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1. INTRODUCTION

Established in 2021, the European Food Security Crisis preparedness and response

Mechanism (EFSCM) provides a permanent platform bringing together national
authorities from Member States and some non-EU countries as well as stakeholders
organisations representing all stages and stakeholders of the agri-food supply chain.
Through regular exchanges, insights from early warning systems, analysis of periodic
questionnaires, and coordinated reflections on risks, the mechanism contributes to
strengthening preparedness across the Union’s food supply chain.

Between 2023 and 2024 the EFSCM, in the form of dedicated subgroups, drafted three sets
of recommendations that lay the groundwork for potential individual, more tailored in-
depth assessments in the future. The currently published documents concern:

- Recommendations on guidelines for crisis communication on food supply and food
security;

- Recommendations on ways to reinforce the diversity of sources of supply between
shorter and longer food supply chains;

- Recommendations on ways to address or miticate risks and vulnerabilities,
including structural issues putting at risk food supply chains.

At request of the EFSCM members and observers, Commission services assisting the
functioning of the group proposed a methodology to screen the implementation of some of
the recommendations. As such, a first monitoring survey was designed to follow up on the
implementation of EFSCM recommendations across the three thematic clusters: (i) crisis
communication on food supply and food security, (ii) diversification of supply; and (iii)
risks, vulnerabilities and preparedness.The survey and related indicators aims to support a
structured follow-up over time, identify good practices and support further convergence in
areas such as preparedness planning, cooperation with stakeholders, monitoring and
reducing food supply vulnerabilities.

While only 25 EFSCM members and observers replied, it was already possible to observe
preliminary results that indicated progress in several areas, while also highlighting uneven
capacities for systematic risk mapping and contingency planning.

The objective of this exercise is not to assess compliance or to rank participants to the
EFSCM, but to establish a structured baseline of current practices, identify patterns and
gaps, and support peer learning and targeted follow-up within EFSCM.

2. METHODOLOGY

The screening exercise of the recommendations is based on i) a targeted questionnaire
circulated among EFSCM members and observers in the Autumn of 2025, and ii) a
review of ongoing European Commission initiatives.

The questionnaire operationalises a limited set of indicators derived from the EFSCM
recommendations, combining closed questions (Yes/No/Unsure or 1-5 scales) with open-
ended questions to capture qualitative examples and contextual information.
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A total of 25 responses were received. These include national authorities from EU Member
States as well as stakeholder organisations. Given the voluntary nature of the survey and
the limited sample size, the results should be interpreted as indicative rather than
representative.

Figure 1— Distribution of respondents by category (N = 25). The sample includes national
authorities from EU Member States and stakeholder organisations.

Respondent distribution (N=25)

Stakeholders

MNational authorities

For monitoring purposes, results are presented primarily as absolute numbers (x/N). For
transparency and future monitoring, each survey question has been mapped to a unique
internal indicator code. The full list of questions, corresponding indicator codes, and
respondent groups is provided in Annex 1.

However, the EFSCM recommendations are addressed not only to Member States and
stakeholders, but also to the European Commission, which has a central role in supporting
preparedness, coordination, information-sharing and risk monitoring at Union level. In
parallel to the present screening exercise, the Commission has been intensively engaged in
the development and roll-out of the European Preparedness Union Strategy, which sets out
a comprehensive framework for strengthening the Union’s capacity to anticipate, prevent,
and respond to a wide range of cross-sectoral risks and crises.

The Strategy itself, together with its announced actions, can be understood as a concrete
expression of how the Commission is already contributing to the implementation of several
EFSCM recommendations. This alignment confirms that EFSCM recommendations are
now an integral part of the Union’s evolving preparedness architecture. Further details are
presented under each Recommendations set (or “cluster’) analysis.

3. CLUSTER I - CRISIS COMMUNICATION ON FOOD SUPPLY AND FOOD SECURITY

This cluster examines whether and how national authorities and stakeholders integrate food
supply and food security considerations into crisis communication frameworks.

3.1. National Authorities

e  Question: Does your country have a national crisis communication plan that includes
food security?


https://commission.europa.eu/topics/preparedness_en

Out of the 18 authorities responding to this survey, seven indicate counting with a national
crisis communication plan explicitly covering food security, while the same number report
not having with such plan. Three are unsure.

Qualitative responses suggest that where such plans exist, they are often embedded within
broader civil protection or emergency communication frameworks. Responsibilities are
typically shared between agriculture ministries, food safety authorities and general crisis
management bodies.

Figure 2 — National authorities: Existence of a national crisis communication plan including food
security.
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* Question: Are there any mechanisms in place to monitor public perception and
counteract misinformation (e.g. fake news, conspiracy theories, clickbait, propaganda)
related to food supply and food security?

With regard to the monitoring of public perception and misinformation related to food
supply and food security, 8 out of 17 national authorities report having some form of
monitoring mechanism in place, while 5 report that no such mechanisms exist, and 4 are
unsure.

Where monitoring mechanisms exist, they often take the form of media scanning, social
media monitoring, or ad hoc tracking activated during crises. Institutionalised
arrangements seem not to be common. However, a MS shared some initiatives that could
serve as good practice, including trainings and studies that focus on food misinformation
and public perception.

* Question: Have you evaluated your crisis communication approach following recent
events affecting food supply (e.g. COVID-19, Ukraine war)?

About half of the respondents (7 out of 18 national authorities) report having formally
evaluated their crisis communication approach following recent supply-related shocks. 6
national authorities report not having done so, and 4 are unsure.

This suggests that systematic learning and evaluation in the area of crisis communication
on food supply remain limited. The limited answers provided through the dedicated open
question suggest that these evaluations, when they occur, tend to be informal or embedded
in broader post-crisis reviews rather than dedicated assessments of food-related
communication.



3.2. Stakeholders

* Question: Does your organisation have an own/sector-specific crisis communication
plan in place?

* Question: Have you participated in, or organised, some crises communication exercises
in the last 24 months?

For both questions, just over half (4 out of 7 respondents answered positively, while 3
reported that no such plan exists or that they have not participated in crises communication
exercises.

The sample is too small to know which is the share of operators that rely on general
corporate communication arrangements rather than food sector-specific or supply-shock-
specific crisis protocol, and whether crises communication exercises are less common in
the food sector than in others with higher exposure to reputational or logistical risks.

3.3. European Commission

At EU level, the Preparedness Union Strategy supports the operationalisation of several
EFSCM crisis communication recommendations. In particular, the Strategy calls for
strengthened EU-wide public warning and crisis communication systems, including
improvements to “before-crises” risk communication, and crisis communication during
events, with explicit attention to preventing disinformation and reaching diverse audiences
(ie. stepping up the monitoring of foreign information manipulation and interference of
disinformation and/or misinformation campaigns, as part of the European Democracy
Shield). While crisis communication remains primarily a national competence, EU-level
initiatives (ie. establishing a European Crisis Management, and the EU crisis coordination
hub) aimed at strengthening coordination, information-sharing and preparedness for crisis
response can support Member States’ efforts to develop and review communication
arrangements.

In addition, the Strategy’s action plan includes measures to improve early warning systems,
which supports quicker detection and shared situational awareness—preconditions for
timely, coherent crisis communication and for learning cycles after crises.

4. CLUSTER II-DIVERSIFICATION OF SOURCES OF SUPPLY AND SUPPLY CHAINS

This section covers the monitoring cluster on diversification of supply sources and supply
chains. It summarises baseline survey responses from national authorities and stakeholder
organisations, and highlights examples from open-text responses where provided.

Indicators and survey questions used:

4.1. National Authorities

* Question: Is your administration monitoring critical dependencies and/or risks of
concentration in the food supply chain (e.g. reliance on a single supplier or region)?

Among 17 responding national authorities, 9 report that their administration monitors
critical dependencies and concentration risks in the food supply chain, while 6 report that
it does not, and 2 are unsure.



Where monitoring exists, respondents describe different scopes and approaches. In some
cases, monitoring focuses on specific segments or inputs (e.g. feed, fertilisers, energy)
rather than the whole food chain and is embedded in broader resilience or risk-management
frameworks.

* Question: Are there national initiatives in place to support short food supply chains or
local sourcing?

A majority of national authorities answering this question (14 out of 18) report the
existence of such initiatives. Only 1 country replies not to have such national initiatives,
and three 3 others are unsure.

The reported initiatives in open text include combinations of support schemes for local
value chains, regional food networks, investments to increase self-sufficiency and local
food production, and in some cases the use of quality schemes or premium sustainable
markets “closer to home” to facilitate local sourcing.

4.2. Stakeholders

* Question: Do organisations within the sector you represent apply multi-sourcing
strategies to reduce reliance on single suppliers or regions?

Among stakeholder respondents, 3 out of 6 indicate that organisations in their sector apply
mitigation strategies to reduce reliance on single suppliers or regions. The other half
indicate that such strategies are not applied.

The open text question captured that “retailers and wholesalers source from different
suppliers within the Single Market and beyond and all have diversified sourcing for the
same products and related contingency plans in case of major disruptions due to trade,
diseases and climate events”, and that “sourcing of wheat is diversified across EU
regions’.

* Question: How would you rate your sector’s current sourcing model in terms of supply
chain type? Scale: 1 = Mainly long supply chains 3 = Balanced mix 5 = Mainly short
supply chains

Overall, responses cluster around the midpoint (3), suggesting that many sectors report
mixed sourcing models. Two organisations report predominantly short supply chains
(scores 4- 5), and one predominantly long supply chains (score 2).

Figure 3- Stakeholders: Self-assessment of supply chain model (1 = mainly long supply chains, 5
= mainly short supply chains).
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4.3. European Commission

Several EU policies support EFSCM recommendations on diversification and reducing
dependencies. While the Preparedness Union Strategy is cross-sectoral in nature, its focus
on reducing strategic dependencies, improving the resilience of critical sectors and
strengthening the Union’s capacity to absorb and adapt to disruptions is relevant to the
type of issues captured by recommendations under this cluster, notably those related to
monitoring dependencies and supporting more resilient sourcing models.

In addition, the European Commission regularly publishes analytical work on trade
diversification for agricultural and fisheries products, including reports assessing import
and export patterns, risks of concentration and exposure to external shocks. These analyses
contribute to a better understanding of structural dependencies at EU level and provide
contextual evidence that can support Member States’ and stakeholders’ efforts to assess
and diversify sourcing, in line with the EFSCM recommendations.

Finally, the European Commission will, in dialogue with Member States, exchange on the
future National and Regional Partnership Plans, to include policy tools that support
resilient food supply chains.

5. CLUSTER III — RISKS, VULNERABILITIES AND PREPAREDNESS

This cluster examines how national authorities and stakeholders identify, assess and
mitigate risks and vulnerabilities in the food supply chain, and whether preparedness and
coordination mechanisms are in place to respond to shocks.

5.1. National Authorities

* Question: Have you undertaken specific national risk assessments of food supply chain
vulnerabilities?

Over half of the national authorities (10 out of 18 respondents) report having undertaken
specific risk assessments of food supply chain vulnerabilities, while 4 report that they have
not, and 4 are unsure.

Figure 4 — National authorities: Have you undertaken specific national risk assessments
of food supply chain vulnerabilities?
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* Question: Have you developed contingency plans to ensure continued supply of critical
food items in a crisis?

Figures 4 and 5 show similar answers because there is a correlation between assessing risks
to food supply and moving forward with developing contingency plans. 2 national
authorities answered to be unsured.



Figure 5 — National authorities: Have you developed contingency plans to ensure
continued supply of critical food items in a crisis?
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* Question: Do you promote collaboration across ministries, agencies or with stakeholders
to mitigate food chain risks?

On inter-ministerial and stakeholder coordination, 16 out of 18 national authorities report
that they promote cross-sector collaboration (one is unsure and one reports not to).

* Question: Other than under the EFSCM, are you engaged in regional cooperation or
cross-border coordination for food supply risk mitigation?

A total of 8 out of 18 national authorities report being involved in regional or cross-border
coordination frameworks for food supply risk mitigation, and provide some examples,
while 6 are not, and 4 are unsure.

5.2. Stakeholders

* Question: Do you regularly assess risks to your supply chain or food sourcing model
(e.g. cyber, input price shocks, transport disruptions, geopolitical)?

Only 2 out of 7 stakeholder respondents indicate that their sector regularly assesses risks to supply
chains, while 3 do not, and 2 are unsure.

Figure 6 — Stakeholders: Do you regularly assess risks to your supply chain or food sourcing model
(e.g. cyber, input price shocks, transport disruptions, geopolitical)?
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* Question: Does the sector that you represent have contingency plans in place for
critical inputs (e.g. energy, fertilisers, packaging) or to address supply disruptions (e.g.
alternative suppliers, inventories, logistics rerouting)?

Only 1 out of stakeholders report having contingency arrangements in place (e.g. alternative
suppliers, stocks, logistics rerouting), while 5 do not.



* Question: Other than the EFSCM, are you part of any coordination mechanisms (e.g.
public-private partnerships or networks) to respond to food crises?

3 out of 7 stakeholders report participating in coordination mechanisms outside EFSCM, while 4
do not. Some examples provided include “national working groups on resilience and crises
management”, and others list both collaboration with governments and other branch organisations.

5.3. European Commission

A core element of the EU Preparedness Union Strategy is the development of a structured
assessment of risks and threats affecting vital societal functions and the sectors essential for their
maintenance. This includes production, processing and distribution of food. Scheduled for
publication in 2026, the comprehensive risks and threats assessment will provide a shared
analytical framework relevant to food system preparedness across the EU.

In addition, follow-up actions under the wider Preparedness Union and the EU Stockpiling
Strategy, including work on contingency planning and stockpiling for essential goods, will
contribute to strengthening preparedness capacities at EU level. While these actions are cross-
sectoral and do not focus exclusively on food, they support the same preparedness logic
underpinning the EFSCM recommendations and complement national efforts captured by the
survey, particularly in relation to anticipating disruptions and ensuring continuity in crisis
situations.

6. CONCLUSION

This screening exercise provides an initial overview of how the EFSCM recommendations
are currently reflected in the practices of Member States, stakeholders organisations, and
at EU level. Given the voluntary nature of the survey and the limited sample size, the
results should be interpreted as indicative. Nevertheless, they offer useful insights into
current approaches, emerging practices, and recurring gaps.

Across the three thematic clusters—crisis communication, diversification of supply and
supply chains, and the mitigation of risks and vulnerabilities—the replies suggest that
preparedness-related measures are often unevenly developed and, in many cases, shaped
by recent crisis experiences rather than embedded in permanent governance frameworks.
Several respondents report ongoing or planned initiatives, but these are frequently sector-
specific or limited in scope.

At EU level, the Preparedness Union Strategy provides a broader policy framework to
which several of the EFSCM recommendations can relate, particularly with regard to risk
assessment, contingency planning, and anticipatory governance. This creates a basis for
further alignment between sectoral food security considerations and horizontal
preparedness efforts.

Overall, this exercise should be seen as a baseline. Future iterations could help track
developments over time, improve the consistency of reporting, and support mutual learning
by identifying concrete practices and implementation pathways. In this sense, the value of
the exercise lies primarily in its monitoring and learning function, rather than in drawing
definitive conclusions.



ANNEX I: INDICATOR CODING TABLE FOR FUTURE MONITORING

This annex provides the technical indicator coding used for monitoring and future trend analysis.
Each survey question is assigned a unique indicator code. The main report uses the survey questions
directly; these codes are intended solely for backend tracking, comparison, and data management.
Cluster I — Crisis communication

Respondent group | Indicator code | Survey question

National authorities | CC_NAT 1 Does your country have a national crisis communication plan
that includes food security?

National authorities | CC_NAT 2 Are there any mechanisms in place to monitor public
perception and counteract misinformation (e.g. fake news,
conspiracy theories, clickbait, propaganda) related to food
supply and food security?

National authorities | CC_NAT 3 Have you evaluated your crisis communication approach
following recent events affecting food supply (e.g. COVID-
19, Ukraine war)?

Stakeholders CC STK 1 Does your organisation have an own/ sector-specific crisis
communication plan in place?

Stakeholders CC STK 2 Have you participated in, or organised, some crises

communication exercises in the last 24 months?

Cluster II — Diversi

fication and short supply chains

Respondent group

Indicator code

Survey question

National authorities

DIV _NAT 1

Is your administration monitoring critical dependencies and/or
risks of concentration in the food supply chain (e.g. reliance
on a single supplier or region)?

National authorities

DIV _NAT 2

Are there national initiatives in place to support short food
supply chains or local sourcing?

Stakeholders

DIV _STK 1

Does the sector that you represent/do you monitor risks related
to the concentration of your own sourcing for key ingredients,
inputs or products? (e.g. one manufacturing facility, single
supplier, or country of origin)?

Stakeholders

DIV _STK 2

Do organisations within the sector you represent apply multi-
sourcing strategies to reduce reliance on single suppliers or
regions?

Stakeholders

DIV _STK 3

How would you rate your sector’s current sourcing model in
terms of supply chain type? Scale: 1 = Mainly long supply
chains 3 = Balanced mix 5 = Mainly short supply chains

Stakeholders

DIV STK 4

Do you regularly assess risks to your supply chain or food
sourcing model (e.g. cyber, input price shocks, transport
disruptions, geopolitical)?




Cluster III — Risks, vulnerabilities and preparedness

Respondent group | Indicator code | Survey question

National authorities | RISK NAT 1 | Are you monitoring disruptions (domestic or affecting
imports) in food supply chains?

National authorities | RISK NAT 2 | Have you undertaken specific national risk assessments of
food supply chain vulnerabilities?

National authorities | RISK_ NAT 3 | Have you developed contingency plans to ensure continued
supply of critical food items in a crisis?

National authorities | RISK_ NAT 4 | Do you promote collaboration across ministries, agencies or
with stakeholders to mitigate food chain risks?

National authorities | RISK_NAT 5 | Other than under the EFSCM, are you engaged in regional
cooperation or cross-border coordination for food supply risk
mitigation?

Stakeholders RISK STK 1 | Does the sector that you represent have contingency plans in
place for critical inputs (e.g. energy, fertilisers, packaging) or
to address supply disruptions (e.g. alternative suppliers,
inventories, logistics rerouting)?

Stakeholders RISK STK 2 | Other than the EFSCM, are you part of any coordination
mechanisms (e.g. public-private partnerships or networks) to
respond to food crises?

National authorities | RISK NAT 1 | Are you monitoring disruptions (domestic or affecting

imports) in food supply chains?




