Second, to consider 
strengthening information and disclosure obligations with withdrawal rights for individuals. And third, 

to consider co-regulation strategies and impact assessments. 

 The Chair thanked Ms GEORGIEVA for her presentation and acknowledged the value of the study for 
the Panel. He then suggested that, since the Lead Panel Member of the study could not be present, the 
Panel would convey questions and comments to Ms GEORGIEVA and Mr TIMAN in writing. 

 The Panel agreed to the Chair’s suggestion that the study be conveyed, even as a draft, to the relevant 

committees, so that it could be considered during the ongoing discussions of the draft AI Act. 

7. Any other business 

 None were raised. 

8. Date and place of next meeting 

 The Chair informed Members that the next Panel meeting would take place on Thursday, 7 April 2022, 
in Strasbourg (room t.b.d.) and remotely via Interactio, and would feature a presentation of the outcomes 

of the study on ‘Genome editing in humans: A survey of law, regulation and governance principles’. 

 The Chair further announced that he considered it mandatory for colleagues who proposed a study to 
accompany this study, be present on the day of the presentation, be available for additional questions 
throughout the drafting of the study, and organise and lead the questions placed by themselves or other 

Members after the presentation. He suggested that Members who were not able to do so would not be 
allowed to request any further studies. 

 
The meeting ended at 12:47. 
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List of participants  
 

STOA Panel members: 
Ms Kaili, Ms Alieva-Veli, Mr Bielan, Mr Cormand, Ms D’Amato, Mr Ehler, Mr Fiocchi, Ms Gálvez Muñoz, 
Mr Hlaváček, Mr Hristov, Mr Ijabs, Mr Kanev, Mr Negrescu, Mr Ropé, Mr Solé, Ms Thaler, Ms Toia, Ms 
Weiss. 

 
Scientific Foresight Unit (STOA) 
Mr Karapiperis, Mr Pataki, Ms Tanova, Ms Antunes, Ms Bandeira Morais, Mr Boucher, Ms Crivello, Ms Fáy, 
Mr García Higuera, Mr Hubar, Ms Manirambona, Ms Mpolesha, Ms Nijenhuis, Mr Vale. 

  
Other participants 
Ms Georgieva (Speaker), Mr Timan (Speaker), Mr Teasdale (Director-General EPRS), Mr Hiller (Director, 
EPRS), Ms Schulze-Hollmén (Director, EPRS), Mr Katsikogiannis (Assistant to Ms Kaili), Mr Vuijk 

(Assistant to Mr Ehler), Ms Garcia Carrera (Assistant to Ms Galvez Munoz), Ms Molina Delgado (Assistant 
to Ms Gálvez Muñoz), Ms Ivanov (Assistant to Mr Hristov), Ms Petruc (Assistant to Ms Walsmann), Ms 
Serani (Advisor S&D), Ms Ludwiczak (Advisor EPP), Ms Björkvall (Advisor Renew), Ms Leraillez (DG 
IPOL). 

 


