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Term of Reference (task specification) for assignments relating to impact assessment 
and ex-ante evaluation  
 
 
1. Title of the assignment  

Quantification of costs and benefits of amendments to the EU plant health regime. 

2. Context of the assignment 

2.1. Description of the Policy Area to be covered 

This assignment relates to the Common plant health regime (CPHR) of the European 
Union (EU). Plant health is a cornerstone for sustainable and competitive agriculture, 
global food security and environmental protection.  

In several aspects, plant health is a public good. Healthy crops are essential to ensure 
food security for the ever-growing global population world-wide. Entry and 
establishment of harmful organisms often results in increases of pesticide use and 
could impact negatively on the environment and, in some cases, on food safety. 
Prevention of entry of new harmful organisms and diseases helps limiting the use of 
pesticides. Moreover, for a number of regulated pests and diseases there are no 
curative treatments possible at all. Furthermore, citizens value an unspoilt landscape 
and are concerned about the rapid loss of natural habitats, biodiversity and plant 
resources worldwide. Entry and establishment of harmful organisms may lead to 
serious damage to amenity trees, public and private green, recreational forests and to 
disruption and loss of natural ecosystems and habitats. Due to climate change, forests 
and natural ecosystems become increasingly susceptible to invading pests and 
pathogens. Massive forest death due to plant pests may accelerate climate change by 
changing forests from a carbon sink into a carbon source. 

Plant health is also a private good since plant health measures may equally serve to 
protect the economic value of plants and plant products in agriculture, forestry and 
trade. Buyers and sellers of plants and plant products do not have the same 
information on the health status of the materials (seemingly healthy material may be 
infected inside). Such so-called information asymmetry is known to lead to market 
failure: the free market does not itself correct this. Regulation of plant health is 
therefore of interest for the private sector as well. 

2.2. Specific and operational objectives of the activity/action 

The specific objectives of the current EU plant health regime are: 

− To protect the EU territory against the entry, establishment and spread of 
harmful organisms that so far do not occur in the EU or, if present, to a very 
limited extent and under control (the main objective currently being to protect 
agriculture and horticulture); 
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− To ensure the availability and use of healthy plant material at the beginning of 
the chain of production (prevention of the spread of harmful organisms 
occurring in the EU with plants-for-planting); 

− To control harmful organisms of still limited distribution which are so harmful 
that strict control on further spread is needed; 

− To secure safe trade by establishment of EU import requirements for plants 
and plant products and EU internal movement requirements for certain plants. 

 
2.3. Legal basis, budget and duration of the activity/action 

The CPHR is the product of decades of legislation. The basic structure of the current 
CPHR was conceived in 1977 with Council Directive 77/93/EEC. This Directive 
considered that systematic eradication of harmful organisms within Member States 
(MS) would have only a limited effect if protective measures against their introduction 
were not applied at the same time and that national plant health provisions needed to 
be harmonized. To this end, a framework was created governing import into the EC 
and intra-Community trade, building on the framework already provided in 1952 by 
the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC). Harmful organisms were listed 
in Annexes to the Directive. With the introduction of the EU internal market in 1993, 
the concept of plant passports was introduced so as to allow free movement of plants 
and plant products between and within MS. Since the 2000 codification, the basic 
legal framework is known as Council Directive 2000/29/EC.  

In addition to the core Directive, which relates to eradication and containment of 
harmful organisms spread via movements of plants and plant products, a limited set of 
Council Directives regulates the control of specific harmful organisms of potatoes 
which have become established in parts of the EU. 

The annual budget available for the regime is at present approximately 3 million euro, 
for co-financing of measures to eradicate or contain outbreaks (the so-called 
"solidarity regime"). EU payments in practice serve to co-finance the costs incurred by 
MS competent authorities for implementing such measures. While Directive 
2000/29/EC allows coverage of losses of growers from imposed official measures, this 
has not been put in practice so far.  

The CPHR is open-ended. 

2.4. Instruments of the activity/action and objectives of the review 

Instruments 

The CPHR legislation is transposed by the Member States into national legislation and 
implemented by the national competent authorities. 

Apart from EU funding of research projects under the Framework Programmes of DG 
RTD, scientific research to support the regime and diagnostic infrastructures currently 
are not a part of the regime (this is addressed at Member State level). 
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Problem analysis 

An evaluation of the regime was carried out in 2009-2010 by the Food Chain 
Evaluation Consortium (FCEC). Based on their analysis, the shortcomings and 
weaknesses of the regime in its current form can be summarised as follows: 

− Insufficient focus on prevention1: the evaluation report therefore recommends 
horizon scanning for emerging risks, compulsory contingency planning, where 
necessary import bans and post-entry quarantine, introduction of mandatory 
EU-wide surveillance for priority pests and rapid emergency action; 

− Insufficient focus on major risks: the evaluation report recommends better risk 
targeting and prioritisation (resources / objectives). The regime should move to 
a truly EU (rather than MS interest) approach for more joint action to tackle 
risks of significance to the entire EU; 

− Lack of incentives: to support the regime's objectives, EU co-financing is 
recommended for losses of growers from destroyed material. The perverse 
incentive to hide outbreaks needs to be removed. In general, the balance 
between public and private costs and responsibilities needs to be reconsidered; 

− Lack of resources: EU co-financing is recommended for future mandatory EU-
wide contingency planning, surveillance and eradication actions of MS 
authorities (including measures against natural spread). In essence, the lack of 
resources is an awareness problem (lack of recognised justification of the 
regime's benefits)2; 

− Need for substantial upgrade of the plant passport and protected zone systems, 
which jointly define the balance between free movement of plants and plant 
products on the internal market3, versus protection of pest free zones within 
the EU. In the context of plant passports, the overlapping remit for plant health 
controls with the EU seed & propagating material regime also needs to be 
addressed4; 

− Insufficient stable support for the regime from R&D and diagnostic 
infrastructures: to counteract the erosion of critical plant health expertise 
underpinning the regime, the evaluation report recommends improvements as 
concerns capacities, organisational structures and resources; 

− Need to align the scope of the regime with the revised International Plant 
Protection Convention5: the evaluation report recommends that the future EU 
plant quarantine provisions, apart from pests and diseases, should include 
invasive plant species. 

                                                 
1 In essence, this is a mix of missing legal instruments and inadequate implementation (partly due to lack of 
resources). 
2 This links in to the issue of public/private responsibilities and cost sharing. 
3 Striking a proper balance between the objectives of free movement of plants and plant products across the EU, 
versus protecting Member States against the spread of harmful organisms with such movements, was at the heart 
of the previous (1993) review of the regime. 
4 This also links in to the issue of public/private responsibilities and cost sharing. 
5 The EU and its MS are contracting parties to the revised IPPC (1997). 
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Objectives of the review 

The objective of the review is to resolve the existing shortcomings and weaknesses of 
the regime. 

In terms of global objectives, the new EU plant health regime should serve to better 
promote sustainable production, support food security, protect the environment, 
forests, landscape and biodiversity, and in this context mitigate the plant health 
impacts of globalisation and climate change. The regime should continue to support 
competitiveness of EU agriculture and forestry, economic growth and the free EU 
internal market.  

In terms of specific and operational objectives, the modernisation of the regime should 
result in an updated scope as concerns organisms covered by the regime and the remit 
for preventive action (also for sake of environmental concerns) to counteract the plant 
health problems resulting from globalisation and climate change. It should result in 
better protection at import and more effective intra-EU movement provisions to 
reduce the risk of entry and spread of harmful organisms, and in improved 
surveillance and rapid and effective eradication of outbreaks. The new regime should 
be more risk-based. It should include appropriate financial incentives. Its 
organisational structures (laboratories, databases, training, communication, interaction 
with private sector) and support from research and development should where 
appropriate be improved. 

The new regime should address the needs of the future: its principles should be 
sufficiently robust to remain valid up for 15 years after adoption of the new EU plant 
health law by Council and European Parliament (i.e, up to 2025 or 2030). 

3. Description of the assignment 

3.1. Purpose and objective of the assignment 

The study which is the purpose of this assignment should support the development by 
the Commission services (DG SANCO) of the impact assessment accompanying the 
legislative proposal of the Commission, by providing supplementary economic data on 
impacts (costs6 and benefits). Such data have in part been collected already during the 
CPHR evaluation study (see the Terms of Reference for the evaluation study and the 
evaluation report itself). The study which is the subject of the current assignment 
should supplement the CPHR evaluation report with a quantification of the costs and 
benefits of several potential amendments to the EU plant health regime. The 
contractor must consult the CPHR evaluation report for in-depth information on the 
regime. 

                                                 
6 This could among others relate to: operating costs for owner/producers, processors and traders of plants and 
plant-related products; cost for plant importers and exporters; operating costs for transporting and logistic 
companies; costs for public authorities, laboratories, research and development, innovation; costs for consumers 
resulting from increased plant health costs elsewhere in the production chain. The impacts could also relate to 
costs for third countries. 
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The study should provide data (figures and figure estimates, where appropriate), 
analytical and descriptive inputs necessary for DG SANCO to complete its impact 
assessment and to fill the existing knowledge gaps. The collected data should be 
presented in a format that facilitates their analysis and further use by DG SANCO. For 
each of the issues to be addressed in the assignment, the consultant shall gather the 
necessary data and integrate them in tables, spreadsheets and other impact calculation 
support tools, as appropriate. This should allow the Commission services to study the 
possible impact on the various stakeholders of different options, including new 
variants developed in the course of the impact assessment, for review of the current 
legal framework.  

In this context, preliminary results should be made available to the Commission 
services already during the study and as early as possible.  

3.2. Scope of the assignment (operational, temporal, geographical…) 

The scope of the assignment is the same as for the evaluation of the CPHR. It covers 
the entire EU-27. 

3.3. Issues to be addressed 

The current assignment is restricted to issues which have been identified as key areas 
for possible policy change that are likely to have significant economic, social or 
environmental impacts and should therefore be included in the impact assessment7:   

1. Scope of the CPHR 
a. Invasive alien species (IAS) 
b. Regulated non-quarantine pests (RNQP) 

2. Import control 
3. Intra-EU surveillance obligations 
4. Plant passport system 

a. (a) Scope 
b. (b) Harmonisation 

5. Protected zones system 
6. Incentives for effective implementation 

a. (a) Co-financing of measures against natural spread 
b. (b) Coverage of losses of growers, cost-responsibility sharing, plant health 

fund, sanctions 

The tasks for the contractor following from these issues are detailed in chapter 3.4. 
Background information on the purpose of the tasks in relation to the underlying 
problems of the regime is provided in the Annexes.  

The assignment is restricted to issues which have not been resolved in the evaluation 
study and which cannot be covered sufficiently by DG SANCO itself.  

                                                 
7 The scope of the impact assessment as concerns the recommendations from the evaluation report was subject to 
a targeted public consultation in the context of the conference "Towards a new EU plant health law" on 28 
September 2010. 
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3.4. Specification of tasks 

Task 1: Analysis of costs of introduction of mandatory intra-EU surveillance for 
priority harmful organisms and costs of EU-financing of such surveillance 

For a selection of 10 harmful organisms provided in the Annexes, the contractor 
should estimate an appropriate level of surveillance from best practices among the 
Member States and by comparison with the known surveillance levels for other 
important harmful organisms, including potato pests under the Control Directives 
(brown rot, potato ring rot and potato cyst nematodes).  

The contractor should estimate the total annual costs for the MS and the EU of 
introducing mandatory surveillance (visual inspection + laboratory testing8 as 
appropriate) for the selected organisms at these levels, in absence and in presence of 
EU co-financing ("EU surveillance requirements" option). 

The contractor should also estimate the total annual costs for the MS and the EU (at 
50% co-financing) of introducing mandatory surveillance for the selected harmful 
organisms without fixed surveillance levels, in absence and in presence of EU co-
financing ("EU surveillance facilitation" option). 

Task 2: Analysis of the impacts of introducing post-entry quarantine in the 
import regime 

The contractor should estimate, in coordination with the MS competent authorities and 
DG SANCO, for how many cases (regulated harmful organisms/plants/origin) post-
entry quarantine9 would be advisable and should draw up a representative selection of 
10 of these cases. The total annual costs for the MS, the EU and the private sector of 
the introduction of post-entry quarantine10 should be estimated. 

Task 3: Analysis of the financial impact of expanding the EU solidarity regime to 
an emergency fund for plant pests with co-financing not only costs of MS 
authorities but also losses of private operators 

The contractor should analyse the costs, feasibility and rationale of the introduction in 
the CPHR11 of a Plant Health Fund12 to financially compensate private operators for 
the losses13 suffered due to officially imposed measures. The study should clarify to 

                                                 
8 The surveillance cost estimates should include visual inspection and, depending on the commodity and harmful 
organism, laboratory testing for the presence of invisible (latent) pests. 
9 Official post-entry inspections should be carried out after the quarantine period and prior to official release of 
the material for free circulation on the internal EU market. 
10 Costs could among others pertain to additional inspections, laboratory testing for latent pests, delayed release 
for the internal EU market, increased or extra fees, administrative burden. 
11 Article 23, point 3 of Directive 2000/29/EC in principle already provides such a framework, which however 
has not been put into practice. 
12 In analogy with the existing Animal Health Fund and taking account of the current evolution of that fund 
(including the development of cost-responsibility sharing schemes).   
13 The CPHR evaluation report recommends to extend the current scope of solidarity to cover losses of destroyed 
material (i.e., to compensate growers for the lost value of material that had to be destroyed because of official 
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what extent the Animal Health Fund structure would be feasible for plant health, what 
amendments are needed, what criteria should be used to allow for compensation, and 
what the modalities and level of cost-sharing could be. The expected costs for the EU 
and the Member States and the volume of payments to private operators should be 
quantified. 

The contractor should assess the order of magnitude of direct (destroyed material) and 
indirect losses of private operators that would be eligible for EU co-financing when 
the solidarity regime would be expanded in this sense. This should be done in such a 
way that the outcome is sufficiently representative for all affected sectors (agriculture, 
horticulture, seed industry, forestry, wood industry).  

Estimates should be provided for a scenario in which the co-financed costs would be 
in line with the current level / number of measures imposed by competent authorities 
today on private operators. Estimates should also be provided in case the study would 
indicate that the Member States will impose and co-finance plant health measures at 
an increased level because of the availability of EU co-financing (multiplier effect). 

Task 4: Analysis of the financial impact of expanding the EU solidarity regime to 
also include natural spread of plant pests 

The contractor should provide a reliable estimate of the impacts for the EU and the 
MS from expansion of the solidarity regime so as to in future also cover prevention 
measures for natural spread14. The order of magnitude should be inferred from, among 
others, cases in which co-financing for natural spread was not accepted in the past 
(e.g. Diabrotica virgifera virgifera, Rhynchophorus ferrugineus) and by predictions 
for possible future outbreaks (e.g. outbreaks followed by natural spread of Pine Wood 
Nematode (Bursaphelenchus xylophilus) outside of Portugal, or outbreaks and 
subsequent natural spread of Anoplophora chinensis, A. glabripennis or Phytophthora 
ramorum). 

Tasks 3 and 4 are interlinked (including natural spread would impact on the co-
financing of losses of private operators, and vice versa). This should be taken into 
consideration in the cost / impact calculations.  

Task 5: Analysis of the economic weight of harmful organisms impacting on 
agriculture, horticulture, forests and the environment 

Through a desk study on the available literature, the contractor should quantify 
(monetise) the current / potential economic weight of high-impact harmful organisms. 
The analysis should comprise a sufficiently balanced and representative15 selection of 
such organisms. It should provide a reliable and justifiable estimate of the potential 

                                                                                                                                                         
phytosanitary measures). The report does not recommend to also cover business losses (i.e., in addition, indirect 
business losses other than the value of the destroyed material). 
14 So far, solidarity co-funding is restricted to measures addressing outbreaks or spread resulting from human 
activities related movements (excluding natural spread). 
15 In relation to agriculture, horticulture, forestry/landscape, and natural ecosystems/biodiversity and as concerns 
the main types of harmful organisms (insects, nematodes, fungi, bacteria, viruses). 



   
 

SANCO FRAMEWORK CONTRACT ON EVALUATION, IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND 
RELATED SERVICES 

 8

economic benefits of regimes, such as the CPHR, to prevent the entry and spread of 
harmful organisms of plants. Where appropriate the timescale of impacts (costs, 
benefits) should be indicated.  

Cases to be anyhow included in the desk study are the pine wood nematode 
(Bursaphelenchus xylophilus) in Europe and Asia; the longhorn beetles Anoplophora 
chinensis and A. glabripennis; the mountain pine beetle (Dendroctonus ponderosae) in 
Canada; the western corn rootworm (Diabrotica virgifera virgifera) in Europe and in 
the US; potato brown rot (Ralstonia solanacearum), potato ring rot (Clavibacter 
michiganense ssp. sepedonicus), potato cyst nematodes (Globodera spp.).  

Task 6: Analysis of the costs and benefits of amending the scope of the EU plant 
health regime in relation to the EU seed and propagating material regime 

This tasks consists of three sub-tasks related to the coherence between the CPHR and 
the EU seed and propagating materials (S&PM) regime: 

Task 6a. Positioning of regulated non-quarantine pests16 

The contractor should quantify the economic impact (costs and administrative burden 
for private operators, MS and EU authorities) of moving regulated harmful organisms 
from one regime to the other according to the options (i) to (iv) below, and assess the 
impacts of these options – if any – on attaining the objectives of the two regimes 
(respectively "plant health" and "health and quality of seed and propagating material").  

The options (modified from the evaluation report) are: 

(i) Status quo; 

(ii) Alignment of the implementing provisions of the two regimes for plant health 
controls (allowing combined inspections); 

(iii) Transfer of all RNQPs (those with zero tolerance requirements and those with 
tolerance thresholds) from the S&PM regime to an Annex17 of the EU plant 
health regime; 

(iv) Transfer of all harmful organisms currently regulated under the EU plant health 
regime, but exclusively for plants for planting18, to the S&PM regime. 

Guidance on expected types of impacts is provided in a footnote19. 

                                                 
16 The CPHR evaluation report recommends to amend the scope of the EU plant health regime, so as to also 
comprise certain so-called regulated non-quarantine pests (RNQPs). Such pests are currently regulated under the 
EU seed and propagating material (S&PM) regime - albeit without using the name RNQP - and, partially, the EU 
plant health regime (Article 3 of Directive 2000/29/EC). 
17 A separate new Annex or Annex II, Part A, Section II of Directive 2000/29/EC. 
18 A draft list of such harmful organisms, drawn up by the Commission in 1991, is provided in the Annexes. 
Other candidate harmful organisms for such a transfer, for example, apple proliferation mycoplasm and pepino 
mosaic virus, need to be identified in coordination with MS authorities, stakeholders and DG SANCO.  
19 Inclusion of RNQPs in the EU plant health regime (option iii) would necessitate costs for MS authorities and 
private operators from mandatory import controls for RNQPs. Under the Marketing Directives, random import 
controls are provided for but these may not be systematic; they are however also carried out in some MS in the 
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Task 6b. Costs and benefits of merging the plant passporting and certification 
schemes 

Irrespective of the positioning of RNQPs (Task 6a), the contractor should quantify 
what the costs and benefits would be for private operators (administrative burden, 
fees) and for MS competent authorities to merge the visual inspection based plant 
passports of the CPHR with the sampling and laboratory testing based health 
certificates of the S&PM regime20.  

The contractor should assume that in such a merger the current technical requirements 
for the certification schemes will be extrapolated to the CPHR for the plant material in 
case21. The contractor should investigate the economic impacts for private operators 
and competent authorities (CPHR and S&PM) of upgrading the plant passport 
requirements for propagating material to the level of the S&PM regime, compared to 
maintenance of the status quo. The study report should list for which pests / plants 
upgrading would be expected. 

Task 6c. Development of options for the role of the private sector in implementation 
of the health controls for issuance of the new health document 

Based on the CPHR evaluation report and consultation with MS competent authorities 
and private stakeholders, the contractor should develop scenarios (options) for fully or 
partly22 harmonised provisions for delegation of control tasks to the private sector23. A 
solid, clear logic should be presented for these options in relation to the objectives of 
the regime (balance public / private), the nature of the different sectors of private 
operators and the prospects for cost / responsibility sharing. The options should each 
be compared with the intervention logic and legal provisions for comparable cases in 
Regulation 882/2004/EC. The impact of each option on cost effectiveness and 
administrative burden for private operators and MS competent authorities should be 
assessed. 

                                                                                                                                                         
context of final certification. The import controls would where appropriate include sampling and laboratory 
testing of seed and propagating material lots (according to ISTA rules). Transfer of specific harmful organisms 
from the CPHR to the S&PM regime (option iv) would similarly imply that costs for import controls may be 
lower. In options (ii) and (iii), plant health controls under the S&PM certification schemes could be combined 
with the plant health controls for plant passporting under the EU plant health regime. In option (iii), the costs for 
certification of seed and propagating material as concerns quality may increase if no longer combined with the 
health controls. Costs for surveillance, eradication and containment of RNQPs would not be applicable in any of 
the options since harmful organisms can be listed as RNQPs only if widely established in the EU. 

 
20 Thus, the current three controls (plant health under the CPHR; plant health under the S&PM regime; quality 
under the S&PM regime) would be rearranged into two controls (one plant health control + one quality control). 
21 Downgrading the certification requirements is not acceptable and therefore does not need to be investigated 
for its financial impacts. 
22 For example, different "safety levels" in relation to delegation could apply to different Annexes. 
23 At present, the provisions in the CPHR and S&PM regimes are different as concerns the allowable delegation 
of tasks to the private sector. 
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Task 7: Analysis of the costs and benefits of amendments to the plant passport 
system24 

This task consists of three sub-tasks, two of which follow the recommendations in the 
evaluation report (revise the scope of application of the plant passport; harmonise the 
plant passport document) and a third to introduce an incentive for compliance. 

Task 7a. Amendments to the scope of the plant passport system 

Based on the evaluation report and in consultation with the stakeholders and MS 
competent authorities, the contractor should quantify (or as a minimum provide the 
data and spreadsheets that will allow DG SANCO to monetise) the impacts on private 
operators and MS competent authorities of: 

(i) Introducing plant passporting obligations to individual smallest units of plants 
used in trade; 

(ii) Expanding plant passporting obligations up to the stage that plants are sold to the 
final consumer (instead of excluding end products); 

(iii) Expanding plant passporting obligations which currently apply only to Protected 
Zones or to Demarcated Areas to the entire EU territory; 

(iv) Expanding plant passporting obligations to a generalised use of a simplified 
plant passport for all plants for planting in the EU. 

Task 7b. Harmonisation of the plant passport document 

The contractor should investigate the feasibility and financial impacts (costs, benefits, 
administrative burden) for private operators and competent authorities, compared to 
the status quo option, of: 

(a) Replacement of the current diversity of plant passports by a single, in terms of 
form and contents25 fully harmonised label, applicable and affixable to all plants 
and plant products covered by plant passporting requirements. If necessary, the 
label could be applied in different sizes on packaging materials (bags, boxes, paper 
envelopes, …); 

(b) Replacement of the current plant passports by a new EU plant passport logo (to be 
developed) containing exclusively an identification number relating to the product, 
linked to a new EU database26 containing the information that is registered on the 
label in options (a) and (b). In case the costs of a central database would be 

                                                 
24 The objectives of the plant passport system are twofold: providing a visible guarantee to buyers that the sold 
product is healthy; and allowing for tracking and tracing of the infestation sources in case a product would 
nevertheless prove to be infested. 

 
25 The contents of the plant passport should be identical to the minimum requirements of the current legislation 
as comprised in Council Directive 2000/29/EC, Commission Directive 92/105/EEC and Commission Directive 
2005/17/EC (nothing less, nothing more), however in a fixed format and physical form.  
26 The database (probably an extension of TRACES) would be managed by the European Commission and filled 
by the Member State competent authorities and the private operators. 
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excessive, the study should clarify for which segments of the CPHR traceability 
through such a database would be critical and affordable. 

The deliverables should include basic cost data and spreadsheets that DG SANCO can 
use to further examine the financial impacts of other options for the future plant 
passporting system as might come up later on.  

Task 7c. Introduction of burden of proof inversal 

The contractor should estimate the financial impact of a possible introduction of a 
liability inversal provision in relation to the issuance of plant passports as an incentive 
for compliance. The provision would introduce liability for losses due to CPHR-
regulated harmful organisms for private operators who sell plants or plant products 
accompanied by a plant passport, unless they can provide evidence of having 
complied with the relevant provisions of the EU plant health regime (burden of proof 
inversal). The costs for private operators from such a provision could relate among 
others to administrative burden.  

Task 8: Analysis of the costs and benefits of amendments to the protected zones 
system 

The contractor should carry out an analysis of the costs and benefits of mandatory 
surveillance targets and of mandatory de-listing procedures for infested protected 
zones. This should be related to the economic benefits of such zones. To this end, the 
overall economic benefits should be estimated for a representative selection of the 
current PZs (in comparison to their theoretical deregulation): 

o Erwinia amylovora – Italy, Latvia 

o Bemisia tabaci (European populations) – UK, Finland 

o Ips amitinus – Ireland, Greece 

o Cryphonectria parasitica – Czech Republic, Sweden 

o Globodera pallida - Slovakia 

A technically justifiable level of surveillance (visual inspection as well as laboratory 
testing) for these PZs should be defined on basis of MS best practices and the total 
costs of introducing mandatory surveillance at that level should be estimated. A 
recommendation should be given concerning the appropriate repartitioning of these 
costs over MS competent authorities and private operators, and what this should imply 
for stakeholder involvement in the management of PZs. 

In relation to a mandatory de-listing procedure for infested protected zones the 
contractor should estimate the economic impact of mandatory de-listing of the 
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selected protected zones (a) when infestations have not been fully eradicated after 2 
years; and (b) immediately (PFA approach27). 

Task 9: Analysis of the costs and benefits of including specific categories of 
invasive alien species in the scope of the EU plant health regime 

DG SANCO will provide the contractor with a selection of 5 IAS plant species 
(agricultural weeds, environmental weed/shrub IAS and IAS plants with important 
human health impacts). Using this selection, the contractor should deliver a global cost 
estimate for the EU (order of magnitude) for the consequences of inclusion of IAS in 
the CPHR. The assumption should be that such IAS would be dealt with in the same 
way as currently regulated harmful organisms (i.e, inclusion in the Annexes of 
Council Directive 2000/29/EC), including: 

− Costs for MS authorities and private operators from mandatory import controls for 
plants and plant products consisting of or possibly contaminated with such IAS; 

− Surveillance costs for MS authorities; 

− Costs for MS authorities and private operators from mandatory eradication and 
containment and costs of EU co-financing of MS costs and private operator losses;  

− Costs for MS authorities and private operators from mandatory intra-EU 
movement requirements of plants and plant products consisting of or possibly 
contaminated with such IAS; 

− Costs for EU and MS authorities in terms of additional resources (staff; other 
costs) to operate such a regulatory system. 

3.5. Expertise required from the contractor 

The preparation of this report will require expertise in plant health (in relation to 
agriculture, horticulture, forestry and environment), regulated harmful organisms, the 
EU legislative regimes for plant health and for seed and propagating material, 
economics, statistics and impact analysis. 

Given the specialised nature of the subject matter that has to be studied, the 
assessment team is expected to comprise members with specific expertise in these 
sectors. 

3.6. Other specific tasks to be carried out under the assignment 

Stakeholder consultation is to be organised by the contractor as an important part of 
the study to which these Terms of Reference refer. In addition, stakeholder 
consultation will be organised by DG SANCO in the first semester of 2011 in the 
framework of the Working Group on Plant Health of the Advisory Group for the Food 
Chain, Animal and Plant Health of DG SANCO. 

                                                 
27 A Pest-Free Area (PFA; https://www.ippc.int/file_uploaded/1146657783053_ISPM4.pdf) is an area in 
which a specific pest does not occur as demonstrated by scientific evidence and in which, where appropriate, this 
condition is being officially maintained. The requirements for PFAs are thus more stringent than for PZs, where 
a certain level of infection may be tolerated for a certain period of time. 

https://www.ippc.int/file_uploaded/1146657783053_ISPM4.pdf


   
 

SANCO FRAMEWORK CONTRACT ON EVALUATION, IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND 
RELATED SERVICES 

 13

3.7. Reporting and deliverables 

The assignment includes the submission of a series of deliverables: reports, calculation 
tools and presentations.  

The contractor will deliver the following reports at key stages of the process: inception 
report, interim progress report, draft final report and final report. Each report should 
be written in English, professionally edited, and critically assessed as it provides the 
basis for tracking the quality of the work done by the contractor. The contractor will 
attend four specific meetings with the Commission, first at the Kick-off meeting and 
subsequently to present and discuss the progress of the work after the submission of 
the inception report, the interim report and the draft final report28. The contractor is 
requested to take notes at the meetings and to submit them to the Commission for 
approval the week following the meeting. 

In the course of the project, coordination meetings with Commission services may be 
organised as appropriate. 

Inception report – at the latest six weeks after the signature of the contract 
The inception report completes the structuring phase of the report preparation. It aims 
to describe the organisation of the work, and to adapt and substantiate the overall 
approach, the methodology proposed and the work plan outlined in the proposal. It 
should set out in detail how the proposed methodology will be implemented and in 
particular lay out clearly in tabular form how the report will be constructed and 
prepared.  The inception report should include enough detail for the Commission to 
gain a good understanding of the approach, method and timing proposed.  

The known sources of information as well as the way the contractor will interact with 
stakeholders and MS competent authorities will be fully clarified at this stage.   

The inception report will be submitted to the Commission which will discuss on this 
basis with the contractor and may request changes and improvements.  

Interim report – 4 months after the signing of the contract  
This report be presented to the Commission services and will provide information on 
the progress, along with intermediate results and an initial analysis of data collected. 
The contractor should already be in a position to provide: a) spreadsheets with data, 
models, simulations in relation to the Tasks and where appropriate options, b) 
preliminary findings related to the purpose and objective of the report (see above 
paragraph 3.1), and c) draft layout and content. The report will provide the 
Commission with an opportunity to check whether the work is on track and whether it 
has focused on the specified information needs.  

The Interim Report shall comprise the draft outcome for the urgent and/or more 
complex Tasks 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7. 

The contractor will define in agreement with the Commission the table of contents and 
structure of the draft final report. A document outlining the latter must be submitted in 
advance of the meeting by the contractor. It will serve as a basis for the discussion.  

                                                 
28 Some of these meetings may coincide with meetings of the Inter-Service Steering Group for the impact 
assessment. 
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Draft final report and final report 

a) Draft final report: 

The contractor must provide the Commission services with a written and oral 
presentation on the draft final results, where appropriate accompanied by the requested 
calculation tools. The draft final report will be clearly based on evidence generated 
through the analysis. The draft final report should include an executive summary of 
not more than 15 pages (synthesis of main analyses and conclusions), the main report 
(presenting the results of the analyses in full, conclusions and recommendations), 
technical annexes (one of which will be the Task Specifications) and a draft one-page 
summary on the Key Messages of the report. 

The Draft Final Report shall comprise the outcome for all Tasks. 

The draft final report will be submitted at the latest 6 months after the signature of the 
contract.  

b) Final report 

The contractor must provide the Commission services with a written and oral 
presentation on the final results, where appropriate accompanied by the requested 
calculation tools, at the latest 7.5 months after the signature of the contract. The final 
report will take into account the results of quality assessment and discussions with the 
Commission Services about the draft final report. The final executive summary and 
Key Messages page will be part of it. The final report should have the same structure 
as the draft final report. The contractor should provide the final report in both MS-
Word and Adobe Acrobat (PDF). The contractor should also provide a PowerPoint 
presentation of key aspects and findings of the study, together with speaking notes. 
The Commission will hold the copyright of the reports. 

The Commission Services may ask after consultation and in mutual agreement for 
complementary information or propose adjustments in order to redirect the work when 
necessary. Deliverables must be acceptable to the Commission. With work 
progressing and in the light of new findings, revisions of deliverables already 
approved may be necessary. The contractor will be expected to respond to and take 
into account comments of the Commission. 

Deliverables shall be drafted in a concise and easily understandable language. The 
presentation of the texts, tables and graphs has to be clear and complete and 
correspond to commonly recognised standards for studies to be published. They 
should be accompanied, where requested, by appropriate annexes. All reports and 
presentations are to be submitted in electronic format in accordance with the deadlines 
set in the time-schedule specified below.   

The volume of final deliverable text will not exceed 200 pages (Times New Roman 12 
or equivalent, excluding annexes). The core text has to be concentrated on the 
assessment of the main study items. An executive summary of between 10 and 15 
pages (1500 characters/page) should be included in the final report. Background 
information should be presented in annexes. 
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3.8. Organisation, methodology and timetable 

As part of the bid, the contractor should identify the team of personnel to be involved, 
describe their skills and qualifications, quantify the input of each member of the team 
in terms of days and explain the distribution of tasks between the different members. 

The bid should clarify the resources attributed to the Tasks described in Chapter 3.4 
and demonstrate that the resources attribution is in line with the relative weight of 
these Tasks. 

The bid should demonstrate an excellent understanding of the issues at stake and 
should be effective to address the underlying needs of DG SANCO described in these 
Terms of Reference.  

In case the requested deliverables under the Tasks cannot be offered for the maximum 
budget available, the bid should specify what simplifications will be made to the Tasks 
while still addressing the underlying needs of DG SANCO concerning the nine Tasks. 

Access to data 

Access to data and information will be given to the consultant, who will also gather 
data and - where necessary - opinions of interested parties (European Commission, 
stakeholders and other relevant persons and organisations) through interviews and 
bilateral contacts. 

Key stakeholders' organisations are provided in the Annexes. 

The consultant that has been chosen will receive access to relevant data generated by 
the evaluation and owned by the Commission. 

For collected data, a specification should be given of the sources from which the data 
were obtained, the assumptions that were made, where appropriate the model that was 
used to generate them, and the model outcome. Such specification should allow for 
verification of the data reliability. The contractor shall coordinate with the 
Commission services on the methods to collect the data and the spreadsheets, models 
and simulations to be used. 

The study should specify where data are interconnected during to cross-influence of 
the options selected for the various recommendations. A separate matrix should be 
provided to clarify such interconnectedness. 

The study should, in addition to the CPHR evaluation report (2010), utilise the reports 
of the Financial Aspects Evaluation of the CPHR (2008) and the Evaluation of the 
Community Acquis on the Marketing of Seed and Plant Propagating Material (2008). 

Confidentiality 

In the context of the assignment, data of a confidential nature may have to be 
collected, such as expenditure made by stakeholders as part of the administrative costs 
for complying with certain provisions of the EU legislation. These data shall be 
handled with due confidentiality. 
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Data included in the Final report remains the property of the Commission and should 
be treated as confidential. 

Methodology 

The methodology must be drawn by the contractor taking into account the scope and 
objectives above and the establishment of good practice. The contractor is expected to 
develop and implement a methodology ensuring that all the components presented 
under chapters 3.1 to 3.4 are sufficiently well covered and that clear conclusions can 
be drawn.  

The contractor is required to clearly detail the different steps of the design, 
summarising the methodology in a table format. 

Collection, analysis and assessment of the data to be gathered in this study should be 
done in consultation and coordination with the stakeholders of the regime and, where 
appropriate, the MS competent authorities. To this end, the contractor shall consult an 
appropriately balanced and representative selection of the key EU-level stakeholders 
organisations (where appropriate: MS competent authorities) listed in the Annexes to 
these Terms of Reference. The consultation should be carried out as early as possible 
and should comprise plenary meetings29 and interviews (face to face, by phone or 
through e-mail). The possible use of questionnaires is left to the judgment of the 
contractor. The results obtained (and estimates made) should be validated with the 
stakeholders (where appropriate: MS competent authorities) in a later stage of the 
study.  

Apart from stakeholder consultation, data may be collected through literature and 
database searches. 

The data and other inputs shall be consistent with the policy requirements, quality and 
standards necessary to conform with the Commission's Guidelines on Impact 
Assessment. Where appropriate, the Standard Cost Model (Administrative cost of 
obligations under EU legislation) should be used.  

Elements of the methodology should be: 

• Desk research, classification, mapping and review of data from the readily 
available resources (among others, those provided in the web-links, further references 
and Annexes of this Task Description) 

• Interviews as and when required 

• Economic analysis 

• Stakeholder consultations 

                                                 
29 Stakeholder consultation is to be organised by the contractor as part of the current consignment. In addition, 
stakeholder consultation will be organised by DG SANCO in the first semester of 2011 in the framework of the 
Working Group on Plant Health of the Advisory Group for the Food Chain, Animal and Plant Health of DG 
SANCO. 
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The consultant may propose other tools for data collection and analysis as he/she may 
see fit including focus groups, questionnaires, workshops, a support board (experts 
from private sector, competent authorities and academia), etc.  

Contractors are expected not to restrict themselves to these minimum requirements. 
Proposals for additional methodological and descriptive tools that may contribute to 
meeting the objectives of the study in a more satisfactory manner will be considered 
positively when evaluating the proposals. 

Timetable 

The Service order has a maximum duration of 7½ months. It is due to start in 
December 2010. A detailed work plan should be submitted together with the bid, 
building on the time-schedule summarised below. It should be updated with the 
Inception Report.   

The draft final report should be delivered in May 2011 and the final report by the end 
of July 2011, thus allowing ongoing interaction between DG SANCO and the 
contractor up to the completion of the impact assessment (end of July 2011). 

 
What  By 

Kick-off meeting with the contractor December 2010 

Inception report   January 2011 

Inception meeting February 2011 

Interim Report (on urgent / complex tasks 3, 4, 5, 6, 7) March 2011 
 

Interim meeting April 2011 

Draft final report (on all tasks) May 2011 
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Meeting on the draft final report June 2011 

Final report July 2011 

 

3.9. Quality assessment 

In order to ensure the necessary level of quality for this report, contractors should 
always bear in mind that:  

• The report must respond to the information needs, in particular as expressed in the 
Task Specifications and following discussions with the Commission;  

• The methodology and design must be appropriate for completing the report and 
made explicit;  

• The collected data must be appropriate for their intended use and their reliability 
must be ascertained;  

• Data must be analysed systematically to cover all the information and 
presentational needs in a valid manner;  

• Findings must follow logically from and be justified by, the data/information 
analysis and interpretations based on the pre-established criteria and rationale;  

• To be valid, conclusions must be non-biased and fully based on findings.  
 

The Inter-Service Steering Group set up for the Impact Assessment may also be 
invited to supervise the study assignment in order to ensure that it will be conducted in 
line with the Terms of Reference. The Steering Group may advise the Deputy 
Director-General on whether or not to approve the inception, progress and final 
reports delivered by the consultant. 

 
3.10. Budget 

Maximum indicative budget is € ………. Budget line is 17 01 04 01. 

3.11. Special requirements 

The study should be provided in final form in electronic (MS Word and Adobe pdf) 
and paper versions.  

4. References 
 

4.1. Other existing documentation/data and how to access it 
 
Annex 1:  Policy area description and results of the evaluation of the regime 
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Annex 2: Background information on issues to be addressed in this assignment 

Annex 3: Contact details of the Chief Officers for Plant Health 

Annex 4: Contact details of key stakeholders' organisations at EU level 

Annex 5: List of 20 important harmful organisms regulated by the Community Plant 
Health Regime 

Annex 6: List of harmful organisms considered in 1991 as candidates for transfer from 
Directive 77/93/EEC to the certification schemes 

Annex 7: Discussion Document concerning the coherence of the EU plant health regime 
and seed & propagating material regime, presented to the Member State 
competent authorities on 8 October 2010 

4.2. Useful web-links 

• SANCO website on Europa on the review of the plant health regime, containing 
the CPHR evaluation report as well as links to further pages on the evaluation 
(http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/strategy/index_en.htm) 

• SANCO website on the review of the seed & propagating material regime, 
containing the evaluation report as well as information to the review of the regime 
(http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/propagation/evaluation/index_en.htm) 

• Roadmap New EU Plant Health Strategy 
(http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/planned_ia/docs/148_sanco_plant_health_en.pdf) 

• ENV website concerning Invasive Alien Species 
(http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/index_en.htm) 

• Commission's impact assessment guidelines 
(http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/key_docs/key_docs_en.htm) 

• Recommended methodology for calculating “Administrative cost of obligations 
under EU legislation”  
(http://ec.europa.eu/governance/docs/sec_2005_0791_anx_10_en.pdf) 

• Food and Veterinary Ofvasilefice of DG SANCO 
(http://ec.europa.eu/food/fvo/index_en.htm) 

• European Food Safety Authority 
(www.efsa.europa.eu) 

• International Plant Protection Convention 
(https://www.ippc.int/IPP/En/default.jsp) 

• European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organisation 
(http://www.eppo.org) 

• International Seed Testing Association (ISTA) 
Secretariat: Zürichstrasse 50, 8303 Bassersdorf, CH - Switzerland 
Tel: +41448386000 / Fax: +41448386001 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/strategy/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/propagation/evaluation/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/planned_ia/docs/148_sanco_plant_health_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/key_docs/key_docs_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/docs/sec_2005_0791_anx_10_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/docs/sec_2005_0791_anx_10_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/docs/sec_2005_0791_anx_10_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/fvo/index_en.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/
https://www.ippc.int/IPP/En/default.jsp
http://www.eppo.org/
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E-mail ista.office@ista.ch 
(www.seedtest.org) 

• PRATIQUE: enhancement of pest risk analysis techniques 
(https://secure.fera.defra.gov.uk/pratique/) 

4.3. Further references 

• European Commission, 2008. Interim evaluation Phytosanitary: Harmful 
Organisms – Financial Aspects. Final Report by the Food Chain Evaluation 
Consortium.  

• Food Chain Evaluation Consortium, 2008. Analysis of the socio-economic and 
environmental impacts of banning or not banning the movement of susceptible 
wood products from Portugal for stopping the spread of pine wood nematode 
(PWN) 
(http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/organisms/emergency/Impact_assessment_study.pdf) 

• Food Chain Evaluation Consortium, 2009. Analysis of the economic, social and 
environmental impacts of options for the longterm EU strategy against Diabrotica 
virgifera (Western Corn Rootworm), a regulated harmful organism of maize, to 
support the drafting of the Commission Impact Assessment. 
(http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/organisms/emergency/diabrotica_virgifera/index_en.htm) 

• Shine, C., Kettunen, M., Mapendembe, A., Herkenrath, P. Silvestri, S. & ten 
Brink, P. 2009. Technical support to EU strategy on invasive species (IAS) – 
Analysis of the impacts of policy options/measures to address IAS (Final module 
report for the European Commission). UNEP-WCMC/Institute for European 
Environmental Policy (IEEP), Brussels, Belgium. 101 pp. + Annexes. 
(http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/docs/Shine2009_IAS%20Task%20
3.pdf) 

 

 

http://www.seedtest.org/
https://secure.fera.defra.gov.uk/pratique/
http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/organisms/emergency/Impact_assessment_study.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/organisms/emergency/diabrotica_virgifera/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/docs/Shine2009_IAS Task 3.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/invasivealien/docs/Shine2009_IAS Task 3.pdf
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Annex 1: Policy area description and results of the 
evaluation of the regime  
 

Policy area description 
Nature of the EU plant health regime 

Preventing the introduction of new pests and diseases (and thus preventing pesticide use) is 
better than cure: it avoids expensive campaigns to eradicate or control in a later stage. In this 
context, the Common plant health regime (CPHR) aims to protect the European Union (EU) 
territory against introduction and spread of regulated organisms which are harmful to plants. 
It lays down specific requirements for imports of all plants and some plant products into the 
EU and for internal movement of a limited number of plants within the EU. The fully 
harmonized regime allows free movement of consignments produced within the EU or, after 
import inspection, imported into the EU and at the same time allows to recognize protected 
zones that are free from specific harmful organisms30 occurring elsewhere in the EU. 

The objectives of the EU plant health regime can be summarized as follows: 

• To protect the EU territory against the entry, establishment and spread of harmful 
organisms that so far do not occur in the EU, or if present, to a very limited extent and 
under control (the main objective being to protect agriculture and horticulture); 

• To ensure the availability and use of healthy plant material at the beginning of the 
chain of plant production (prevention of the spread of harmful organisms occurring in 
the EU with plants-for-planting); 

• To control harmful organisms of still limited distribution which are so harmful that 
strict control on further spread is needed; 

• To secure safe trade by establishment of EU import requirements for plants and EU 
internal movement conditions for certain plants.  

Political context and coherence with other EU policies 

The political context of the CPHR is the need to promote sustainable production, to support 
food security, to protect the environment, forests, landscape31 and biodiversity, and in this 
context to mitigate the plant health impacts of globalisation and climate change. The regime 
furthermore supports competitiveness of EU agriculture and forestry. The ongoing review of 
the EU plant health regime aims at modernising and innovating the regime to more effectively 
address these challenges.  

The CPHR relates to the EU climate change policy, the Common agriculture policy (CAP), 
the EU environment policy (including the policy for invasive alien species, biodiversity 

                                                 
30 According to Council Directive 2000/29/EC, harmful organisms shall be considered to mean: any species, 
strain or biotype of plant, animal or pathogenic agent injurious to plants or plant products. 
31 In additional to rural and heritage landscapes, this includes amenity and street trees, public and private 
gardens. 
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protection, and forest protection against climate change), the EU customs policy, the EU trade 
policy, the EU internal market policy, and the EU research and development policy. 

Affected parties 

The regime affects the private sector (the seed industry; farmers / growers in agriculture, 
horticulture, forestry; traders of plants and plant products; logistic / transport companies 
transporting plants or plant products or using wood packaging material to transport other 
products; the wood packaging industry), private as well as public landscape managers, 
citizens, environmental NGOs, competent MS plant health and forestry authorities and third 
countries. It also impacts on public authorities in the Member States and on the European 
Commission. 

Subsidiarity and EU added value 

The CPHR is a fully harmonised regime and has been so since its inception in 1977. A broad 
territorial policy is needed to control pests and diseases, which can move throughout the EU 
by free trade and natural spread: diseases do not respect borders. 

The CPHR has shown to be able to protect the EU against the entry, establishment and spread 
of many harmful organisms that are common elsewhere in the world but so far do not occur in 
the EU. Protecting the EU against their incursion and rapid eradication of outbreaks or, if that 
is not possible, their containment is the main reason of existence of the regime. 

Results of the evaluation of the regime 

Evolution of the EU plant health regime 

The plant health regime of the EU is the product of decades of legislation. The basic structure 
of the current CPHR was conceived in 1977 with Council Directive 77/93/EEC. This 
Directive considered that systematic eradication of harmful organisms within Member States 
(MS) would have only a limited effect if protective measures against their introduction were 
not applied at the same time and that national plant health provisions needed to be 
harmonized. To this end, a framework was created governing import into the EC and intra-
Community trade, building on the framework already provided in 1952 by the International 
Plant Protection Convention (IPPC). Harmful organisms were listed in Annexes to the 
Directive. With the introduction of the EU internal market in 1993, the concept of plant 
passports was introduced so as to allow free movement of plants and plant products between 
and within MS. Since the 2000 codification, the basic legal framework is known as Council 
Directive 2000/29/EC. 

Since its inception, various major changes and developments have taken place in relation to 
the CPHR: (i) the enlargement of the European Community; (ii) the internal market concept; 
(iii) developments concerning international treaties; (iv) globalisation and changed 
expectations from society; (v) decreasing resources for public services; (vi) erosion of the 
scientific expertise underpinning the CPHR; (vii) the establishment of EFSA; and (viii) 
evolution of related Community regimes.  
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In recent years, moreover, major outbreaks have occurred in the EU of very damaging 
harmful organisms previously absent from the EU, such as the Pine Wood Nematode 
(Bursaphelenchus xylophilus), the Citrus Long-horned Beetle (Anoplophora chinensis) and 
the Red Palm Weevil (Rhynchophorus ferrugineus). Increased effectiveness of the regime will 
be essential to better protect the EU. The vulnerability of our crops, plants and forests to 
foreign pests, to which they often have little or no natural resistance, is exacerbated by the 
ongoing globalisation of trade and by climate change, resulting in increased risk of entry of 
harmful organisms, increased opportunities for their establishment and spread, and increased 
vulnerability of agricultural and natural ecosystems and forests. 

Apart from considerations related to protecting the EU against harmful organisms, the 
governance model of the current regime needs to be reconsidered. In the context of the EU's 
Better Regulation agenda, the possibilities for reduction of administrative burden need to be 
considered. A need for modernisation of the regime is furthermore being felt in terms of 
incentives and resources, in relation to public and private responsibilities ("who is responsible 
for what?").  

Evaluation of the EU plant health regime 

In order to reinforce and modernise the regime, the Council in 2008 requested an evaluation 
of the plant health regime. In 2009, the European Commission commissioned a 
comprehensive evaluation study to the Food Chain Evaluation Consortium (FCEC), led by 
Dr. Maria Christodoulou and Mr Conrad Caspari of Agra CEAS. Apart from an analysis of 
the existing regime, the evaluation also addressed options for the future. Consultation of 
stakeholders and Member States was at the heart of the process. Five third countries have also 
been consulted. Two conferences have been organised to discuss the review, in February and 
in September 2010. The evaluation report was made public in July 2010. The evaluation 
report and related documents are available on the website of the European Commission 
(http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/strategy/index_en.htm). 

According to the evaluation report, the CPHR has so far contributed significantly to prevent 
the introduction and control the spread of pests affecting plant health in the EU. Despite this 
positive conclusion overall, the objectives of the CPHR, as defined in the EU legal basis 
(Council Directive 2000/29/EC and legislation on emergency and control measures), are 
considered to be only partially met. A number of shortcomings and weaknesses have been 
identified, and these point to the need for improvements to the system. Over the period under 
review, and particularly in more recent years, plant health risks have increased while the EU 
has expanded. New and increased risks are due both to globalisation (including the expansion 
of trade) and climate change. These challenges call for a review of the current system. 

In the course of the evaluation, options for the future have been developed and a preliminary 
analysis of these options was undertaken. As a result, key recommendations are made, based 
on a preliminary analysis of the balance between advantages/disadvantages and anticipated 
impacts. At the core of the recommendations is the need to modernise the system through: 
more focus on prevention; better risk targeting (prioritisation); and, more solidarity (moving 
from an MS based to EU approach for more joint action to tackle risks of EU significance). In 
this context, the evaluation report recommends to: 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/strategy/index_en.htm
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- Include in the scope of the future EU plant health regime Invasive Alien Species 
(IAS) plants with wider/environmental impacts (on habitats and ecosystems) and/or 
economic impacts on a wider range of stakeholders (Recommendation 1); 

- Explicitly include natural spread in the regime, and – where deemed necessary on a 
case by case basis – cover by the solidarity regime (Recommendation 2); 

- Adopt a zero tolerance regime (i.e. including Regulated Non Quarantine Pests with 
zero tolerance), and further explore potential synergies with S&PM regime 
(Recommendation 3); 

- Take complementary measures on imports, in particular: for emerging risks, e.g. on 
new trade in plants for planting/propagating material (PM): commodity pathway 
analysis; strengthen measures for plants for planting/PM  via official post entry 
inspections for latent harmful organisms (HOs) and, on the basis of commodity 
pathway analysis, proceed to import bans where necessary (Recommendation 4);  

- Introduce mandatory general epidemio-surveillance at EC level for priority HOs, 
after exploring further the process and criteria to be used for the identification and 
selection of HOs, and scope and method of surveillance; develop common 
principles and guidelines for harmonized surveillance/reporting; and, introduce co-
financing to improve surveillance (Recommendation 5); 

- Step up emergency action, via: horizon scanning; compulsory development of 
contingency plans according to a harmonized framework; and speeding up the 
process for adoption and adaptation of both emergency and control/eradication 
measures (Recommendation 6);  

- Improve the Plant Passport (PP) system, in particular by revising the scope of 
application and harmonising the PP document (Recommendation 7);  

- Tighten the system of Protected Zones (PZ), in the short term by improving the 
status quo, and longer term by further examining the implications of applying the 
IPPC Pest Free Area (PFA) concept (ISPM 4) more widely (Recommendation 8);  

- Improve incentives throughout the system by extending the current scope of 
solidarity to: cover the loss of destroyed material for producers/growers; enable co-
financing of new measures e.g. surveillance, contingency planning. Carry out 
further analysis on the possibility of introducing cost-responsibility sharing 
schemes, in line with the ongoing development of this concept in the animal health 
field. (Recommendation 9); 

- Improve support activities in terms of R&D and scientific advice: promote more 
sufficient and stable EU and MS resources for funding and coordinating research 
(e.g. structural budget within the CPHR in addition to the FP7); continue 
EUPHRESCO; identify the appropriate structures to address the economic impact 
of Pest Risk Assessment (e.g. PRATIQUE follow up; SANCO/EFSA and EPPO 
cooperation) (Recommendation 10). Enhance diagnostic capacity by completing the 
establishment of National Reference Laboratories in MS and establishing EU-
Reference Laboratories for a limited number of priority HOs (Recommendation 
11). Continue and strengthen training activity for inspectors and extend the training 
to experts in the diagnostics field (Recommendation 12); 
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- Improve organisational aspects: establish an EU/MS Emergency Team for Plant 
Health (within DG SANCO supported by an extended network of MS experts), as 
is practiced for animal health (Recommendation 13); developed and implement, 
both at EU and MS level, public awareness campaigns to improve awareness of 
plant health issues (Recommendation 14). 

The evaluation of the CPHR performance to date, and in particular of the financial 
framework (solidarity regime) has extensively highlighted the mismatch between currently 
available resources and targeted objectives and this underpins many of the identified 
shortcomings and weaknesses. The analysis of options for the future has in all cases 
pointed to the need to increase resources and/or prioritise to meet the objectives set out in 
these options.  The Commission will have to reflect on the best options to follow. The 
evaluation results have also confirmed the conclusions of the previous solidarity regime 
evaluation, according to which, a financial instrument is needed to ensure better 
preparedness in case of emergency. In this context, the evaluation report recommends to: 

- Further examine the merits of developing a specific financial instrument in this 
sector, possibly in the form of a Plant Health Fund (drawing a parallel from the 
Animal Health Fund) (Recommendation 15). 

Towards a new EU plant health law 

The report of the evaluation of the CPHR was presented to and discussed with the 
stakeholders of the regime and the Member States in the conference "Towards a new EU plant 
health law" on 28 September 2010. The conference was part of the formal consultation of 
stakeholders and MS concerning the CPHR review and corresponding forthcoming impact 
assessment. The consultation concerned the Working Document for the conference (with a 
proposal on the issues to include in the forthcoming impact assessment) and the evaluation 
report itself, concerning which comments and opinions were welcomed. 

In coordination with the Commission, the MS are further analysing and refining the options 
concerning the recommendations of FCEC on: 

− Prioritisation; list of harmful organisms; RNQPs; 

− Import regime and surveillance; 

− Plant passporting and protected zones; and 

− Emergency measures and solidarity. 

Based on the evaluation report and the comments received from the stakeholders and the MS, 
a new EU plant health law will be developed in 2011. As part of the Commission's internal 
procedures, an impact assessment will be carried out for the major changes. A draft text for 
the new EU plant health law will be developed in parallel. Adoption by the Commission of a 
draft text for the new EU plant health law is scheduled in the Commission Work Programme32 
for 2012. Once adopted by the Commission, the legal proposal by the Commission will be 
                                                 
32 Roadmap: http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/planned_ia/roadmaps_2010_en.htm#health, under EU Plant 
Health Strategy. The review of the EU plant health regime is listed in the Agenda Planning as 2013/SANCO/002 
("Common plant health strategy"). 

http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/planned_ia/roadmaps_2010_en.htm#healthn
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sent to the Council and the European Parliament, which will discuss the proposal and adopt 
the new EU plant health law, as amended, under co-decision. 

An Inter-Service Steering Group (ISSG) will be set up to provide guidance to the impact 
assessment. Meetings of the ISSG are foreseen for December 2010, April 2011 and 
September 2011. The following Directorates-General have been invited to participate:  

− Secretariat General; 

− Legal Service; 

− DG Budget; 

− DG Agriculture; 

− DG Enterprise and Industry; 

− DG Environment; 

− DG Internal Market and Services; 

− DG Research; 

− DG Taxation and Customs Union; 

− DG Trade. 
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Annex 2: Background information on issues to be 
addressed in this assignment 

Focus on prevention 

The evaluation report recommends horizon scanning for emerging risks, compulsory 
contingency planning, widening of the list of harmful organisms subjected to import controls, 
commodity pathway analysis, where necessary pre-export inspections or import bans, post-
entry quarantine, introduction of mandatory EU-wide surveillance for priority pests and rapid 
emergency action.  

Horizon scanning, contingency planning, widening of the list of harmful organisms subjected 
to import controls, commodity pathway analysis, import bans and rapid emergency action are 
already possible under the existing regime. The new elements which require impact analysis 
are the introduction of mandatory EU-wide surveillance for priority pests (co-financed by the 
EU) and post-entry quarantine. The introduction of mandatory surveillance potentially might 
have large impacts on MS and EU budget. Introduction of post-entry quarantine would 
impact, through the mandatory import fees or because of delayed entry of plant materials to 
the internal EU market, on the private operators. 

The tasks related to prevention are Tasks 1 and 2 (see Chapter 3.4). 

Focus on major risks 

The evaluation report recommends better risk targeting and prioritisation (resources / 
objectives). The regime should move to a truly EU (rather than MS interest) approach for 
more joint action to tackle risks of EU significance. This is a matter of improved 
implementation, which does not require impact assessment. No tasks for the contractor are 
foreseen in this area. 

Incentives 

For a better functioning of the regime in relation to its objectives, the evaluation report 
recommends the introduction of EU co-financing for losses of producers/growers from 
destroyed material. The perverse incentive to hide outbreaks needs to be removed. The 
evaluation report also recommends to expand the EU co-financing for eradication actions of 
MS authorities to also include measures against natural spread33 (on a case by case basis, 
depending on feasibility of such measures).  

The tasks related to incentives are Tasks 3 and 4 (see Chapter 3.4). 

                                                 
33 When developed in 1993, the CPHR targeted only movements of plants and plant products as sources of 
infestation. The future regime is supposed to also address control measures, both in agriculture and in relation to 
forestry, the landscape, amenity and street trees and public and private gardens. This requires inclusion of natural 
spread in the solidarity regime. 
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Resources 

The evaluation report highlights that virtually all current shortcomings and weaknesses of the 
regime can be attributed to a general lack of resources for plant health. In essence, the lack of 
resources is an awareness problem (lack of recognised justification of the regime's benefits. 
Since the CPHR is a prevention regime, its benefits can only be expressed in terms of 
monetised avoidable risks. The range of magnitude of these risks, which the CPHR serves to 
mitigates, can be estimated among others from cases where the CPHR so far successfully 
prevented entry and establishment and from cases of missed opportunities: 

 Costs incurred by the EU or by third countries because of avoidable quarantine pests 
where measures to prevent entry and establishment failed; 

 Costs incurred outside the EU for pests endemic in third countries which pose a 
threat to the EU;  

 Financial impact calculations for the EU or third countries for specific quarantine 
pests. 

The task for the contractor related to resources is Task 5 (see chapter 3.4). 

Need for substantial upgrade of the plant passport and protected zone systems 

At the regime's major review of 1993, when the internal EU market was introduced, a balance 
was struck between enabling the free movement of plants and plant products within the EU 
versus protection of pest free zones within the EU. The instruments introduced to enable this 
were the plant passport and the protected zone systems. Jointly, they define the balance 
between free movement of plants and plant products on the internal market, versus protection. 
Both instruments are interlinked: plants and plant products that are moved into protected 
zones require a special "protected zones plant passport" that should guarantee that the 
commodities are free from the pests against which the zone is protected.  

The evaluation report clarifies that the plant passport system as well as the protected zones 
system require upgrading: 

− For the plant passport system, the report recommends to revise the scope of 
application (lot or individual plant; source; species; stages in marketing to which 
plant passports should apply) and to harmonise the plant passport document; 

− For the protected zones system, the report recommends to tighten the system by 
improving the status quo (improval of surveillance targets; involvement of 
stakeholders; harmonised eradication programmes; ending PZ status on time) and in 
longer term by further examining the implications of applying the IPPC Pest Free 
Area (PFA) concept more widely. 

Revision of the plant passport and protected zones systems links in to the overlapping remit 
for plant health controls of the EU plant health regime and the EU seed & propagating 
material (S&PM) regime. In so far as plant passports are issued for propagating material 
under the CPHR, they in part duplicate the health certificates issued under the S&PM regime. 
The provisions for health certification under the S&PM regime are generally tighter than 
under the CPHR, but allow a more direct involvement of private operators. This follows from 
the objective of the S&PM regime in relation to plant health: regulatory protection against 
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market failure from information asymmetry (ensuring healthy propagative material to protect 
growers from buying plant material with invisible infestations).  

In comparison, the EU plant health regime serves public good (sustainability; protection of 
the environment, forests, landscape, gardens) along with private good objectives 
(competitiveness of plant production; healthy starting material; eradication, containment and 
control of agricultural pests).  

Amendment to the scope of the two regimes thus requires consideration of the public/private 
responsibilities and cost/responsibility sharing: an issue that is important and sensitive to 
private operators and MS authorities. 

The tasks in this domain cover the coherence of the CPHR and S&PM regimes (including the 
issue of public/private responsibilities and cost/responsibility sharing), improvements to the 
plant passport system and improvements to the protected zones system are Tasks 6, 7 and 8 
(see Chapter 3.4). 

Insufficient stable support for the regime from R&D and diagnostic infrastructures 

The evaluation report points out that the necessary support for the EU plant health regime 
needs improvement. The recommendations made are to improve capacities, organisational 
structures (including setting up of EU reference laboratories) and resources. This will require 
additional EU resources, but not to the extent that this requires inclusion in the impact 
assessment. The current assignment therefore does not contain tasks related to R&D and 
diagnostic laboratories. 

Need to align the scope of the regime with the revised International Plant Protection 
Convention as concerns Invasive Alien Species (IAS) 

The International Plant Protection Convention34 (IPPC) covers not only harmful pests and 
pathogens but also harmful plants (a subset of Invasive Alien Species in general). The current 
regime does not address such harmful plants. The evaluation report recommends that the 
future EU plant quarantine provisions, apart from pests and diseases, should include invasive 
plant species – as in the IPPC. The common ground is the quarantine logic. 

The Directorate General for the Environment is currently investigating the possibilities for 
setting up a future EU legislative framework for IAS, either separate or complementary to the 
legislative frameworks on plant and animal health in DG SANCO. To this end, DG ENV has 
published several studies on the impacts of IAS.  

In the context of the current assignment, the implementation costs should be estimated for the 
options in which certain IAS are included in the CPHR.  

The task relating to IAS is Task 9 (see chapter 3.4). 

                                                 
34 The EU and its MS are contracting parties to the revised IPPC (1997). 
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Annex 3: Contact details of the Chief Officers for Plant 
Health 

 

NAME ORGANISATION & E-MAIL ADDRESS FAX-NR. 
 

Dr. Matthias 
LENTSCH 

Bundesministerium für Land- und Forstwirtschaft, 
Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft 
(Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and 
Water Management) 
Referat III 9 a 
Stubenring 1 
AT - 1012 WIEN 
Matthias.Lentsch@lebensministerium.at  

43 1 51 38722 
 

Lieven VAN 
HERZELE 

Federal Public Service of Public Health 
Food Chain Security and Environment 
DG for Animals, Plants and Foodstuffs 
Sanitary Policy regarding Animals and Plants 
Division Plant Protection 
Euro station II (7° floor) 
Place Victor Horta 40 box 10 
BE-1060 BRUSSELS 
 
Lieven.VanHerzele@health.fgov.be  

32-2-524 73 49 

Anton VELICHKOV NSPP Director General 
National Service for Plant Protection 
17, Hristo Botev, blvd., floor 5 
BG - Sofia 1040 
 
gen.director@nsrz.government.bg 

359 2 952 09 87 

Nikos TOFIS Ministry of Agriculture, Natural Resources and 
Environment 
Department of Agriculture 
Loukis Akritas Ave? 
CY - 1412 LEFKOSIA 
 
doagrg@da.moa.gov.cy 

357 22 781425 

Richard ŠČERBA Director 
Statni rostlinolekarska sprava 
Bubenska 1477/1 
CZ - 170 00 PRAHA 7 
 
sekretariat@srs.cz; richard.scerba@srs.cz 

420 283 094 563 

Karola SCHORN Bundesministerium für Verbraucherschutz, 
Ernährung und Landwirtschaft  
Rochusstraße 1 
DE - 53123 BONN 1 
 
Karola.Schorn@bmelv.bund.de 
517@bmelv.bund.de 
AG@jki.bund.de 

49 228 529 42 62 

mailto:Matthias.Lentsch@lebensministerium.at
mailto:Lieven.VanHerzele@health.fgov.be
mailto:gen.director@nsrz.government.bg
mailto:doagrg@da.moa.gov.cy
mailto:sekretariat@srs.cz
mailto:richard.scerba@srs.cz
mailto:Karola.Schorn@bmelv.bund.de
mailto:517@bmelv.bund.de
mailto:AG@jki.bund.de
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Jorgen SOGAARD 
HANSEN 

Head of Department 
Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries 
The Danish Plant Directorate 
Skovbrynet 20 
DK - 2800 Kgs. LYNGBY 
 
jsh@pdir.dk 

45 45 26 36 13 

Raina MÕTTUS Plant Production Inspectorate 
Teaduse 2 
75501 Saku 
EE - Harju maakond 
 
raina.mottus@plant.agri.ee 

372 6712 604 

Aris IOANNOU Ministry of Agriculture 
Chief of Plant Protection 
General Directorate of Plant Produce 
Directorate of Plant Produce Protection 
Division of Phytosanitary Control 
150 Sygrou Avenue 
EL – 176 71 ATHENS 
 
syg044@minagric.gr 

30 210 921 2090 

Lucio CARBAJO Subdirector General 
Head of Office 
Ministerio de Medio Ambiente, Medio Rural y 
Marino 
Subdirección General de Sanidad de la Producción 
Primaria 
c/ Alfonso XII, n° 62 
ES - 28071 MADRID 
 
lcarbajo@mapya.es 

34 91 347 82 99 

Tiina-Mari 
MARTIMO 

Head of Section 
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 
Unit for Plant Production and Animal Nutrition 
Department of Food and health 
Mariankatu 23 
P.O. Box 30 
FI - 00023 Government FINLAND 
 
Tiina-Mari.Martimo@mmm.fi 

358 9 160 52443 

Emmanuelle 
SOUBEYRAN 

Ministère de l'Agriculture et la Pêche 
Service de la Prévention des Risques Sanitaires de la 
Production Primaire 
Sous Direction de la Qualité et de la  Protection des 
Végétaux 
251, rue de Vaugirard 
FR - 75732 PARIS CEDEX 15 
 
emmanuelle.soubeyran@agriculture.gouv.fr 

33 1 49 55 59 49 

mailto:jsh@pdir.dk
mailto:raina.mottus@plant.agri.ee
mailto:syg044@minagric.gr
mailto:lcarbajo@mapya.es
mailto:Tiina-Mari.Martimo@mmm.fi
mailto:emmanuelle.soubeyran@agriculture.gouv.fr
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Lajos SZABÓ Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 
Department of Food Chain Control 
Kossuth L. tér 11 
HU – 1055 BUDAPEST 
 
SzaboL@fvm.hu 

36 1 301 4644 

Gabriel ROE Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food 
Ground Floor, Block 1 
Young's Cross 
Celbridge 
Co. Kildare 
IE 
 
Gabriel.Roe@Agriculture.gov.ie 

353 1 627 5955 

Maurizio DESANTIS Ministero delle Politiche Agricole e Forestali (MiPAF) 
Servizio Fitosanitario 
Via XX Settembre 20 
IT – 00187 ROMA 
 
m.desantis@politicheagricole.gov.it 

39 06 4814628 

Loreta TALUNTYTĖ Deputy Director 
Phytosanitary and Plant Protection forming policy 
State Plant Service 
Ministry of Agriculture 
Kalvarijų g. 62 
LT – 2005 VILNIUS 
 
loreta.taluntyte@vatzum.lt 

370 5 275 21 28 

Antoine ASCHMAN Ministère de l'Agriculture 
Adm. des Services Techniques de l'Agriculture 
Service de la Protection des Végétaux 
16, route d'Esch - BP 1904 
LU - 1019 Luxembourg 
 
Antoine.Aschman@asta.etat.lu 

352 45 71 72 340 

Ringolds ARNITIS Director 
State Plant Protection Service 
Republikas laukums 2 
LV – 1981 RIGA 
 
Ringolds.Arnitis@vaad.gov.lv 

371 7027302 

Marica GATT Plant Health Section 
Plant Biotechnology Center 
Annibale Preca Street 
MT - LIJA, BZN 10 
 
marica.gatt@gov.mt 

356 21 433 112 

H. A. (Harmen) 
HARMSMA 

Plantenziektenkundige Dienst 
Geertjesweg 15/Postbus 9102 
NL – 6700 HC WAGENINGEN 
 
h.a.harmsma@minlnv.nl 

31 317 421701 
31 317 426094 

mailto:SzaboL@fvm.hu
mailto:Gabriel.Roe@Agriculture.gov.ie
mailto:m.desantis@politicheagricole.gov.it
mailto:loreta.taluntyte@vatzum.lt
mailto:Antoine.Aschman@asta.etat.lu
mailto:Ringolds.Arnitis@vaad.gov.lv
mailto:marica.gatt@gov.mt
mailto:h.a.harmsma@minlnv.nl
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Tadeusz KLOS Main Inspector of Plant Health and Seed Inspection 
Main Inspectorate of Plant Health and Seed Inspection 
The State Plant Health and Seed Inspection Service 
al. Jana Pawła II 11 
PL - 00-828 Warszawa 
 
gi@piorin.gov.pl 

48 22 652 92 90 
gi@piorin.gov.p
l 

 

Flavia ALFARROBA Direcção-Geral de Agricultura e Desenvolvimento Rural 
(DGADR) 
Avenida Afonso Costa, 3 
PT – 1949-002 Lisboa 
 
flaviaalfarroba@dgadr.pt 

351 21 4420616 

Elena LEAOTĂ Director 
Phytosanitary Direction 
Ministry of Agriculture, Forests and Rural Development 
24th Carol I Blvd. 
Sector 3 
RO – Bucharest 
 
elena.leaota@madr.ro 

40 21 307 24 85 

Karin NORDIN Head of Service 
Jordbruks Verket 
Swedish Board of Agriculture 
Plant Protection Service 
SE - 55182 JÖNKÖPING 
 
Karin.Nordin@jordbruksverket.se 

46 36 122522 

 

Matjaž KOČAR Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Food (MAFF) 
Phytosanitary Administration of the Republic of 
Slovenia 
Einspielerjeva 6 
SI – 1000 LJUBLJANA 
 
matjaz.kocar@gov.si 
furs.mkgp@gov.si 

386 59 152 959 

Katarina BENOVSKA Head of Phytosanitary Service 
Ministry of Agriculture 
Plant Production Department 
Dobrovicova 12 
SK - 812 66 BRATISLAVA 
 
katarina.benovska@land.gov.sk 

421 2 5926 6358 

Martin WARD Food Environment Research Agency 
Sand Hutton 
UK - YORK YO41 1LZ 
 
martin.ward@fera.gsi.gov.uk 

44 1904 465 628 

 
 
 

mailto:gi@piorin.gov.pl
mailto:gi@piorin.gov.pl
mailto:gi@piorin.gov.pl
mailto:flaviaalfarroba@dgadr.pt
mailto:elena.leaota@madr.ro
mailto:matjaz.kocar@gov.si
mailto:furs.mkgp@gov.si
mailto:katarina.benovska@land.gov.sk
mailto:martin.ward@fera.gsi.gov.uk
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Annex 4: Contact details of key stakeholders' organisations 
at EU level (not exhaustive) 
 
Growers 

− COPA-COGECA 
Pekka Pesonen, Secretary General  
61 Rue de Trèves, 1040 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3222872711 / Fax: +3222872700 
Contact persons: 
-- Pasquale di Rubbo, Policy Advisor, Phytosanitary Affairs 
E-mail: pasquale.dirubbo@copa-cogeca.eu  
-- Dominique Dejonckheere, Policy Advisor, Potato Sector 
E-mail: dominique.dejonckheere@copa-cogeca.eu  
-- Nella Mikkola, Policy Advisor, Forestry Sector 
E-mail: Nella.Mikkola@copa-cogeca.eu  
 

− INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HORTICULTURAL PRODUCERS (AIPH) 
Committee for Environment & Plant Health 
Mr. George Franke, Secretary 
P.O. Box 1000, 1430 BA Aalsmeer, The Netherlands 
Tel: +31297395007 / Fax: +31297395012 
E-mail: g.franke@vbn.nl 
www.aiph.org 

 
− EUROPEAN FOREST NURSERY ASSOCIATION (EFNA) 

Andrew Gordon, Secretary. 
25 Kenton Drive, Shrewsbury, SY2 6TH, UK 
Tel: +441743357252 / Fax: +441743357252 
E-mail: andyg.gordon@btopenworld.com 
 

− The Global Partnership for Safe and Sustainable Agriculture (GLOBALGAP; formerly 
EurepGap)  
GLOBALGAP Secretariat 
c/o FoodPLUS GmbH 
P.O. Box 190209, 50499 Cologne, Germany 
Tel: +492215799325 / Fax: +492215799389 
www.globalgap.org 

 
Breeders 

− CIOPORA 
Dr. Edgar Krieger, Secretary General 
P.O. Box 13 05 06, D-20105 Hamburg, Germany  
Tel: +494055563702 / Fax: +494055563703  
E-mail: info@ciopora.org / edgar.krieger@ciopora.org 
http://www.ciopora.org  
International community of breeders of asexually reproduced ornamental and fruit varieties 
 

− EUROPEAN SEED ASSOCIATION (ESA) 
Garlich Von Essen, Secretary General 
Rue du Luxembourg 23/15, 1000 Brussels, Belgium 

mailto:pasquale.dirubbo@copa-cogeca.eu
mailto:dominique.dejonckheere@copa-cogeca.eu
mailto:Nella.Mikkola@copa-cogeca.eu
mailto:g.franke@vbn.nl
mailto:info@ciopora.org
mailto:edgar.krieger@ciopora.org
http://www.ciopora.org/
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Tel : +3227432860 / Fax: +3227432869 
E-mail: vonessen@euroseeds.org 
www.euroseeds.org 
The voice of the European seed industry, representing the interests of those active in research, 
breeding, production and marketing of seeds of agricultural, horticultural and ornamental plant 
species. 

 
Traders 

− CELCAA 
Bernd Gruner, Secretary General 
Rue du Trône, 98 - 4ième étage   B - 1050 Bruxelles, Belgium  
Tel: 3222300370 / Fax: +3222304323 
E-mail: info@celcaa.eu 
http://www.celcaa.eu/about.html 

− Comité du Commerce des céréales, aliments du bétail, oléagineux, huile d'olive, huiles et 
graisses et agrofournitures (COCERAL) 
Chantal Fauth, Secretary General 
Rue du Trône 98, 4ème étage, 1050 Bruxelles, Belgium 
Tel:  +3225020808 / Fax: +3225026030  
E-mail:  secretariat@coceral.com  
www.coceral.com 

− EUROPATAT 
Frédéric Rosseneu, Secretary General 
Av. De Broqueville 272 bte 4, 1200 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3227771585 / Fax: +3227771586 
E-mail: secretariat@europatat.eu 
www.europatat.org 
 

− FRESHFEL EUROPE 
The European Fresh Produce Association  
Philippe Binard, General Delegate 
Av. De Broqueville 272 bte 4, 1200 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3227771580 / Fax: +3227771581 
E-mail: info@freshfel.org 
www.freshfel.org 

 
− UNION FLEURS  

Sylvie Mamias, Liaison Committee of the Flower Trade Europe 
Square Ambiorix 32 / Bte 24, B - 1000 Brussels, Belgium  
Tel: +3227367997 / Fax: +3227326766 / Mobile: +32498595938 
Email: info@lcfte.eu 
www.unionfleurs.com 

Processing industry 

− EU Oil and proteinmeal industry (FEDIOL) 
Nathalie Lecocq, Director General 
168, Avenue de Tervuren (bte 12), 1150 Bruxelles, Belgium 
Tel: +3227715330 / Fax: +3227713817 
E-mail: nlecocq@fediol.be 
http://www.fediol.be/1/index.php  

http://www.euroseeds.org/
mailto:secretariat@coceral.com
mailto:info@freshfel.org
mailto:info@lcfte.eu
http://www.unionfleurs.com/
http://www.fediol.be/1/index.php
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Forest and wood packaging industry 

− European Landowners' Organization (ELO) 
Thierry de l'Escaille, Secretary General 
67 rue de Trèves, B-1040 Bruxelles, Belgium 
Tel. : +32223430 00 / Fax : +3222343009 
E-mail : elo@elo.org 
www.elo.org  

− Confederation of European Forest Owners (CEPF) 
Mr Morten Thoroe, Secretary General 
CEPF Liaison Office, Rue du Luxembourg 66, B-1000 Brussels, Belgium  
Tel: +3222190231 (secretariat); +3222392305 (Thoroe) 
E-mail: morten.thoroe@cepf-eu.org 
www.cepf-eu.org 

− European State Forest Association (EUSTAFOR)  
Erik Kosenkranius, Executive Director 
Rue du Luxembourg 66, B-1000 Bruxelles, Belgium  
Tel: +32495704559 (Kosenkranius) / +3222190231 (secretariat) 
E-mail: kosenkranius@eustafor.eu 
www.eustafor.eu 

 
− Fédération Européenne des Fabricants de Palettes et Emballages en Bois (FEFPEB)  

P.O. Box 90154, 5000 LG Tilburg, The Netherlands 
Tel: +31135944802 / Fax: +31135944749 
E-mail  fefpeb@wispa.nl 
www.fefpeb.org 
 

− CEI-Bois 
Rue Montoyer 24 Box 20, BE-1000 Brussels 
Tel: +3225562585 / +32228708675 
E-mail info@cei-bois.org 
www.cei-bois.org 

 
Logistic companies 

− European Association for forwarding, transport, logistics and customs services (CLECAT) 
Mr. Marco Sorgetti, Director-General  
77, Rue du Commerce, B-1040 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +32 2503 4705 / Fax: +32 2503 4752 
E-mail: info@clecat.org 
www.clecat.org 
 

− International Roadtransport Union (IRU) 
Mr. Martin Marmy, Secretary General  
32-34 Avenue de Tervuren, bte 37 
1040 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3227432580 / Fax: +3227432599 
E-mail:brussels@iru.org 
www.iru.org 
 

mailto:elo@elo.org
http://www.elo.org/
mailto:morten.thoroe@cepf-eu.org
mailto:fefpeb@wispa.nl
mailto:info@cei-bois.org
mailto:brussels@iru.org
http://www.iru.org/


   
 

SANCO FRAMEWORK CONTRACT ON EVALUATION, IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND 
RELATED SERVICES 

 37

− European Shippers' Council (ESC) 
Ms. Nicolette van der Jagt, Secretary General 
Parc Leopold, Rue Wiertz 50, B-1050 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3222302113 / Fax: +3222304140  
E-mail: nicolettevdjagt@europeanshippers.be 
www.europeanshippers.com 

 
Pesticide companies 

− European Crop Protection Association (ECPA)  
Friedhelm Schmider, Director General 
6 Avenue E van Nieuwenhuyse, B-1160 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3226631550 / Fax: +3226631560 
E-mail: friedhelm.schmider@ecpa.eu 
www.ecpa.be  
The European Crop Protection Association (ECPA) is the pan-European voice of the crop 
protection industry. Its members include both national associations and companies throughout 
Europe, including Central and Eastern Europe. 

 
Insurance companies  

− Comite Europeen des Assurances (CEA) 
Michaela Koller, Director General 
Square de Meeûs 29, B-1000 Brussels, Belgium  
Tel.: +3225475988 
E-mail: koller@cea.eu 
www.cea.assur.org 

 
Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) 

− European Initiative for Sustainable Development in Agriculture (EISA) 
Mr Robby Schreiber, EISA c/o gani-med 
Avenue Lt. G. Pire 15, B-1150 Brussels 
Tel: +3226608214 / Fax: +3226608214 
E-mail: gani-med@skynet.be 
www.sustainable-agriculture.org 

 
− IFOAM EU Group (IFOAM) 

Objective: to promote within the EU the principles and practices of organic agriculture and 
food production as set out in the IFOAM Standards 
Rue du Commerce 124, BE - 1000 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3222801223 / Fax: +3227357381 
E-Mail: info@ifoam-eu.org 
www.ifoam-eu.org 
 

− Forests and the European Union Resource Network (Fern) 
Avenue de l'Yser 4, B-1040 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3227330814 / Fax: +3227368054 
www.fern.org 
 

− European Environmental Bureau (EEB) 
John Hontelez, Secretary General 
Boulevard de Waterloo 34, B-1000 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3222891090 / Fax: +3222891099 
E-mail: hontelez@eeb.org 

mailto:friedhelm.schmider@ecpa.eu
mailto:koller@cea.eu
mailto:gani-med@skynet.be
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http://www.eeb.org 
 

− World Wildlife Fund (WWF) 
WWF European Policy Office 
168 Avenue de Tervueren, 1150-Brussels, Belgium 
Mr. Tony Long, Director 
Tel: +3227438805 / Fax: +3227438819 
E-mail: wwf-epo@wwfepo.org 
www.panda.org 
 

− Pesticide Action Network (PAN) Europe 
Henriette Christensen, Policy Adviser 
Boulevard de Waterloo 34, B-1000 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3222891308 / Fax: +3222891099 
E-mail: henriette@pan-europe.info 
www.pan-europe.info 
 

− Friends of the Earth Europe 
Magda Stoczkiewicz, Director 
Rue Blanche 15, B-1050 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3225420180 / Fax: +3225375596 
Email: magda.stoczkiewicz@foeeurope.org; info@foeeurope.org  
www.foeeurope.org 
 

− Greenpeace 
Jorgo Riss, Director 
Rue Belliard 199, 1040 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: +3222741900 / Fax: +3222741910  
E-mail: european.unit@greenpeace.org 
www.greenpeace.eu 

 

mailto:henriette@pan-europe.info
http://www.pan-europe.info/
mailto:magda.stoczkiewicz@foeeurope.org
mailto:info@foeeurope.org
http://www.foeeurope.org/
mailto:european.unit@greenpeace.org
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Annex 5: List of 20 important harmful organisms regulated 
by the Community Plant Health Regime 
 
Organisms to be included in Task 1 are in bold. 
 

1. Anoplophora chinensis Citrus longhorned beetle 

2. Anoplophora glabripennis Asian longhorned beetle 

3. Bursaphelenchus xylophylus Pine wood nematode 

4. Clavibacter michiganensis ssp. 
sepedonicus 

Potato ring rot 

5. Diabrotica virgifera virgifera Western corn rootworm 

6. Dryocosmus kuriphilus Oriental chestnut gall wasp 

7. Erwinia amylovora Fire blight 

8. Gibberella circinata Pitch canker 

9. Globodera rostochiensis and G. pallida Potato cyst nematodes 

10. Guignardia citricarpa Citrus black spot 

11. Liriomyza spp. Leaf miners 

12. Pepino Mosaic Virus  PepMV 

13. Phytophthora ramorum Sudden oak death 

14. Potato Spindle Tuber Viroid  PSTVd 

15. Ralstonia solanacearum Potato brown rot 

16. Rhynchophorus ferrugineus Red palm weevil 

17. Synchytrium endobioticum Potato wart disease 

18. Thrips palmi Melon trips 

19. Tilletia indica Karnal bunt 

20. Xanthomonas axonopodis Citrus canker 

 

Source: Council Directive 2000/29/EC, Control Directives, Provisional Emergency 
Measures (Commission Decisions) and EUROPHYT interception data 
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Annex 6: List of harmful organisms considered in 1991 as 
candidates for transfer from Directive 77/93/EEC to the 
certification schemes 
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