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Abstract 10 

Article 42 of the European Regulation (EU) 2016/2031, on the protective measures against pests of 11 
plants), introduces the concept of "high risk plants, plant products and other objects" that are 12 
identified on the basis of a preliminary assessment to be followed by a commodity risk assessment. 13 
Following a request of the European Commission, this Guidance was developed to establish the 14 
methodology to be followed when performing a commodity risk assessment for high risk commodities. 15 
Any commodity risk assessment performed by EFSA will be based on the information provided by the 16 
applicant requesting a lifting of import prohibition of a high risk commodity. Following international 17 
standards on pest risk analysis this Guidance describes a two-step approach for the assessment of 18 
pest risk associated with a specified commodity. In the first step, pests associated with the commodity 19 
that require phytosanitary measures are identified. In the second step, the overall efficacy of 20 
proposed risk reduction options for each pest is evaluated. A conclusion on the pest-freedom status of 21 
the commodity is achieved. The method requires key uncertainties to be identified.  22 
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1. Introduction  79 

 80 

1.1. Background as provided by the European Commission 81 

Regulation (EU) 2016/20311, on the protective measures against pests of plants, will be applying from 82 
December 2019. Provisions within the above Regulation are in place for the listing of "high risk plants, 83 
plant products and other objects" (Article 42) on the basis of a preliminary assessment, and to be 84 
followed by a commodity risk assessment. A first list of "high risk plants, plant products and other 85 
objects" is to be adopted by end 2018. Scientific opinions are therefore needed to support the 86 
European Commission and the Member States in the work connected to Article 42 of Regulation (EU) 87 
2016/2031, as stipulated in the terms of reference. 88 

1.2. Terms of Reference as provided by the European Commission 89 

In view of the above and in accordance with Article 29 of Regulation (EC) No 178/20022, the 90 
Commission asks EFSA to provide scientific opinions in the field of plant health. 91 

In particular, EFSA is expected to prepare and deliver risk assessments for commodities that shall be 92 
listed in the relevant Implementing Acts as "High risk plants, plant products and other objects". Article 93 
42, paragraph 4 and 5, establishes that a risk assessment is needed as a follow-up to evaluate 94 
whether the commodities will remain prohibited, removed from the list and additional measures will 95 
be applied or removed from the list without any additional measures. This task is expected to be on-96 
going, with a regular flow of dossiers being sent by third countries required for the risk assessment. 97 

Therefore, to facilitate the correct handling of the dossiers and the acquisition of the required data for 98 
the commodity risk assessment, a format for the submission of the required data for each dossier is 99 
needed. 100 

Furthermore, a standard methodology for the performance of "commodity risk assessment" based on 101 
the work already done by Member States and other international organizations needs to be set. 102 

 103 

1.3. Interpretation of the Terms of Reference  104 

As a result of the classification of commodities as "High risk plants, plant products and other objects" 105 
their import into the EU will be prohibited. Requests for lifting the import prohibition can be sent to 106 
the European Commission by the National Plant Protection Organization of the exporting country. 107 

In January 2018, the European Commission (EC) requested EFSA to provide scientific assistance in 108 
standardizing the information requirements for dossiers to support applicants (third countries) 109 
requests for lifting the import prohibition of high risk plants, plant products and other objects as 110 
specified in Regulation (EU) 2016/2031. In a Technical Report (EFSA, 2018), EFSA specified 111 
information and data required to perform a commodity risk assessment. 112 

In this document, guidance on a standard methodology for the performance of "commodity risk 113 
assessment" is given dealing with plant health3, following the international standard for pest risk 114 
assessment (FAO, 2013 - ISPM 11). The objectives of the commodity risk assessment are to (1) 115 

                                                           
1
 Regulation (EU) 2016/2031 of the European Parliament of the Council of 26 October 2016 on protective measures against 

pests of plants, amending Regulations (EU) No 228/2013, (EU) No 652/2014 and (EU) No 1143/2014 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council and repealing Council Directives 69/464/EEC, 74/647/EEC, 93/85/EEC, 98/57/EC, 2000/29/EC, 

2006/91/EC and 2007/33/EC. OJ L 317, 23.11.2016, p. 4–104. 
2
 Regulation (EC) No 178/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 28 January 2002 laying down 

the general principles and requirements of food law, establishing the European Food Safety Authority and 
laying down procedures in matters of food safety. OJ L 31, 1.2.2002, p. 1–24. 
3
 Issues outside of the remit of the Plant Health panel, e.g.. economic and social impact, invasive plants, GMO 

organisms, pesticide compliances, are not assessed in the commodity risk assessment. 
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identify pests that may require phytosanitary mitigation measures, and (2) evaluate the overall 116 
efficacy of the measures currently applied.  117 

 118 

2. Data and Methodologies  119 

 120 

It should be noted that the text in italics aims to provide some guidance to the assessors. The 121 
advisory text should be removed before publication of the opinion. 122 

The Panel performed the assessment following the relevant guiding principles and steps presented in 123 
the EFSA Guidance on quantitative pest risk assessment (EFSA PLH Panel, 2018), in the Guidance on 124 
evaluation of the effectiveness of risk-reducing options (EFSA PLH Panel, 2012) and in the 125 
International Standard for Phytosanitary Measures No 11 and No 21 (FAO, 2004, 2013). It should be 126 
noted that the Panel’s conclusions are formulated respecting its remit and particularly with regard to 127 
the principle of separation between risk assessment and risk management (EFSA founding regulation 128 
(EU) No 178/2002).   129 

The data and supporting information provided in the dossier submitted by the applicant form the basis 130 
of the commodity risk assessment. In evaluating the dossier provided, EFSA PLH Panel assumes that 131 
the applicant followed the instructions in the Technical Report (EFSA 2018))  132 

Examples of databases that could be used for checking the completeness of the information provided 133 
are listed below: 134 

 EPPO Global Database (EPPO, online) 135 

 CABI Plant Protection Compendium (CABI, online) 136 

 The Plant List (The Plant List, online) 137 

 Index Fungorum (http://www.indexfungorum.org/) 138 

 MycoBank (http://www.mycobank.org/) 139 

 NEMAPLEX (http://plpnemweb.ucdavis.edu/) 140 

 Fauna Europaea (https://fauna-eu.org/) 141 

 Europhyt 142 

 USDA Agricultural Research Services (https://nt.ars-grin.gov/) 143 

 Bibliographical databases 144 

 Statistical databases 145 

When performing a commodity risk assessment, the databases used to check the completeness of the 146 
information provided should be explicitly mentioned. 147 

 148 

Guidance is provided on the methodology used in the commodity risk assessment and concerns the 149 
evaluation of commodity data, identification of pests potentially associated with the commodity and 150 
evaluation of the phytosanitary mitigation measures. 151 

At several points in the risk assessment process additional information may be required. Figure 1 gives 152 
an overview of the points in the assessment process where this may be the case. This could include 153 
requests for clarifications or additional documentation from the applicant. 154 

  155 
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Figure 1:  Figure 1: Critical decision points that may affect the progress of the assessment.  156 

 157 

 158 
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3. Evaluation of commodity data 159 

 160 

The purpose of this section is to provide an unambiguous description of the commodity and its 161 
production and handling process. 162 

The following questions need to be answered to determine whether an unambiguous description of 163 
the commodity has been provided, as indicated in sections 3.1 to 3.6 of the Technical Report, 164 
hereafter referred as TR (EFSA 2018): 165 

 Is the plant correctly identified as stated in section 3.1 of the TR, according to a recognised 166 
authority (e.g. The Plant List – www.theplantlist.org)? 167 

 Is a description of plants for planting (according to Annex 1 of ISPM n. 36, FAO, 2016) and of 168 
the growing media (according to ISPM n.40, FAO, 2018) provided in section 3.2 of the TR? 169 

 Is the propagation material described according to section 3.3 of the TR? 170 

 In the case of fruit or vegetables, are the part/s of the plant, as well as the presentation (i.e. 171 
the presence of leaves, sepals, or fruit on the vine, etc.) appropriately described according to 172 
section 3.4 of the TR?  173 

 In the case of wood, is the type of wood described according to ISPM n. 39 (FAO, 2018) 174 
(section 3.5 of the TR)?  175 

 In the case of other commodities, are they appropriately described according to section 3.6 of 176 
the TR?  177 

 178 

Based on the information required by sections 3.1 to 3.6 of the TR (EFSA, 2018) evaluate if the 179 
information provided is unambiguous and sufficient. If ambiguous or not sufficient, then further 180 
information may be required or considered as uncertainty. If unambiguous and sufficient, provide a 181 
summary of the characteristics of the commodity being evaluated. 182 

 183 

The following questions need to be answered to determine whether the processes and places of 184 
production of the commodity have been provided (sections 3.7 to 3.13 of the TR): 185 

 Is the timing of agronomic practices and phenology of the crop described according to section 186 
3.7 of the TR? 187 

 Is the general sanitary status and phytosanitary management of the crop described according 188 
to section 3.8 of the TR? 189 

 Is the intended use of the commodity described according to section 3.9 of the TR? 190 

 Are production areas clearly specified and described (including map/s) according to sections 191 
3.10 and 3.11 of the TR? 192 

 Is the climate classification for the production area provided according to section 3.12 of the 193 
TR?  194 

 Are colour pictures and the descriptions informative and provided according to section 3.13 of 195 
the TR? 196 

 197 

Based on the information required in sections 3.7 to 3.13 of the TR evaluate if the information 198 
provided is unambiguous and sufficient.  199 

If sufficient and unambiguous, provide a description of the commodity and a summary of the relevant 200 
processes and places of production, including the assessment of uncertainties.  201 

Otherwise further information may be required. 202 
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4.  Evaluation of the identification of pests potentially associated 203 

with the commodity in the exporting country 204 

 205 

The purpose of this section is to identify and list the pests associated with the commodity in the 206 
country of origin. Distinction is made between pests that are regulated in the EU (EU-regulated) and 207 
those that are not regulated in the EU (non EU-regulated). For the group of non EU-regulated pests a 208 
decision has to be made whether a pest categorisation is needed to confirm if the pest fulfils the 209 
criteria to be considered for Union quarantine pest status (see Figure 1). The end result is a list of 210 
pests for which phytosanitary mitigation measures may be required. 211 

The following questions need to be answered to determine whether the two pest lists (sections 4.1 to 212 
4.4 of the TR) are complete and correctly classified and if the additional information on the selected 213 
pests is provided (sections 4.5 and sub-sections 4.5.1 to 4.5.11 of the TR): 214 

 215 

 Is the list of all pests potentially associated with the plant species or genus of the commodity 216 
in the exporting country compiled according to section 4.1? 217 

If applicable, indicate the pest species that are missing from the above list. These species 218 
should be further evaluated and considered for addition to table D1 and D2, as submitted. If 219 
necessary at this stage the applicant could be asked to provide further information.  220 

 221 

 Are all the EU regulated pests included in table D1, according to section 4.2 of the TR?  222 

For each pest species:  223 

o Is the most recent valid scientific name provided?  224 

o Is the pest status (presence or absence) provided and correctly classified? 225 

Check the reliability of surveillance/monitoring system and results. 226 

o If applicable, is sufficient evidence for the pest-free areas status in the country of 227 
export given according to ISPM 4 (FAO, 1995)?  228 

Check the reliability of surveillance/monitoring system and results. 229 

o Is the regulatory status (e.g. quarantine pests, regulated non-quarantine pests) in the 230 
country provided? 231 

o Is the evidence given on the association of the pest with the commodity satisfactory? 232 
Based on the host range, biology and life cycle of the pest, conclude whether one or 233 
several stages may be associated with the commodity at origin. Check if the Europhyt 234 
records of interceptions, or information from literature searches, support the 235 
statement provided by the applicant. 236 

o Are all pests identified that may need phytosanitary mitigation measures? 237 
Identify EU-regulated pests that may need phytosanitary mitigation measures: the 238 
pest is present in the applicant third country and known to use the plant species or 239 
genus of the commodity as host (copy these species to Table 1) 240 
 241 

Create the final table with the list of EU-regulated pests (Table 1). Indicate and justify any 242 
changes made to the original table D1 of the TR.  243 

If necessary at this stage the applicant could be asked to provide further information.  244 

 245 

 Are all the non-regulated pests in EU included in table D2, according to section 4.3 of the TR?  246 

For each pest species:  247 

o Is the most recent valid scientific name provided?  248 
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o Is the pest status (presence or absence) in the EU provided and correctly classified? 249 

Check if the information provided is correct and updated. Are there any of these pests 250 
present in the EU and under official control? 251 

o If applicable, is sufficient evidence for the pest-free area status in the country of 252 
export given according to ISPM 4 (FAO, 1995)?  253 

Check the reliability of surveillance/monitoring system and results. 254 

o Is the regulatory status in the applicant third country provided? 255 

o Is the evidence given on the association of the pest with the commodity satisfactory? 256 
Based on the biology and life cycle of the pest, conclude whether one or several 257 
stages may be associated with the commodity at origin. Check if the Europhyt records 258 
of interceptions, or information from literature searches, support the statement 259 
provided by the applicant.  260 

o Is the evidence given on the impact of the pest satisfactory? 261 
An important risk element to decide for potential pest categorisation is the possible 262 
impact of the pest in the EU. Evidence of the impact of the pest nside and outsideand 263 
outside the exporting country should be considered. Elements that may increase the 264 
possible impact in the EU are: 265 
- climate matching 266 
- host range including important plant species for the EU 267 
- evidence of the pest as vector of plant disease 268 
If there is no evidence of impact, the pest is excluded from the assessment and 269 
moved to the list of “pests not further assessed” ( see Appendix A). If evidence about 270 
potential impact of these pests becomes available, they could be reassessed. 271 
 272 

o Are all pests identified that may need phytosanitary mitigation measures? 273 
 274 
Identify all other pests (not regulated in the EU) that may need phytosanitary 275 
mitigation measures: the pest is present in the applicant third country, is absent in 276 
the EU, known to use the plant species or genus of the commodity as host and having 277 
potential impact in the EU (copy these species to Table 2) 278 
 279 

Create the final table with the list of pests not regulated in the EU (Table 2 in assessment).  280 

If necessary at this stage the applicant could be asked to provide further information.  281 

Indicate and justify any difference compared to table D2, of the TR.  282 

 283 

 284 
 In table D3 of the TR all  pests, present in the applicant third country, associated with the 285 

commodity and that may need phytosanitary mitigation measures or/and pose a potential risk 286 
for the EU are identified and summarised by the applicant.  287 

Provide a summary table (Table 3) with the list of pests that may need phytosanitary 288 
mitigation measures based on Tables 1 and 2 289 

 290 

 For each pest listed in table D3 of the TR check that the following information is provided 291 
(according to section 4.4 of TR) : 292 

Note that if additional pests are included in Table 3 (compared to the ones listed in the table 293 
D3 of the dossier), the applicant may be asked to provide information for the additional pests. 294 

 295 

o Scientific name, synonyms and if applicable, common name(s) in English  296 
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o Taxonomic classification, including at least class, order, family, genus, species and 297 
information below species level if relevant (e.g. sub-species, pathovar, etc.). 298 

o Geographical distribution of the pest in the country, providing if applicable, pest 299 
distributions/pest-free areas maps for each pest, considering map provided under 300 
3.10. of the (TR) as background layer.  301 

o Prevalence of the pest during the season (e.g. percentage of infested plants/fruit 302 
during the different phenological stages indicated in paragraph 3.7 of the TR). 303 

o Relevant biological characteristics (e.g., life cycle, association with the pathway, 304 
thermal requirements, environmental conditions for symptom / disease expression) of 305 
the pest.  306 

o Main hosts of the pest, including alternate hosts if relevant, vector(s) required. 307 

o In the case of arthropods and nematodes, for each stage (e.g., egg, larva/nymph, 308 
pupa, adult), indicate the part of the plant where it can be found, describe the type of 309 
damage. Provide information whether any latent phase or asymptomatic 310 
infestation/infection stages are known for the pest species. Indicate also if the pest 311 
can be a vector of any plant disease. 312 

o In the case of fungi, bacteria, viruses, phytoplasmas, describe the symptom(s) in the 313 
commodity and the part of the plant where it can be found, describe the type of 314 
damage. Provide information whether any latent phase or asymptomatic 315 
infestation/infection stages are known for the pest species. Indicate also if the pest 316 
can be a vector of any plant pathogens. 317 

o In the case of any other living organism (e.g., parasitic plants), describe their 318 
association with the commodity. 319 

o Indicate the impact caused by the pest.  320 

o If available provide pest risk assessments or pest risk analysis 321 

o Additional information or evidence (optional) 322 

If there is incomplete information for the above listed items the applicant may be asked to provide 323 
the missing information. 324 

  325 
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Table 1:  List of EU regulated pests List of EU regulated pests, present in the applicant third country and known to use the plant species or genus of the 326 
commodity as a host  327 

 328 
Pest 
species 

Taxonomic 
information 

 Pest 
status in 

the 
applicant 

third 

country 

Pest-free 
area(s) 

Evidence 
and 

uncertainty 
on 

pest status 

and pest-
free area(s)  

Regulatory 
status in 

the 
applicant 

third 

country  

Can the pest 
be 

associated 
with the 

commodity? 

Evidence 
and 

uncertainty 
on 

association 

with the 
commodity 

Pest for which 
phytosanitary 

mitigation 
measures may 

be required 

  ☐ ☐   ☐  ☐ 

  ☐ ☐   ☐  ☐ 

  ☐ ☐   ☐  ☐ 

  ☐ ☐   ☐  ☐ 

  ☐ ☐   ☐  ☐ 

  ☐ ☐   ☐  ☐ 

 329 

  330 
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Table 2:  List of pests not regulated in the EU and present in the country of origin. List of pests not regulated in the EU, present in the applicant third 331 
country and known to use the plant species or genus of the commodity as host 332 

 333 
Pest 
species 

Taxonomic 
information 

Status
in EU 

Pest- 
free 

area(s) 
in 

applica

nt third  
country 

Evidence 
and 

uncertainty 
on 

pest status 

and pest-
free area(s) 

Regulatory 
status in 

applicant 
third  

country  

Can the pest 
be associated 

with the 
commodity? 

Evidence 
and 

uncertainty 
on 

association 

with the 
commodity 

Does the 
pest have 

impact in 
applicant 

third 

country 

Evidence 
and 

uncertainty 
on the level  

of impact 

Pest of 
potential risk 

for EU 

   ☐   ☐  ☐  ☐ 

   ☐   ☐  ☐  ☐ 

   ☐   ☐  ☐  ☐ 

   ☐   ☐  ☐  ☐ 

   ☐   ☐  ☐  ☐ 

   ☐   ☐  ☐  ☐ 

   ☐   ☐  ☐  ☐ 

   ☐   ☐  ☐  ☐ 

 334 

  335 
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Table 3:  Summary table of pest species associated with the commodity and that may have a potential risk for EU (selected from tables 1 and 2) 336 

Pest species associated with the commodity Regulated pests in EU 

 ☐ 

 ☐ 

 ☐ 

 ☐ 

 ☐ 

 ☐ 

 ☐ 

 ☐ 

 337 

  338 
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5. Evaluation of the data on phytosanitary mitigation measures  339 

 340 

The purpose of this section is to evaluate if the phytosanitary measures described in the dossier 341 
achieve pest freedom of the commodity for each pest identified in section 4 (Table 3) of this 342 
Guidance. 343 

The following questions need to be answered to evaluate the phytosanitary mitigation measures as 344 
indicated in sections 5.1 to 5.5 of the TR: 345 

 346 

 Is the description of the phytosanitary mitigation measures of the commodity provided 347 
according to section 5.1 and Appendix E of the TR? 348 

 Is the information on phytosanitary regulations and inspection systems relevant and complete 349 
for the crop of interest or associated quarantine pests (section 5.2 of the TR)?  350 

 Is the description of the surveillance and monitoring systems sufficiently detailed according to 351 
section 5.3 of the TR? 352 

 Is the information on trade provided according to section 5.4 of the TR? 353 

 Is the information on post-harvest processes and transport provided according to section 5.5? 354 

 355 

Use the information provided in section 4.5 (biology of the pests) of the TR and the information 356 
above (section 5.1 to 5.5 of the TR) for the evaluation of the phytosanitary mitigation measures. 357 

Pest freedom is assessed at the consignment level. Pest freedom is defined by the International Plant 358 
Protection Convention (ISPM 5, FAO, 2017) as the absence of a specific pest in a consignment in 359 
numbers or quantities that can be detected by the application of official phytosanitary procedures. 360 
These phytosanitary procedures include the performance of inspections, tests, surveillance or 361 
treatments (ISPM 5, FAO, 2017). 362 

The assessors identify for each pest the relevant risk reduction options (RROs) acting on the pest, 363 
based on section 5.1, Table E1 to E4 of the TR and summarize this in Table 4 reported below. If the 364 
RRO can act as a standalone measure (SA, e.g. heat treatment of wood) this is indicated. For each 365 
identified RRO it is assessed if there are limiting factors that may reduce the effectiveness of the RRO 366 
(e.g. implementation in production processes). These limiting factors are documented (see also 367 
section 2.2.2.3. of the EFSA (2018) guidance on quantitative risk assessment – EFSA PLH Panel et al., 368 
2018). 369 

Based on this information, for each identified pest, an expert judgement is given by the assessors for 370 
the probability (0-1) that pest freedom of a consignment is achieved by the RRO combination acting 371 
on the pest under consideration (according to Table 5. It is a subjective probability, taking into 372 
account practical limitations in finding pests at very low densities. At the level of a flow of 373 
consignments, this probability would translate in a proportion of consignments being pest free.  374 

The related uncertainties deriving from the limiting factors are documented. 375 

 376 

Table 4: Example of a table that can be used to evaluate the efficacy of RROs for each pest/likelihood 377 
terms.  378 

Pest species RRO1 RRO2 RRO3 RRO4 RRO5 RROn 
Limiting 

factors 

Pest freedom 

ratings 

Pest 1 x x x     Likely  

Pest 2   x SA x   Extremely 
likely 

Pest n         
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.         

 379 

SA= Stand Alone RRO for the pest 380 

X = RRO is acting on the pest 381 

 382 

As an aid in documenting the evidence the assessors can use a table format as provided in Table 5 383 
Following the EFSA Guidance on uncertainty (EFSA, Scientific Committee 2018), the likelihood of pest 384 
freedom can be expressed as a percentage: where a probability value approaching 0(=0%) 385 
probability means that the answer is almost certainly no, and a probability approaching 1(=100%) 386 
means it is almost certainly yes. To aid the expert judgement the EFSA (2014) Guidance on Expert 387 
Knowledge Elicitation can be used (EFSA, 2014). Table 5 reports an adaptation of the likelihood 388 
expressions of EFSA, Scientific Committee (2018, Table 2), which are appropriate for this application. 389 
To distinguish high probabilities a translation in repeated consignments is given. 390 

The approach of repeated consignments enables the risk assessor to answer the more quantitative 391 
questions, expressed in different units. 392 

 393 

Table 5 - Likelihood classes and corresponding subjective probability ranges for the evaluation of 394 
probability to realise pest-free consignments given the RROs acting on the pest under consideration  395 

Probability term Probability of one 

consignment being 
“pest free” 

Explanation using repeated consignments 

Almost certain 99.95% - 100% More than 9995 of 10000 consignments are on average pest 
free.  
(Less than 5 of 10000 are infested;  on average at most one 
of every 2000 consignments is infested) 

Extremely likely 99.90% - 99.95% Between 9990 and 9995 of 10000 consignments are on 
average pest free.  
Between 5 and 10 of 10000 are infested;  on average at 
most one of every 1000 consignments is infested.  

Very likely 99.5% - 99.9% Between 995 and 999 of 1000 consignments are on average 
pest free.  
(Between 1 and 5 of 1000 are infested;  on average at most 
one of every 200 consignments is infested 

Likely 99.0% - 99.5% Between 990 and 995 of 1000 consignments are on average 
pest free.  
(Between 5 and 10 of 1000 are infested;  on average at 
most one of every 100 consignments is infested 

Moderate likely 95% - 99% Between 95 and 99 of 100 consignments are on average 
pest free  
(Between 1 and 5 of 100 are infested;  on average at most 
one of every 20 consignments is infested ) 

Unlikely 90% - 95% Between 90 and 95 of 100 consignments are on average 
pest free.  
(Between 5 and 10 of 100 are infested;  on average at most 
one of every 10 consignments is infested ) 

Very unlikely 50% - 90% Between 5 and 9 of 10 consignments are on average pest 
free.  
(Between 1 and 5 of 10 are infested;  on average at most 
one out of two consignments is infested ) 
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 396 

 397 

If the assessors want to express the uncertainty in a more quantitative way they can refer to section 398 
3.5.3 of the EFSA guidance on quantitative risk assessment (EFSA PLH Panel et al., 2018).  399 

It should be noted that it is not within the remit of EFSA to decide if the appropriate level of pest 400 
freedom is reached given the combination of RROs acting on the relevant pests that can be 401 
associated with the commodity. Instead of a yes or no answer, the risk manager is provided with a 402 
judgement of the probability (or with a range of probability values in case of the more quantitative 403 
approach) that pest freedom is reached for the pests under consideration for the evaluated 404 
commodity. 405 

Summarize the results in Table 6. 406 

 407 

Table 6: Concluding table 408 

Pest species 
Likelihood of pest-

freedom 
Justification Key uncertainties 

Pest 1   List key uncertainties that affect the final 
conclusion. If no key uncertainties, insert “none” 

Pest 2    
Pest n    

 409 

 410 

6. Uncertainty 411 

Describe in the narrative form the main sources of uncertainty only when they may affect the 412 

conclusion about the pest freedom status of the commodity. 413 

 414 

7. Conclusions 415 

The conclusion of the commodity risk assessment can be: 416 

There are XX pests associated with the commodity in the exporting country that may require 417 

phytosanitary mitigation measures. 418 

The phytosanitary mitigation measures indicated in the dossier may/may not achieve pest-freedom of 419 

the commodity. If commodity pest-freedom is not achieved, list the pest species for which pest-420 

freedom is not achieved (Table 6). 421 

8. Recommendations 422 

 423 

As with all EFSA guidance, this Guidance should be regularly reviewed (EFSA Scientific Committee, 424 
2015) to take into account the experiences of the Panel and the needs of those requesting pest risk 425 
assessments. 426 

 427 

Extremely 
unlikely 

0% - 50% Between 0 and 5 of 10 consignments are on average pest 
free.  
(Between 5 and 10 of 10 are infested;  on average at most 
every consignments is infested ) 
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 493 

Abbreviations 494 

EPPO  European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization 495 

FAO   Food and Agriculture Organization  496 

ISPM International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures  497 

PLH  EFSA Panel on Plant Health 498 

PZ Protected Zone 499 

RRO      Risk reduction option 500 

TR  Technical Report 501 

SA  Standalone measure 502 

 503 

Glossary 504 

  

Commodity 

pest list 

A list of pests present in an area which may be associated with the specific 

commodity 

Measures 
  

 

Control (of a pest) is defined in ISPM 5 (FAO 2017) as “Suppression, containment or 
eradication of a pest population” (FAO, 1995).  

Control measures are measures that have a direct effect on pest abundance.  

Supporting measures are organisational measures or procedures supporting the 

choice of appropriate Risk Reduction Options that do not directly affect pest 

abundance. 

Pathway Any means that allows the entry or spread of a pest (FAO, 2017) 

Pest-free 

consignment 

Without pests (or specific pest) in numbers or quantities that can be detected by 

the application of phytosanitary procedures (ISPM n. 15). 

Pest-free area An area in which a specific pest is absent as demonstrated by scientific evidence and 

in which, where appropriate, this condition is being officially maintained. 

Pest The process for determining whether a pest has or has not the characteristics of 
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categorization quarantine pest or those of a regulated non-quarantine pest. 

Phytosanitary 

measures

  

Any legislation, regulation or official procedure having the purpose to prevent the 

introduction or spread of quarantine pests, or to limit the economic impact of 

regulated non-quarantine pests (FAO, 2017) 

Quarantine 

pest 

A pest of potential economic importance to the area endangered thereby and not yet 

present there, or present but not widely distributed and being officially controlled 

(FAO, 2017) 

Risk reduction 

option (RRO) 

A measure acting on pest introduction and/or pest spread and/or the magnitude of 

the biological impact of the pest should the pest be present. A RRO may become a 

phytosanitary measure, action or procedure according to the decision of the risk 

manager   

  505 
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 Lists of pests not further assessed  Appendix A –506 

 507 

This appendix lists all the pests that were excluded from the assessment (e.g. there is no evidence of 508 
impact).  509 

These pests could be considered at a later stage if further evidence becomes available, but do not 510 
form part of this assessment. 511 

 512 
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