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PHI3: Phytosanitary inspections (physical checks) 
Description: The percentage of annual phytosanitary inspections that were deemed to be favourable 
or favourable, subject to remarks. 
Results: 

Year 
Number of physical 

phytosanitary inspections 

% favourable or 
favourable with 

remarks Limit 
2010 3,106 96.4 % Not applicable 
2009 3,395 95.3 % Not applicable 
2008 3,034 95.2 % Not applicable 
2007 2,773 94.6 % Not applicable 

Calculation of the indicator: Compared to 2009, there was an increase of 1.15 % in 2010. 
Compared to 2008, there was an increase of 0.11 % in 2009. Compared to 2007, there was an 
increase of 0.63 % in 2008. 
Interpretation: This indicator measures the extent to which the operators have met the legal 
requirements concerning plant health. An increase of this indicator is associated with an improvement 
of the phytosanitary situation in Belgium. 
Part of the chain to which the indicator applies: Primary production suppliers, primary plant 
production, plant and plant product trading (including imports/exports), plant propagation, green 
spaces and forests. 
Type of plant or plant product: All plant production but mainly agricultural, garden and ornamental 
plants intended for planting. 
Category: Control. 
Justification for the selection of this indicator: The presence on the Belgian territory of harmful 
quarantine organisms can be extremely detrimental, economically speaking, to plant and plant 
product production. It is therefore essential to maintain/improve the phytosanitary situation by 
verifying the absence of these organisms. 
Additional information: The list of plants and plant products inspected is shown in the 2023 PPV 
check-list (http://www.afsca.be/checklists-fr/_documents/FAVVChecklist-2023v3fr.pdf). 
Legal framework:  

1. Council Directive 2000/29/EC of 8/05/2000 on protective measures against the introduction 
into the Community of organisms harmful to plants or plant products and against their spread 
within the Community. 

2. Regulation (EC) N° 690/2008 recognising protected zones exposed to particular plant health 
risks in the Community. 

3. Royal decree of 19 November 1987 on the control of organisms harmful to plants and plant 
products. 

4. Royal decree of 10 August 2005 on the control of organisms harmful to plants and plant 
products. 

5.  Ministerial decree of 4/07/1996 establishing the conditions under which certain harmful 
organisms, plants, plant products or other objects listed in appendices I to V of the Royal 
Decree of 3/05/1994 on the control of organisms harmful to plants and plant products, may 
be introduced or moved within the Community or certain protected zones thereof for trial or 
scientific purposes or for work on varietal selection. 

Does the indicator meet the set criteria?: 
    Measureable (availability of quantitative data) 
    Independent (no overlap between respective indicators) 
    Reliable (bias sensitivity) 
    Availability of information contained in existing reports or documents  
    Relevancy with respect to the health situation of plant production  
    Clear interpretation 
    Sustainable 
    The body of indicators must be representative of the plant and plant product production chain 
Comments: The result of an inspection is determined on the basis of a checklist, whereby a fixed 
appraisal is given, in the form of a points score, for each item to be controlled and in accordance with 
its importance. As for the results of any inspection, there are three possibilities: either favourable, 
favourable with remarks or unfavourable. The latter will result in taking further measures or in the 



6 

 

 

drawing up of a report. 
Explanatory notes to the results: It is difficult to compare the results of 2008 with those of 2007, as 
the FASFC has been implementing a new evaluation system since 2007. This system is based on the 
use of a checklist, by which a fixed appraisal is made, in the form of a points score, for each item to 
be controlled and in accordance with its importance. Although this new evaluation method is more 
stringent and accounts for at least part of the differences, clearly there remains some room for 
improvement. Part of the explanation may also lie in the fact that inspections have been focusing on 
establishments where non-conformities have been found before (systematic re-inspection). 


