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1. Welcome and apologies for absence 

Michael Jeger welcomed the PLH Panel members and the new ALPHA PLH team 

staff Gritta Schrader and Ioannis Koufakis who shortly presented themselves.  
Apologies were presented from Katharina Dehnen-Schmutz, Vittorio Rossi and 
Stephan Winter, who could not attend this meeting. David Caffier only attended 

the first day as he could not participate in the second day. 

2. Adoption of agenda 

The agenda was adopted without changes. 

3. Declarations of interest 

In accordance with EFSA’s Policy on Independence and Scientific Decision-
Making Processes and the Decision of the Executive Director on Declarations of 

Interest, EFSA screened the Annual Declarations of Interest and the Specific 
Declarations of Interest filled in 
by the Scientific Panel Members invited for the present meeting. No Conflicts of 

Interest related to the issues discussed in this meeting have been identified 
during the screening process or at the Oral Declaration of Interest at the 

beginning of this meeting. 
Information was provided to the Panel on the EFSA policy on independence and 
declaration of interests. 

4. Agreement of the minutes of the 56th Plenary meeting held on 2-3 
July 2015, Parma (Italy) 

The minutes were adopted. 

5. Report on written procedures since 56th Plenary meeting 

5.1. Scientific opinion on “Hot water treatment of Vitis sp. for 
Xylella fastidiosa” (EFSA-Q-2015-00426) 

The opinion, as agreed during previous plenary meeting, was circulated via 

email to the panel members for adoption during the month of August. It was 
finally adopted by voting via the e-mail written procedure on the 30th of 

August 2015 with 21 positive replies out of 21 Panel members.  

6. Scientific outputs submitted for discussion and/or possible adoption  

Not applicable 
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7. New Mandates  

New request expected from the European Commission were presented and 
discussed in the point 8.3 

 
8. Feedback from the Scientific Committee/Scientific Panels, EFSA, the 

European Commission 

8.1. Scientific Committee and/or Scientific Panel(s) including their 
Working Groups 

8.1.1. PLH Panel Working Group “Directive 2000/29 Methods”: 
development of fit for purpose risk assessment methodologies and process 

to update EU listing of regulated plant pests (EFSA-Q-2014-00351) 

 
• Introductory training on probability judgement and PRA ratings 

 
Olaf Mosbach-Schulz from EFSA AMU Unit gave an introductionary 

presentation on the Guidance on Uncertainty in Scientific Assessment 
drafted by a working group of the Scientific Committee, followed by a short 

course on Probability Judgements. The Guidance proposes several 
methodologies to account for uncertainties in risk assessments and should 
be tested and implemented in all areas of risk assessments in EFSA. The 

PLH WG on “Directive 2000/29 Methods” introduced already quantitative 
descriptions of uncertainties into the new PRA template. This is especially 

foreseen for the final ratings on entry, establishment, spread and impact. 
Nevertheless more information on the actual application was needed. The 
training on Probability Judgements provided practical support in doing final 

ratings in form of probability distributions using the prionciple of “Informal 
Expert Knowledge Elicitation”. The training discussed strategies to avoid 

biases in judgements, explained the importance of correctly framed 
questions, and explained the necessary characteristics to specify a 
probability density. It is intended to test this methodologies in some 

working groups of the PLH Panel to describe the uncertainties in the new 
PRA scheme.Therefore, Olaf explained the procedures of expert elicitation, 

which is the synthesis of opinions of experts on a subject where there is 
uncertainty due to insufficient data or when suitable data are unattainable 
because of constraints or lack of resources. Expert elicitation is essentially a 

scientific consensus methodology and allows for parameterization, an 
"educated guess", for the topic under study. Expert elicitation generally 

quantifies uncertainty and can be multidisciplinary as well as 
interdisciplinary, with practically universal applicability, being used in a 
broad range of fields. Furthermore, he explained how to conduct the rating 

as requested in the new risk assessment template. Olaf presented the 
Delphi method, which is a structured communication technique, originally 

developed as a systematic, interactive forecasting method relying on a 
panel of experts. The experts answer questionnaires in two or more rounds. 
After each round, a facilitator provides an anonymous summary of the 

experts’ forecasts from the previous round as well as the reasons they 
provided for their judgments. Thus, experts are encouraged to revise their 

earlier answers in light of the replies of other members of their panel. It is 
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believed that during this process the range of the answers will decrease and 
the group will converge towards the "correct" answer. Finally, the process is 
stopped after a predefined stop criterion (e.g. number of rounds, 

achievement of consensus, and stability of results) and the mean or median 
scores of the final rounds determine the results. Delphi is based on the 

principle that forecasts (or decisions) from a structured group of individuals 
are more accurate than those from unstructured groups.  
Another presented Sheffield method employs behavioural aggregation, in 

which the experts meet face to face in an elicitation workshop and are 
allowed to interact and discuss under the management of the elicitor. The 

principal claimed advantage is that the final elicited distribution will be 
better informed through the experts sharing and debating their information 
and judgements. Another claimed advantage is that behavioural 

aggregation avoids the need to pick a mathematical aggregation rule. 
Finally, within a face-to-face workshop it is easier to ensure that the 

experts understand clearly what is being asked of them. 
 

Finally, the presented Cooke‘s method does not allow the experts to discuss 
their judgements; interaction is limited to initial training and briefing. 
Instead of behavioural aggregation, Cooke‘s method employs a form of 

mathematical aggregation. The potential problems with mathematical 
aggregation are that the choice of an aggregation rule is somewhat 

arbitrary, that every choice can be shown to have some undesirable 
implications and that it is not clear whose judgements the aggregated 
distribution represents. Nevertheless, the advantage of having an 

aggregation rule makes the aggregation explicit, auditable and, in a sense, 
objective. The advocates of Cooke‘s method argue that their aggregation 

rule is founded on formal principles and the aggregated distribution 
represents a rational consensus distribution. The principal claimed 
advantages are that Cooke‘s method uniquely is able to be validated and 

the aggregation rule allows experts whose judgements are poorly made or 
relatively uninformative to be down weighted (although the efficacy of this 

weighting is dependent on the degree to which seed questions are 
comparable to the substantive elicitation questions).  

 

• Presentations and discussion on methodology and template  
 

Presentations were given by Gianni Gilioli (the general concept of the new 
PRA method), Gritta Schrader (the new template), David Caffier (fiche 
approach to test efficiency of RRO’s), and Wopke Van Der Werf (case study 

of Dryocosmus kuriphilus). 
 

The new approach is based on three pillars: adaptive, mechanistic and 
quantitative and its general objective is to deliver fit for purpose scientific 
advice responding to risk managers needs (decision based on knowledge 

affected by uncertainty). The specific objective is to take stock of the 
experience from nine years PLH Panel and the application of EFSA and SC 

guidance documents, international standards and schemes (IPPC, EPPO, 
etc.), results of risk assessment projects (Pratique, Prima phacie, PPM 
Pirates, QPA Food, and so on). Furthermore to develop and test: (i) a steps 
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approach for interaction with risk managers (two or more steps: 
categorisation/risk assessment/RRO) and (ii) a standardised method and 
templates for all steps, including clear definitions and procedures for 

ratings, and RROs (standard description, identification and evaluation). In 
September and October WGs will be testing the new approach, which will 

be finalised in May 2016, probably as guidance. In the discussion it was 
stressed that for different types of crops we need to develop standard 
values, which are significant levels of losses (accepted by the managers). 

We also need to figure out what are the needs of risk managers e.g. an 
idea of the most appropriate scenarios to regulate plant pests. In the past 

we looked at single RRO’s feasibility and effectiveness but in practice there 
is a combination of RRO’s. The interaction from risk managers (the 
Standing Committee) is needed about the most probable combinations. The 

created database should be ready to use allowing to give similar answers to 
similar questions e.g. how effective are voluntary certification schemes. We 

need to focus on changes in the regime pathway, to precise an efficient 
time line and an interaction with managers in order to deliver opinions on 

time. The first 2-3 case studies will build the system, the WGs will 
contribute to this system identifying what is still missing e.g. basic simple 
scenarios. In this sense the reactiveness with the Commission after first set 

of organisms in November is crucial. The new approach for RROs needs to 
be harmonized, standardized, and to be made “user friendly” for risk 

managers. Also, appropriate scenarios for risk managers have to be 
considered. Based on Wopke presentation on Oriental chestnut gall wasp 
(D. kuriphilus) there was discussion on the list of ports of entry (BAP border 

inspection points) in regards of data collection. Such an official list exists 
for Europe but to get data could be difficult, especially if we deal with 

people as a pathway (e.g. flow of tourism at the airports). Do we need 
critical values/thresholds? How to make “fit for purpose” exercise 
requesting managers to define such thresholds? Producing maps of impact 

could be the solution? In the past if we did not have specification we used 
any impact above 0, but it is very insignificant level. 

Based on the Panel’s RRO Guidance from 2015, the Panel’s experience and 
the terms defined in ISPM5, the new definition of Risk Reduction Options 
was reminded by David Caffier, which is as follows: “control measures 

contributing to reduce the probability of introduction and/or spread of a 
pest and/or a reduction of the biological impact of the pest. An RRO may 

become a phytosanitary measure, action or procedure according to the 
decision of the risk manager”. In consideration of EFSA’s principles of 
separation of risk assessment from risk management and transparency 

defined in EFSA’s founding regulation EC No 178/2002, the Panel uses the 
term “risk reduction options” to replace “risk management options”. The 

new definition for the control measure is as follows: “measures contributing 
to suppression, containment or eradication of a pest population”.  
The next tasks include: (i) initial deliverable: generic fiche with a common 

structure applicable for all RROs; (ii) intermediate deliverable: generic fiche 
for each single RRO; and (iii) final deliverable: fully detailed fiche to be 

annexed to the considered opinion for each RRO. 
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8.1.2. Request from the European Commission to complete the Pest 
Risk Assessment (step 2) of 7 regulated pests, following the analysis and 
exchange of views with Member States of the pest categorisations 

delivered: update by PLH Panel Working Groups.  

 Ceratocystis platani (Walter) Engelbrecht et Harrington, (EFSA-Q-2015-00265), 

Cryphonectria parasitica (Murrill) Barr, (EFSA-Q-2015-00266) 

 Diaporthe vaccinii Shaer, (EFSA-Q-2015-00267) 

 Ditylenchus destructor Thome, (EFSA-Q-2015-00268),  

 Radopholus similis (Cobb) Thome.), (EFSA-Q-2015-00269) 

 Eotetranychus lewisi (McGregor), (EFSA-Q-2015-00270) 

 Grapevine Flavescence dorée, (EFSA-Q-2015-00271) 

 

The progress of the Working Groups conducting the second step (pest risk 
assessment and risk reduction options) for seven plant pests listed in the 
Annexes of Directive 2000/29/EC was presented. All the Working Groups 

have had their work plans agreed and the dates of the meetings are set 
(both physical meetings and teleconferences). For the plenary in 

November it is expected to test the new approach and template for a few 
“pilot” organisms only: Ceratocystis platani, Ditylenchus destructor and 
probably partly also Grapevine Flavescence dorée. Then, after interaction 

with EC and a discussion within the Panel, the current template will be 
adapted based on the experience, if necessary. A detailed presentation on 

the progresses on data collection for the pest risk assessment of 
Diaporthe vaccinii was given by Ariena van Bruggen. She made an 

introduction to the disease on blueberries and cranberries stressing 
taxonomic issues, epidemiology and pest distribution in the USA and 
showing preliminary indications for establishment in the EU. She also 

pointed out potential risk factors and uncertainties summarizing WG 
activities in this respect.  

 

8.1.3. Update from Scientific Committee and its Working Groups; 
application by the PLH Panel of the draft Scientific Committee Guidance on 

Uncertainty in EFSA Scientific Assessment in the trial period(EFSA-Q-
2013-00738: http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/consultations/call/150618) 

 
The EFSA’s Scientific Committee has developed a draft guidance document 
on how to characterise, document and explain all types of uncertainty 

arising in EFSA’s scientific assessments. The document provides a 
framework and principles for uncertainty analysis, with the flexibility for 

assessors to select different methods to suit the needs of each assessment.  
In line with EFSA’s policy on openness and transparency and in order for 
EFSA to receive comments from the scientific community and stakeholders, 

EFSA has launched a public consultation on this draft document. Interested 
parties were invited to submit written comments until 10 September 2015.  

Following revision after a public consultation the document will undergo a 
pilot phase in each EFSA Panel; the outcomes of this pilot phase will be 
used to further revise the Guidance Document before its finalisation. 

 

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/consultations/call/150618
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8.2. EFSA including its Working Groups /Task Forces 

8.2.1. Presentation of the EFSA funded procurement project on media 
monitoring of emerging plant health risk: approach to new emerging plant 

health threats  (EFSA-Q-2013-00661) 

The possibilities of media monitoring to identify emerging plant health 

threats (MediSys software) were presented by Marco Pautasso (EFSA) and 
Roberto Garcia (Universitat de Lleida in Spain). MediSys is perceived as a 
timely and sensitive system but some of the single alerts are performing 

better than the combined alerts. In the conceptual model for the media 
monitoring keywords searches combining pest, host and symptoms features 

are used. To conclude (i) although media attention to a plant health issue 
can come later than scientific attention, there are cases where the opposite 
is the case, thus justifying the development of this tool for early 

identification of new plant health threats. Even if (ii) media attention is 
typically ephemeral (a plant health issue does not disappear just because 

the media stop paying attention to it), monitoring the media can still help in 
identifying emerging plant diseases in advance, thus providing time for 

preparation and timely risk assessment. Indeed, (iii) nonetheless, media 
monitoring tools can make it possible to spot seasonal trends and spatial 
hotspots in public attention to a plant health issue. 

 

8.2.2. Update on activities on Xylella fastidiosa 

 
- Host plants database 
 

The ongoing activities on the X. fastidiosa host plants database were 
presented to the Panel. Ciro Gardi asked the Panel for the advice on what 

kind of additional information besides of what already extracted (e.g. 
geographic coordinates and methods used for detection of bacterial strains) 
should be collected in order to improve the database (e.g. different PCR 

techniques). It was suggested to keep separate PCR from qPCR and 
sequencing because of their different sensitivities and quantitative 

measurements.. 
 
- Workshop on “Xylella fastidiosa. Knowledge gaps and priorities for the 

EU research”, Bruxelles, 12-13 November 2015 
 

This event is organised as collaboration among EFSA, DG RTD, DG AGRI 
and DG SANTE. The aim of the workshop is to identify knowledge gaps and 
research priorities for EU research on Xylella fastidiosa. The exercise will 

benefit from the analysis of uncertainties and knowledge gaps in EFSA Plant 
Health Panel scientific opinion published in January 2015 and from the 

results of the discussion of the previous workshop organised last July in 
Milan by DG RTD entitled “X. fastidiosa: options for its control”. The 
preliminary event programme was presented and the contribution from 

different organisations was proposed. One plenary session and four 
breakout sessions addressing specific questions will be held. The breakout 

sessions will deal with (i) surveillance and detection; (ii) the vectors: 



 
 

 

 

8 

identity, biology, epidemiology and control; (iii) the plants: host range, 
breeding, resistance and certification; (iv) pathogen: biology, genetics and 
control. Some key speakers already confirmed their availability and 

willingness to give a talk at the Plenary. The workshop will be soon 
announced on the EFSA Internet site and the selection of the participants 

will be prioritised on the basis of their background and expertise related to 
the topics, to prepare for an interactive exchange of views and expertise 
during the event. 

 

8.3. European Commission 

Mandates for EFSA were presented by Pasquale Di Rubbo from DG Sante on: 
(i) a review of the research on the susceptibility of Vitis vinifera to the strain 
CoDiro of Xylella fastidiosa  

 
(ii) the mandate to conduct the step 2 (pest risk assessment and risk 

reduction options) for seven plant pests listed in the Annexes of Directive 
2000/29/EC   

 
and (iii) a review of recently published papers related to the (2014) EFSA 
Scientific Opinion of the Panel on Plant Health on Phyllosticta citricarpa. 

 
The EC has requested EFSA to make a review of the final results of the 

scientific report on the pathogenicity tests and analysis to verify the 
susceptibility of grapevines Vitis vinifera to Xyllela fastidiosa strain CoDiro 
submitted by the Italian authorities and prepared by researchers from CNR 

and University of Bari. This opinion should be prepared within 2 months. 
Stephan Winter was appointed as the Chair of the working group which will 

prepare the draft opinion. 
 
The EC expects EFSA to complete the PRAs of the 7 above mentioned pests 

by the end of May 2016. However, for three of these pests (Radophilus 
similis, Diaporthe vaccini, Eotetranychus lewisi), surveys by some Member 

States are planned for 2016, therefore it may be necessary to postpone the 
deadline for these three pests from May to end 2016 in order to incorporate 
the survey results in the assessment. The possibility for EFSA to provide 

scientific advice and general guidance on survey methodologies when 
needed by risk managers was discussed and this type of advice was 

considered as very valuable by risk managers.. EFSA will discuss this matter 
with Member states and Commmission during the EFSA Plant HealNetwork 
meeti activities in October 2015. 

 
The third EC request concerns the EFSA (2014) Citrus Black Spot opinion. 

Since February 2014 (when the EFSA opinion was published) some new 
scientific peer reviewed papers have been published appeared. These papers 
should be reviewed in order to check whether there is a need to update the 

PRA based on new evidence. 
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9. Other scientific topics for information and/or discussion 

Non applicable 
 

10. Any other business 

The next PLH Plenary meeting will be held in EFSA (Parma) on 18th 

(9.00-18.00) and 19th November (9.00-13.00). The PLH Panel meetings 
calendar for 2016 was discussed and the following meeting dates were agreed 
(at EFSA in Parma, unless otherwise specified): 27-28 January 2016; 16-17 

March 2016; 25-26 May 2016 (open Plenary in Bruxelles); 29-30 June 2016; 28-
29 September 2016; 23-24 November 2016. 

 

 


