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MINUTES OF THE 1ST (INAUGURAL) PLENARY MEETING 

OF THE SCIENTIFIC PANEL ON PLANT HEALTH 

HELD IN PARMA ON 13-14 JUNE 2006 
(ADOPTED ON 11 OCTOBER 2006) 

 

# AGENDA PAGE 

1.  Welcome and introduction 2 

2.  EFSA scientific work programme 2 

3.  Legal aspects of EFSA activity with particular regard to expert work 2 

4.  Presentation of financial rules related to expert work 2 

5.  EFSA’s risk communication strategy 3 
 

6.  Institutional and international relations 3 

7.  Presentation of EFSAnet 3 

8.  Presentation of the Panel’s members and Secretariat. Election of the chair and 
vice-chairs 3 

9.  Work plan for the Panel 2006. Organisation of the Panel 4 

10.  

Presentation of the request from the European Commission to provide a scientific 
opinion on the responses made by Lithuania and Poland respectively on a pest 
risk assessment made by both countries as regards Ambrosia spp. – Chair/DG 
SANCO 

6 

11.  
Presentation of the request from the European Commission to provide opinion 
on different issues related to plant health (PRA by Spain, PRAs by EPPO, 
evaluation by APHIS USDA) 

6 

 
PARTICIPANTS 
 
Members of the PLH Panel 
Dr. Richard BAKER, Mr. David CAFFIER, Dr. James William CHOISEUL, Prof. Patrick DE 
CLERCQ, Prof. Christina DIXELIUS, Mrs. Erzsébet DORMANNSNÉ SIMON, Prof. Bärbel 
GEROWITT, Dr. Olia Evtimova KARADJOVA, Dr. Gábor Lajos LÖVEI, Dr. David 
MAKOWSKI, Dr. Charles MANCEAU, Prof. Alfons OUDE LANSINK, Dr. Angelo PORTA 
PUGLIA, Dr. Jan SCHANS, Dr. Gritta SCHRADER, Mr. Robert STEFFEK, Assoc. Prof. Anita 



STRÖMBERG, Prof. Kari TIILIKKALA, Prof. Dr. Johan Coert VAN LENTEREN, Dr. Irene 
VLOUTOGLOU 
 
European Commission (DG SANCO) 
Michael WALSH, Marc VEREECKE 
 
EFSA 
Herman KOËTER (Acting Executive Director), Djien LIEM (Acting Director of Science), Dirk 
DETKEN (Deputy Director, Legal Affairs), François MONNART (Director of Finance), Anne-
Laure GASSIN (Director of Communication Dept.), Christine MAJEWSKI (Institutional & 
International Affairs),  Elzbieta CEGLARSKA (Scientific Coordinator, Panel on PLH), Ann DE 
BLOCK, Anna CAMPANINI (administrative support to the PLH Scientific Secretariat) 
 
 

1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTION 

Dr. Herman Koëter, Acting Executive Director of EFSA welcomed the participants and 
congratulated them on their appointment to the new EFSA Panel on Plant Health. He presented a 
general introduction about the mission of EFSA stressing how important the risk assessments 
carried out by EFSA are for the EU in its efforts to secure the safety of the EU food chain. 
 
No conflict of interest was reported from the Panel with regard to the agenda items. 
 
 

2. EFSA SCIENTIFIC WORKPROGRAMME 

Djien Liem the Acting Director of Science began the series of presentations outlining the EFSA 
structure and general activities of its Department of Science. 
 
 

3. LEGAL ASPECTS OF EFSA ACTIVITY WITH PARTICULAR REGARD TO EXPERT WORK 

Speaking for the EFSA Legal Department Dirk Detken focused on the legal aspects of EFSA 
expert work, related in particular to independence (Art. 37), confidentiality (Art. 39) and liability. 
According to “Guidance on Declarations of Interest and Decision concerning the establishment 
and operations of the Scientific Committee and Panels” adopted by the EFSA Management Board 
each expert is obliged to declare his or her interest in relation to the work that will be undertaken 
by the Panel in a general sense, but also and, in particular, in connection with individual questions. 
Any changes that occur over time to the status declared initially must also be declared. 
 
 

4. PRESENTATION OF FINANCIAL RULES RELATED TO EXPERT WORK 

François Monnart (Director of the Finance Department) explained the financial rules that cover 
reimbursement of experts for costs incurred due to their participation in Panel and WG meetings. 
The rules are laid down in the “Expert compensation guide” approved by the EFSA Management 
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Board. Experts are entitled to reimbursement of their travel and subsistence expenses and they 
receive a special indemnity for their work in line with these provisions. 
 
 

5. EFSA’S RISK COMMUNICATION STRATEGY 

Communications Director of EFSA Anne Laure Gassin talked about the purpose and role of 
communication at EFSA. The purpose is to provide appropriate, consistent, accurate and timely 
communications on food safety issues to all stakeholders and the public at large, based on the 
Authority’s risk assessments and scientific expertise.  
“Media handling guidelines for EFSA Scientific Committee and Panels” have been developed by 
the Scientific Committee and serve as guiding principles regarding communication via media or 
third parties on the panel scientific opinions. The EFSA Communications department is the main 
point of contact between EFSA, its Scientific Committee, Panels and working groups and the 
media. 
 
 

6. INSTITUTIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

Director of International and Institutional Relations Christine Majewski described how EFSA fits 
into the EU Institutions. While it is part of the European Community network as an EU body, 
EFSA is actually an agency of the EU with its own legal personality and is managed as an 
independent organisation. The department provides the interface between EFSA and the other EU 
institutions, the Member States, EU trading partners and international organisations such as the 
World Health Organisation and the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation. One 
primary initiative underway at the moment is to work closely with the new EU Member States 
through the PHARE Programme. Ms Majewski asked the new Panel members to take part in and 
lend their support to this initiative. 
 
 

7. PRESENTATION OF EFSANET 

Christopher Robinson from EFSA’s IT Department gave a presentation on EFSAnet, a 
communication platform available for the panel experts and panel secretariat for document 
exchange and discussions on opinions. The panel members have been given access to the 
workspace. At the end of 2006 the application will migrate to a new program called “Science 
Extranet”. 
 
 

8. PRESENTATION OF THE PANEL’S MEMBERS AND SECRETARIAT. ELECTION OF THE CHAIR 

AND VICE-CHAIRS 

The Panel members introduced themselves, describing briefly their scientific backgrounds in 
relation to the PLH Panel remit. Of the 21 experts offered the mandate to the Panel by the EFSA 
Management Board, one expert rejected the invitation. The vacancy will be filled from the reserve 
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list at a later time and with the approval of the MB. Until then the Panel will operate with 20 
permanent members. 
 
The observers from the Commission and the members of the panel’s scientific secretariat also 
presented themselves to the experts and explained their brief. 
 
The Scientific Coordinator of the Panel Secretariat then set out in detail the procedure for the 
election of a chair and two vice-chairs for the Panel, explaining how this process must be carried 
out in compliance with the internal rules adopted by the EFSA Management Board 
(MB17.10.2002-3 adopted) governing the Scientific Committee and Panels. 
 
Acting Executive Director Herman Koëter followed this up with some greater detail on what was 
expected from a panel chair or vice-chair as well as from a member of the panel, a rapporteur or 
working group member. Chosen by the other Members to represent them to EFSA, the chair 
presides over the panel plenary meetings, sits automatically on the Scientific Committee and 
reports to the panel on SC activity, representing the panel together with EFSA at press-
conferences and other events. 
 
 Dr. Jan Schans from The Netherlands was unanimously chosen as Chair by the Panel in an open 
vote. He accepted the chair conditionally pending receipt of consent from his workplace. The new 
Panel decided to postpone election of the two Vice-chairs to the next plenary meeting, to allow 
prospective volunteers to clear this with their places of work.     
 
 

9. WORK PLAN FOR THE PANEL 2006. ORGANISATION OF THE PANEL 

As with the other EFSA panels, the Scientific Panel on Plant Health will separate risk assessment 
from risk management at the EU level, interpreted by the panel to mean that the process of pest 
risk analysis is kept separate from decision-making at the EU level. Its aim is to address the need 
for scientifically sound support for decision-making in relation to quarantine pests and other plant 
health issues at the EU level. 
 
The proposal for the Panel work plan for 2006 and beyond was presented by the Panel Scientific 
Coordinator. The proposal contained of three main elements: (1) elaboration of opinions in 
response to requests from the European Commission based primarily on pest risk analyses (PRA), 
(2) Panel self-tasking regarding approaches to peer-review of PRAs, (3) Scientific Committee 
activities. The Panel should pay attention to the main requirements essential for their work: 
scientific excellence, scientific independence and transparency. 
 
The working method will be the preparation of opinions at the request of the Commission (also 
possible from the EU Parliament and EU Member States) or on the Panel’s own initiative on 
matters falling within its mission. Requests for opinions (Questions) are accompanied by 
background information explaining the scientific issue to be addressed and the Community 
interest. The Questions are registered in the EFSA Register of Questions which is publicly 
available on the EFSA website. Handling of opinions is regulated by the EFSA Standard 
Operation Procedure on Handling of Requests for Scientific Opinions. Every opinion is compiled 
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under the auspices of a Rapporteur during working group and panel meetings. The opinions have a 
uniform structure. All documents related to the preparation of an opinion will be made available to 
the experts on the EFSAnet PLH Workspace. 
 
The Panel’s communication activities will concentrate on the publishing of mandatory information 
and news on the related EFSA web pages. 
The PLH website is: www.efsa.eu.int/science/catindex_en.html. 
 
The terms of reference for the PLH Panel were discussed. Experts raised two concerns about the 
terminology. A primary concern stems from the EU intention to separate risk assessment from risk 
management. This might be seen to imply that the peer-review of pest risk analyses should focus 
only on the pest risk assessment section of the PRA and should not review the analysis of risk 
management options. It was agreed that the PLH Panel would review pest risk analyses, i.e. risk 
assessments together with the analysis of risk management options, since this (a) would maintain 
the separation between risk analysis and decision-making (the real meaning behind the EU’s 
intention to separate risk “assessment” and risk “management”, (b) follows the international 
standard for PRA (ISPM 11) produced by the International Plant Protection Convention and 
recognised by the WTO SPS Agreement and (c) accords with the wishes of the Commission. A 
second concern relates to the EFSA requirement to base its judgements only on science. The 
assessment of economic impacts is a fundamental component of PRA. It was agreed that as 
economics is a social science and economic impact assessments are a key element of PRA as 
described by ISPM11, the PLH Panel should review this section of the PRA. The prevailing view 
was that in order to provide a scientifically sound opinion the entire PRA should be examined but 
that the opinion should remain purely in the scientific field. Also quantification of impact was felt 
to be a key element of pest risk analysis. Economic impact of pests has to be treated with careful 
attention. The Panel must refrain from any element of instruction and be able to spot political 
elements in the PRAs under investigation. 

One query on how the Panel should regard the work done by the European Plant Protection 
Organisation EPPO in the field of pest risk analysis was discussed. The Panel suggested that a 
working group (or meeting) should be created (held) in order to insure that there is no duplication 
of the work done by EPPO. With regard to this issue the Commission stressed that until now the 
Standing Committee on Plant Health was the only decision-making body in the Community. The 
need for scientifically sound evaluations brings the PRA to EFSA. The Commission argued that 
the requests from Member States for regulations may be based on PRAs produced at a national or 
regional (EPPO) level. EPPO‘s geographical area is much larger than the EU. The Commission 
works closely with EPPO but the Panel should define their relationship with EPPO. 

 

The Panel has a choice on whether it will work in permanent WGs organised by groups of pests 
(Insects, Weeds, Fungi, etc.) or by questions. It was decided to tackle the Panel organisation after 
having listening to the Commission’s requests for opinions. 
 
 

Minutes 1st Plenary Meeting of the Scientific Panel on Plant Health                                                                 Page 5 of 8  

http://www.efsa.eu.int/science/catindex_en.html


10. PRESENTATION OF THE REQUEST FROM THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION TO PROVIDE A 

SCIENTIFIC OPINION ON THE RESPONSES MADE BY LITHUANIA AND POLAND RESPECTIVELY 

ON A PEST RISK ASSESSMENT MADE BY BOTH COUNTRIES AS REGARDS AMBROSIA SPP. 

Introducing the four questions submitted to EFSA by the Commission for scientific evaluation the 
Commission representative described briefly the Community plant health regime. 
 
The current Community plant health regime is established by Council Directive 2000/29/EC 
(which is a consolidated version of Directive 77/93/EEC). The general principles are based upon 
provisions laid down in the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) and, in the World 
Trade Organisation Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (SPS). 
 
The Directive 2000/29/EC concerns protective measures against the introduction into the 
Community of organisms harmful to plant or plant products and against their spread within the 
Community. The directive lays down, among other items, the technical phytosanitary provisions 
to be met by plants and plant products and the control checks to be carried out at the place of 
origin on plants and plant products destined for the EU or that move within the EU, the list of 
harmful organisms whose introduction into or spread within the EU is prohibited and the control 
measures to be carried out at the border of the EU on arrival of plants and plant products. 
 
The Commission has to establish the list of quarantine pests, i.e. pests of potential economic 
importance to the area endangered thereby and not yet present there, or present but not widely 
distributed and being officially controlled. 
 

• PEST RISK ASSESSMENT MADE BY LITHUANIA AND POLAND AS REGARDS AMBROSIA SPP. 
The question relates to pest risk assessments made by Lithuania and Poland regarding Ambrosia 
spp. The weed is not in the EU list of quarantine pests. The Commision wants an opinion on the 
responses made by Lithuania and Poland on PRAs made by these countries. Lithuania and Poland 
gave their ideas on harmfulness of Ambrosia. 
In response the Panel questioned: is the opinion on the respective assessments or the pest?  
The Panel officially accepted the question for opinion and formed a working group. 
 
 

11. PRESENTATION OF THE REQUEST FROM THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION TO PROVIDE OPINION 

ON DIFFERENT ISSUES RELATED TO PLANT HEALTH (PRA BY SPAIN, PRAS BY EPPO, 
EVALUATION BY APHIS USDA) 

 

• PRA ON BACTROCERA ZONATA (DIPTERA: TEPHRITIDAE) FRUIT FLY 
This question relates to the fruit fly Bactrocera zonata. The pest is listed in the Annex I of 
Directive 2000/29. The PRA was prepared by Spain. The EU has never had a problem with this 
pest but reports have been received from Egypt of problems with this fly affecting also non-citrus 
fruits such as mangoes. The fly is now widespread in Egypt, close to the EU trading area. Spain 
has intercepted the pest on two occasions. It is a cause for concern. Should it establish in the EU in 
southern fruit growing regions the PRA concludes that it would be a very serious problem.  
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The question asks EFSA to look at the Spanish risk analysis and give its opinion on the potential 
risks to the Mediterranean region posed by this pest.  The evaluation should cover EU citrus and 
non-citrus fruit growing areas, and identify the crops at risks. In addition, it should consider what 
advice and recommendations should the Commission take into account. 
 
The response from the Panel was a request for clarification on the extent to which the EFSA PLH 
Panel just reviews PRAs or, as in this case, if asked by the Commission, does additional risk 
analysis work to extend the PRA to all EU member states identifying which fruits are at greatest 
risk. No clear decision was reached, though the Panel’s key task must be primarily to review the 
documents provided. An exact definition of what is meant by “peer review” in the EFSA context 
is required.  
There is a risk that if EFSA itself undertakes PRAs, the Member States won’t bother as they will 
leave this task to EFSA. 
Although there are 20 members in the Panel, they do not include all the necessary areas of 
expertise. However, outside experts can be called in to take part in WGs when necessary. 
The question was accepted and a working group formed. 
 

• TWO PRAS MADE BY EPPO FOR INVASIVE ALIEN SPECIES  
The PRAs submitted for investigation relate to two aquatic plant species Lysichiton americanus 
(American skunk cabbage) and Hydrocotyle ranunculoides (floating marsh pennywort) that pose a 
threat to plant health, environment and biodiversity. The question is whether they can be 
considered harmful. And, whether the recommended management options are appropriate? 
 
The response from the Panel included declared interests as defined earlier in the meeting. Two 
Panel members took part in preparation of the original PRA and therefore would have a certain 
conflict of interest which will be reported in the WG meeting and in the final opinion as a matter 
of course. They cannot vote; neither can they lead the WG. It has to be clarified with the EFSA 
legal services if these experts should be excluded from the work on this question altogether or 
could they contribute should explanations and additional information be needed. 
Members question whether EFSA can say we want this plant removed from the market (as it is 
available as an ornamental plant in several EU countries)? The Commission responded that it 
could. 
Some discussion ensued on whether this question for this panel was appropriate. The Commission 
was clear that EFSA must accept the question. It can look for renegotiation on the terms of 
reference. This might lead to delay in meeting the deadline and that also has to be negotiated. 
Dialogue is possible and desirable at several stages of the process. 
The question was formally accepted and a working group formed. 
 

• APHIS USDA DOCUMENT FOR OPINON 
This concerns an evaluation made by USDA APHIS of asymptomatic citrus fruit as a pathway for 
the introduction of citrus canker disease. The USDA claims that such fruit does not pose a risk.  
The Commission has written to the US saying they will ask EFSA to assess the question. It would 
cause huge socio-economic impact for the EU citrus growing areas should they suffer from this 
problem. US deadline was 16 of July 2006; the Commission said it was not possible to meet this 
deadline as it will take longer to carry out a risk assessment. 
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Nevertheless the Commission asked the Panel to treat this question as a high priority. 
There were no questions on clarity from the Panel. 
The question was accepted and a working group formed. 
 
It was decided to organise ad-hoc working groups by opinion and to allocate the expertise within 
the Panel first before looking to see what is missing and draw from outside expertise.  
 
Calendar for Working Group meetings:  
July – Ambrosia 12th, APHIS 18th, EPPO 25th, Bactrocera 26th

September – Ambrosia 5th, EPPO 12th, Bactrocera 13th, APHIS 19th

The dates are provisional and are subject to modification. July to be fixed within a week time. 
 
Next PLH Plenary meeting - Parma 11-12 October 2006 
 

Minutes 1st Plenary Meeting of the Scientific Panel on Plant Health                                                                 Page 8 of 8  


