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Under the new Plant Health Law (applicable from 14 December 

2019), 20 quarantine pests, including Xylella, have been listed as 

“priority pests”  

 

…based on their most severe economic, environmental and social 

impacts for the Union territory 

How to establish EU wide priorities when 

resources are limited? 



JRC & EFSA: integrating economics & pathology 

A joint methodology on Priority Pests 

https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/en/publication/impact-indicator-priority-pests-i2p2-tool-ranking-pests-according-regulation-eu-20162031


How to rank pests based on 

economic, social and environmental 

impacts? 
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Translating Regulation (EU) 2016/2031 

into measurable indicators at EU level 

[List of 25 indicators] 

Assumptions and principles for 

the analysis 

The Impact Indicator for Priority Pests 

(I2P2) 

Aggregation into a 

composite index 

Composite indicators including multiple criteria 



Different data sources for different indicators  

Secondary data 
 

Data on production 

(EUROSTAT,FAO); trade 

(COMEXT); Soil 

erosion(articles) 

Data calculated by 

JRC  

 
25 indicators per pest 

*Max spread scenario - current environmental conditions & production practices, time frame long enough to set temporal variation  

        * 
Hosts; Potential distribution; 

Y,Q loss; Spread/detection 

rate; Quarantine; Toxins; 

Treatments    

18 ind 

MS and experts  
 

Ad-hoc data requests on 

Forestry; Cultural heritage; 

street-park trees; prices 
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Street trees and 
parks 
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control measures 

Biodiversity and 

ecosystem services 

3 

Xylella 

ranked FIRST 
in 13 out of 

25 indicators 

among the 

other 

analysed 

priority pests 

affecting 

crops 



Preparation of “Pest Reports”: 

 

 Pathology and taxonomy 

 Host plants 
 Full list (incl. EPPO, Cabi, PRAs) 

 Important hosts (grouped) 

 Area of potential establishment 
 NUTS 2 level 

 Affected NATURA 2000 sites 

 Transient populations 

 Glasshouses etc. 

 Additional use of PPPs /levels: 
0 - PPPs are not available 

0 - Common practice is effective 

1 - PPPs effective, increased use 

2 - Integrated strategies needed 

 

 

 

How to compare different pests… 
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Xylella 
fastidiosa 

 Yield loss: 

 Rel. reduction in marketable yield [%] 

 Rel. proportion of yield in reduced quality [%] 

 Difficulty of eradication: 

 Spread rate [km/y] 

 Time to detection after entry [y] 

Find more on Zenodo: https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.[9999999] 



“Maximal impact” scenario (“Yield loss” scenario)  
 The pest is already present throughout the area of potential distribution 

 Its abundance is in equilibrium with the available resources (e.g. host plants)  
and environmental conditions  

 Yield/quality is evaluated as average of a production system in a time frame 
taking into account temporal variation in pest population dynamics 

 Future changes in agricultural practice have not been taken into account 

 

“Difficulty of eradication” scenario 
 The pest is present in an isolated focus in the area of potential establishment. 

A small population has established on suitable host(s). (Time to detection) 

 The spread rate is the outcome of the contribution of natural dispersal together 
with local human assisted spread. Trade in commodities is not included 

 Spread rate is measured as the linear increase of the area. Long-distance 
spread (e.g. human assisted ‘jumps’) are not included in the scenario 

 Host availability is not a limiting factor for pest establishment  

 

Scenarios 
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 Review and summary of PRAs & literature 
 Pathology and taxonomy 

 Host plants 

 Potential distribution 

 Structured expert judgements (EKE) 
 Yield/quality loss, spread rate, duration  

 Changes in PPP use 

 Expert (working) group 
 2 Permanent external members 

 52 external experts, EFSA staff, facilitators 

 Expert Knowledge Elicitation methodology 
 Quantitative estimates & uncertainties 

 Detailed reasoning on damage, spread, detection 

 Low/high risk scenarios, median and precision 

Assessment method 
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Comparisons including Xylella 
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Xylella fastidiosa 

Median yield loss 

Stone fruits 
 Olives (≥30y): 

69.1% 

 Olives (<30y): 
34.6% 

 Almonds: 13.3% 

Citrus fruits 
 Citrus spp.: 10.9% 

Grapes 
 Wine (Southern EU): 

2.1% 

 Table Grapes: 1.0% 

 Wine (Northern EU): 
0.5% 

Yield loss 
Difficulty of eradication 

Spread rate 

Time to detection 

Median 

100% 0% 

Median 

40% 0% 

Median 

100% 0% 

Median 

1000km/y 100m/y 1km/y 10km/y 100km/y 

Median 

15y 0y 

 

Median spread rate: 

5.2 km/year 

in the upper third 
of all pests 

 

 

Median  
time to detection: 

2.9 years 

in the middle third 
of all pests 

 

Read more on: 
efsa.europa.eu 

 

 



Potential EU loss of production: 5.5 billion EUR per year (from 4.2  to 6.9)  

The economic cost of Xylella fastidiosa full spread 

1

% 

1

% 

7

% 
91% 

Potential EU export losses: 0.7 billion EUR per year 

By host (mostly olives) 

40% 

0.6% 

40% 

16% 
2% 

0.2% 

0.2% 

By country (major in Spain and Italy)  

1% rest of EU 

0 – 0.005 0.005 – 0.1 0.5  – 1 1 – 2.2 bill € 0.1 – 0.5 



Cost of 

production loss 

Potential EU loss of 

production  

 

5.5 billion  (i.e. 5.500 million) 

EUR per year  

(4.2  - 6.9 billion EUR per year)  

vs 

Cost of 

surveillance 

Total EU MS expenditure on 

surveillance activities  

 

In 2016 3.7 million EUR 

In 2017 3.7 million EUR 

In 2018 4.5 million EUR 

In 2019 4.7 million EUR* 

*In process (The final report for 2019 Survey programmes will 

be submitted by the end of April 2020) 



Nearly 300 000 jobs involved in production are at risk - 

Only primary production of olive trees, citrus, almonds and 

grapes 

   

 

70 different agricultural products that are covered by EU 

quality labels are susceptible to Xf (e.g., citrus fruits, olives, 

almonds, raisins, grapes, asparagus or cherries)  

 

 

More than 18 different plant species susceptible to Xf are 

part of different UNESCO World Heritage sites distributed  

all across the EU 

The social cost of Xylella fastidiosa full spread 



The environmental cost of Xylella fastidiosa full 

spread 

Potential increase of  insecticide spraying to 

control the vector – available plant protection 

products might not be sufficient to control the 

pest (need for integrated strategies) 

 

Over 24 habitats and 20 species are associated 

to hosts susceptible of infection by Xf – From the 

Directive 92/43/EEC (Habitats Directive) and 

Directive 2009/147/EC (Birds Directive) 



Thanks for your attention! 

 
Berta.SANCHEZ@ec.europa.eu 

Olaf.MOSBACH-SCHULZ@efsa.europa.eu 
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