[bookmark: _Toc25758322][bookmark: _Toc34660793][bookmark: _GoBack]Supplementary file 2. The procedure for the FinnPRIO assessments
Detailed guidance on which factors should and should not be considered when answering the FinnPRIO questions is available in Heikkilä et al. (2016). In the present study the FinnPRIO assessments were carried out with some modifications to this original guidance. The procedure for the FinnPRIO assessments is described below.

ENTRY
“Ornamental plants” was the only considered transport pathway, and it was considered and assessed as one pathway regardless of the number of different host plants the pest has. For the pests not present in Europe, only those host plants that can be imported into Europe were considered.

ENT1. How wide is the current global geographical distribution of the pest?

A. Small
B. Medium
C. Large

· [bookmark: _Hlk22744021]This question was assessed according to the instructions in Heikkilä et al. (2016).

ENT2A. Not taking into account current official management measures, can the pest be transported via the considered pathway?

· This question was omitted from the assessment since the purpose of our study was not to evaluate the effect of current official management measures.

ENT2B. Taking into account current official management measures, can the pest be transported via the considered pathway?

1. No it cannot
1. It can, but it is very unlikely
1. It can, but it is unlikely
1. It can, and it is likely
1. It can, and it is very likely

· [bookmark: _Hlk22725727]For the pests whose presence in plants for planting (e.g. seedlings and young trees) was considered very unlikely, the most common pattern of answer options (minimum, most likely and maximum respectively) was either BBB or BBC.
· For the pests which, in theory, could be associated with the pathway, but for which information was inadequate , the most common pattern for the answer options was BCD.
· For the pests for which there was some evidence suggesting that transportation could be likely (e.g. the presence of the pest in nursery production or recorded transportation events) the most common pattern of answer options was CDD.
· For the pests that are known to be very abundant in nurseries, serious pests on nursery production, or frequently intercepted in international trade, the most common pattern of answer options was either DEE or EEE.

ENT3. How large volume of the considered host plant commodity is traded into the area at risk annually?

1. Non-existent
1. Small
1. Medium
1. Large

Answer options A and B were not used in the assessments since information on the volume of trade was not available and the precautionary principle was applied.
· For the pests that are not present in Europe, the pattern of answer options was set to CCC since the import of almost all coniferous species is banned.
· For the pests that are present in Europe but only have conifers as host plants, the pattern of answer options was set to CCC.
· For the pests that are present in Europe and have both conifers and broadleaves as host plants, the pattern of answer options was set to DDD.

ENT4. Can the pest transfer to a suitable habitat after entering the area at risk?

1. It cannot 
1. It can, but it is very unlikely
1. It can, but it is unlikely 
1. It can, and it is likely 
1. It can, and it is very likely 

This question was mainly answered based on the presence of suitable habitats and the pest’s capacity for spread. The only suitable habitats considered in this question were areas where Pinus sylvestris and/or Picea abies are growing or produced.
· [bookmark: _Hlk22800460][bookmark: _Hlk22741092][bookmark: _Hlk22725412]For the pests whose spread capacity was considered low and whose suitable habitats were considered not widely present in the area at risk (e.g. only in forest nurseries), the most common pattern of answer options was either BBB or BCC.
· For the pests whose spread capacity was considered low, but whose suitable habitats were considered widely present, the most common pattern of answer options was either CCC or CDD. Similar answer patterns were used also if the pest’s spread capacity was considered medium to high, but its suitable habitats were considered not widely present.
· [bookmark: _Hlk22741937]For the pests whose spread capacity was considered medium to high and whose suitable habitats were considered widely present, the most common pattern of answer options was either CDD or DEE.

ESTABLISHMENT AND SPREAD
EST1. Could the pest reproduce and overwinter in the area at risk taking into account the climate and production conditions?

1. No, it could not
1. It could, but it is unlikely
1. It could, and it is likely
1. It could, and it is very likely

This question was assessed using the available information on the production conditions and the biology and ecology of the pests, with a focus on the suitability of the climate. The climatic similarity ratings for the present climate (done in step 2) were also used to answer the question.
· [bookmark: _Hlk22741999]For the pests whose climatic similarity rating for the present climate was C1 (very high similarity), the most common pattern of answer options was either CDD or DDD.
· [bookmark: _Hlk22742868]For the pests whose climatic similarity rating for the present climate was C2 (high similarity) or C3 (medium similarity), the most common pattern of answer options was either BBC or CCD.

[bookmark: _Hlk22720547]EST2: In how large an area do the pest’s host plants grow or are cultivated in the area at risk?

1. Not at all
1. Very small
1. Small
1. Medium
1. Large

Answer options A, B and C were not used in the assessment.
· For the pests that threaten only one of the two focal host species, the pattern of answer options was set to DDD.
· For the pests that threaten both focal host species, the pattern of answer options was set to EEE.

EST3. How quickly would the pest likely spread in the area at risk?

1. Very slowly
1. Rather slowly
1. Rather quickly
1. Quickly

[bookmark: _Hlk22742996]This question was mainly assessed based on the pest’s capacity for natural spread, the spread by transport of harvested wood and the spatial distribution of suitable hosts.
· [bookmark: _Hlk22745336]For the pests whose capacity for natural spread was considered low, the pattern of answer options was either BBB or BBC.
· For the pests whose capacity for natural spread was considered medium to high, the pattern of answer options was either CCC or CCD.
· [bookmark: _Hlk22801870][bookmark: _Hlk22743913]For the pests whose spread in harvested wood was considered likely, the answers defined based on the capacity for natural spread were increased by one step, e.g. pattern BBB was increased to CCC.
· For the pests whose host plants were not considered to be widely present in suitable habitats (e.g. in forest nurseries), the answers defined based on the capacity for natural spread were decreased by one step, e.g. pattern CCC was decreased to BBB.

EST4. Does the pest have characteristics that could assist in its establishment or spread in new areas?

1. No, it does not
1. It has characteristics that could assist to some extent
1. It has characteristics that could assist to a great extent
1. It has characteristics that could assist to a very great extent

This question was assessed according to the instructions in Heikkilä et al. (2016).


IMPACT
IMP1: How significant are the direct economic losses that the pest would cause in the area at risk?

The main production sectors considered in the question were the nursery production and forests of Picea abies and Pinus sylvestris. For some pests the economic value of seed and Christmas tree production of these species was also taken into account. Rough estimates of economic value of harvested trees and the production of seedlings in the area at risk used in the assessments are presented below.

· Harvested Pinus sylvestris trees	1948 million € per year
· Harvested Picea abies trees	2363 million € per year
· The production of Pinus sylvestris seedlings	52 million € per year
· The production of Picea abies seedlings	98 million € per year

Based on these economic values, the answer options of the question were rescaled in the following manner:

1. It would not cause losses
1. < 0.15 million € per year
1. 0.150.3 million € per year
1. 0.30.6 million € per year
1. 0.61.2 million € per year
1. 1.22.4 million € per year
1. 2.44.8 million € per year
1. 4.89 million € per year
1. 918 million € per year
1. 1836 million € per year
1. 3675 million € per year
1. 75150 million € per year
1. > 150 million € per year

IMP2. Would the pest cause the following indirect economic impacts in the area at risk?

IMP2.1. Would the pest impact foreign trade?

[bookmark: _Hlk22800760]This question was omitted from the assessment since only non-quarantine species were assessed.

IMP2.2. Is the pest a vector for other pests?

This question was assessed according to the instructions in Heikkilä et al. (2016).

IMP2.3. Would the pest have a significant impact on the profitability of a plant production sector?

This question was assessed according to the instructions in Heikkilä et al. (2016).


[bookmark: _Toc421279033]IMP3. How much direct impact would the pest have on the natural ecosystems in the area at risk?

1. No impact
1. Moderate impact
1. Significant impact
1. Very significant impact

This question was assessed according to the instructions in Heikkilä et al. (2016).

IMP4. Would the pest have the following environmental or social impacts in the area at risk?

IMP4.1. Cultural impacts

The pattern of answer options was set to no, no, no for all pests since no difference between the pests in their potential impact was assumed.

IMP4.2. Significant aesthetic impacts

This question was assessed according to the instructions in Heikkilä et al. (2016).

IMP4.3. An impact on plants which have an important, recognized position in the culture

The same pattern of answer options, i.e. yes, yes, yes, was applied for all the pests since they were all associated with Picea abies and/or Pinus sylvestris which both have an important, recognized positions in the culture in the area at risk.

MANAGEMENT
This section was omitted from the assessment since management issues were beyond the scope of the project.
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