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	Proposed by: (Name of IPPC Official Contact Point)
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	Contact: (Contact information of an individual able to clarify issues relating to this submission)

Name:  Rajesh Ramarathnam
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Phone: 613-773-7122
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	Type of topic: (Choose one box only)

	A. New ISPM:

[] Concept

[__] Pest specific

[_X_] Commodity specific

[__] Reference
	B. New component

to an existing ISPM:

[__] Supplement

[__] Annex

[__] Appendix

[__] Technical Panel (technical area)

[__] DP: Diagnostic protocol (subject)
[__] PT: Phytosanitary treatment (topic)
[__] Glossary term (subject)
	C. Revision/Amendment of:

[__] ISPM

[__] Supplement

[__] Annex

[__] Appendix

[__] Glossary term

	Proposed title of new ISPM or component:              or                   Title of document to be revised or amended:

Use of Systems Approaches in Managing Pest Risks Associated with the Movement of Wood Commodities

	Summary justification for the proposal (two sentences maximum), in haiku form:

a single measure 

may not be acceptable;

a systems approach?


	Submissions should address the applicable criteria for justification of the proposal (as listed below). Where possible, information in support of the justification and that may assist in the prioritization should be indicated. 
All core criteria must be addressed; supporting criteria should be addressed if applicable.



	Core criteria:

	Contribution to the purpose of the IPPC as described in Article I.1.

A standard (or annex) that provides guidance on the use of systems approaches for the management of pest risks associated with the movement of wood commodities to prevent the spread of pests of plants and plant products.


	Feasibility of implementation at the global level (includes ease of implementation, technical complexity, capacity of NPPOs to implement, relevance for more than one region).

This standard will provide further options for national plant protection organizations (NPPOs) to manage pest risks associated with the international movement of wood commodities.  Standardization will assist in reducing the barriers to implementation, may reduce unnecessary complexity, offer additional options for trade and will serve to assist NPPOs in the implementation of management measures.  It is relevant to any region that imports or exports wood commodities. 
Ease of implementation:
Treatments which are frequently used to manage pest risks associated with the movement of wood commodities are also often accompanied by negative environmental impacts including energy costs, pollution, etc. Systems approaches that may be based upon existing industry practices may reduce these environmental impacts.  In addition, to use treatments additional resources, infrastructure, conducive environmental conditions (fumigation with MeBr) etc., are required. Systems approach provides various options for pest risk management, which are already available at different points of the continuum. Systems approaches could include simple measures, which has minimal resource implication and easy to implement. A few examples are:

· Selection and planting of resistant or less susceptible varieties

· Inspection to detect pest presence during the growing season and conducting simple procedures, such as removal of pest breeding substrates that enable sanitation and disrupts pest breeding
· At harvest, inspect and remove infested trees and logs, and debark trees as soon as possible after felling

· Post-harvest, installation of insect screening in storage areas

· Applying restrictions on the import season to avoid pest introduction
Technical complexity: 
Treatments require specific conditions, procedures, infrastructure, pre-conditioning requirements prior to treatment etc., which require technical training to implement the treatment and to verify the efficacy of the treatment. However, management measures in a systems approach allows for the use of simple and easy to implement measures, which are technically justified, and could provide the same level of risk management or mitigation. Examples of measures include, pest monitoring, sanitation practices, removal of bark, visual inspection etc.


Capacity of NPPOs to implement:
As indicated above, systems approach provides options to implement simple, but equally effective measures. Systems approach allows for both NPPOs with a developed regulatory system and a developing regulatory system to implement risk mitigation measures with relative ease. For example, an exporting NPPO may possess the technical expertise and the infrastructure to carry out phytosanitary treatments, but may not have the suitable environmental conditions to carry out a phytosanitary treatment (example – ambient temperature for MeBr treatment). Implementation of a systems approach may include a series of risk mitigation measures along the exporting continuum, and enable pest risk management and certification without treatment. Similarly, a developing NPPO, which may have suitable environmental conditions for treatment, but lack capacity and infrastructure, could use systems approach and associated pest risk mitigation measures such as, pest monitoring, pest breeding disruption, sanitation, and storage and transport management, to enable export certification of wood commodities. 
Relevance for more than one region: 
Systems approach has relevance with regards to pest risk management in more than one region. The risk mitigation measures, which are available through a systems approach, can be chosen, adapted and implemented in any region as the involvement of variables and external influencing factors is minimal. For example, pest monitoring, sanitation, storage practices to prevent infestation etc., can be modified and implemented in any region and by any NPPO, irrespective of its capacity and resource availability.   



	Clear identification of the problems that need to be resolved through the development of the standard.
Currently, guidance regarding appropriate options for managing pest risks associated with movement of wood commodities is limited to the draft standard on the International Movement of Wood (2006-029). The draft standard on the International Movement of Wood does not provide specific guidance on the use of integrated measures in managing pest risks. Countries predominantly rely on treatments to manage pest risks of wood commodities. In particular, heat treatment or methyl bromide fumigation are widely relied upon to manage pest risks. The availability of methyl bromide is diminishing in response to the Montreal Protocol on substances that deplete the ozone layer. Heat treatment is not a practical option for every circumstance. For example, some wood products cannot be practically heat treated due to their size, the density of the wood, the availability of infrastructure, etc. The use of integrated measures, particularly those that may already be in use within production systems, may provide a more effective option for addressing some pest risks particularly those which may not be fully managed by a single phytosanitary measure. Integrated measures within a systems approach may also provide additional options to facilitate trade while effectively managing pest risks.



	Availability of, or possibility to collect, information in support of the proposed standard (e.g. scientific, historical, technical information, experience).
The North American Plant Protection Organization (NAPPO) is currently developing a regional standard on this topic and this standard may be of assistance in the development of an international standard. The European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization (EPPO) has produced some technical papers related to assessing integrated measures. The International Forestry Quarantine Research Group has proposed a symposium on assessment of integrated measures in Forestry.


	Supporting criteria (Practical)
· Feasibility of adopting the proposed standard within a reasonable time frame.

It is expected that this standard will be able to be adopted within a reasonable time frame since NPPOs are searching for alternatives to a single treatment and have already adopted systems approaches for wood commodities.
· Stage of development of the proposed standard (is a standard on the same topic already widely used by NPPOs, RPPOs or a relevant international organization).

NAPPO is currently developing a regional standard on this topic and this standard may be of assistance in the development of an international standard.

The WTO's Standard Trade and Development Facility (STDF) project entitled "Beyond compliance: project on an integrated systems approach for pest risk management" (http://www.standardsfacility.org/PG-328) has undertaken work in this area which may be very helpful in the development of this standard.
· Availability of expertise needed to develop the proposed standard.
There is significant experience for the development of this proposed standard – both with respect to wood commodities and the broader application of systems approaches.



	Supporting criteria (Economic)
· Estimated value of the plants protected.

The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) estimates the world’s forests as 31% of total land area and just over 4 billion hectares. The FAO Global Assessment of Forest Resources reported that outbreaks of forest insect pests damage some 35 million hectares of forest annually, primarily in the temperate and boreal zone. The report further notes that ‘in recent decades, two major factors have combined to increase the pest threat to forests: the volume, speed and variety of global trade have increased the opportunities for pests to move internationally; [and] climate change appears to be increasing the likelihood of pest establishment and the severity of impacts of both native and introduced pests’.
· Estimated value of trade affected by the proposed standard (e.g. volume of trade, value of trade, the percentage of Gross Domestic Product of this trade) if appropriate.
See Annex 1

· Estimated value of new trade opportunities provided by the approval of the proposed standard.

· Potential benefits in terms of pest control or quarantine activities.

As noted in Annex 1, a majority of countries import wood commodities over significant distances (average of 4500 km). Pests associated with the movement of these commodities present significant risks. Many countries rely on treatments as a single measure to address these pest risks. However, integrated measures which combine surveillance and monitoring systems, harvest selection procedures, production and storage practices, intended use and other activities may provide effective means for commodity movement.


	Supporting criteria (Environmental)
· Utility to reduce the potential negative environmental consequences of certain phytosanitary measures, for example reduction in global emissions for the protection of the ozone layer.
Countries predominantly rely on treatments to manage pest risks associated with the movement of wood products. In particular, heat treatment or methyl bromide fumigation are used widely in quarantine management. Methyl bromide is known to deplete the ozone layer and the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) has adopted a CPM Recommendation to encourage contracting parties to put in place strategies for the reduction of use of methyl bromide for phytosanitary measures and/or reduction of emissions of methyl bromide (CPM-3/2008). The use of heat requires significant energy and may result in negative impacts to the environment from emissions and draws on energy.   A systems approach may provide a more environmentally sound equivalent alternative.
· Utility in the management of non indigenous species which are pests of plants (such as some invasive alien species).

The purpose of the standard is to provide guidance to NPPOs on the use of additional specific tools in the management of the movement of non-indigenous pests. 

· Contribution to the protection of the environment, through the protection of wild flora, and their habitats and ecosystems, and of agricultural biodiversity.

Management of the pest risks associated with the international movement of wood commodities is essential for the protection of the environment and biodiversity.



	Supporting criteria (Strategic)
· Extent of support for the proposed standard (e.g. one or more NPPOs or RPPOs have requested it, or one or more RPPOs have adopted a standard on the same topic).

Canada’s proposal received full support from NAPPO. Additionally, before submission, Canada discussed with NAPPO member countries, Australia, and New Zealand, and no concerns were raised. 
European authorities have already undertaken some technical analysis of the use of systems approaches in forestry. 
· Frequency with which the issue addressed by the proposed standard emerges as a source of trade disruption (e.g. disputes or need for repeated bilateral discussions, number of times per year trade is disrupted).

A significant number of bilateral opportunities to improve trade may be achieved through the development of a standard on systems approaches for wood commodities. In the Canadian context, a significant amount of Canadian wood exports are required to be treated prior to export. In a few situations, Canada has been able to negotiate access for certain wood commodities based upon integrated measures which have effectively mitigated pest risks,  facilitated trade, reduced environmental costs associate with treatments.
· Relevance and utility to developing countries.

As demonstrated by the STDF project (STDF/PG/328), facilitation of the use of systems approaches for pest risk management is useful and relevant to developing countries.  As noted in the study, further guidance on systems approaches would support improved trade negotiations, confidence in the use of integrated measures as a means to mitigating pest risk and improved awareness of measures supporting the use of systems approaches.  Although ISPM 14 provides a framework, many countries are often unable to evaluate the success of measures when combined. Many countries would benefit from specific guidance on how to effectively: identify a suite of measures which when combined addresses the organisms of concern; evaluate the success of the measures; and communicate a resulting option to assist in trade. 
· Coverage (application to a wide range of countries/pests/commodities).
The standard, specific to measures which address the movement pests associated with wood commodities, will be applicable to all countries.  
· Complements other standards (e.g. potential for the standard to be used as part of a systems approach for one pest, complement treatments for other pests).
ISPM 14. 2002. The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

· Foundation standards to address fundamental concepts (e.g. treatment efficacy, inspection methodology).
ISPM 14 The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 20 Guidelines for a phytosanitary import regulatory system. Rome, IPPC, FAO
ISPM 24 Guidelines for the determination and recognition of equivalence of phytosanitary measures. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 28 Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

· Expected standard longevity (e.g. future trade needs, suggested use of easily outdated technology or products).
Systems approaches offer a broader range of options for addressing specific pest risks than do single measures. The application of specific combined measures to address a defined pest threat is also more likely to have lesser impact on trade and the environment than a specific single measure such as a treatment. For example, the application of multiple measures within a production process (e.g. debarking and inspection) is more likely to result in lower costs to producers; to be less intrusive on the overall trade system (since the measures are applied during production rather than just prior to export when a failure can result in the export being held up) and impact less on the environment.  As such, the use of systems approaches in forestry is likely to encourage stable long term trade.
· Urgent need for the standard.

A standard on this topic is very relevant to current trade issues in forestry because NPPOs are increasingly looking for alternatives to specific single measures such as treatment.


	Diagnostic protocols are subject to additional criteria. For proposals for DPs, please elaborate on the following criteria to help the future consideration of the subject proposed:
· Need for international harmonization of the diagnostic techniques for the pest (e.g. due to difficulties in diagnosis or disputes on methodology).
· Relevance of the diagnosis to the protection of plants including measures to limit the impact of the pest.
· Importance of the plants protected on the global level (e.g. relevant to many countries or of major importance to a few countries).

· Volume/importance of trade of the commodity that is subjected to the diagnostic procedures (e.g. relevant to many countries or of major importance to a few countries).

· Other criteria for topics as determined by CPM that are relevant to determining priorities.
· Balance between pests of importance in different climatic zones (temperate, tropics etc) and commodity classes.
· Number of labs undertaking the diagnosis.

· Feasibility of production of a protocol, including availability of knowledge and expertise.




CPM-7 (2012) agreed that all submissions of proposed topics for the IPPC Standard Setting work programme should be accompanied by a draft Specification and a literature review. This provision would not apply to proposals for diagnostic protocols, phytosanitary treatments or glossary terms.

	

Draft Specification

(SC approved specifications are posted on the IPP (https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/standards-setting/approved-specifications/) and may be referenced for examples.)

	Proposed Title:

Use of Systems Approaches in Managing Pest Risks Associated with the Movement of Wood Commodities

	Reason for the standard (justification as to why the standard is needed, some of this can be copied from the above submission):
Countries predominantly rely on treatments to manage pest risks associated with the movement of wood commodities. In particular, heat treatment or methyl bromide fumigation is used widely in quarantine management. The availability of methyl bromide is diminishing in response to the Montreal Protocol on substances that deplete the ozone layer and heat treatment is not a practical option for addressing risks in every circumstance.  A systems approach may provide a more effective option for addressing some pest risks particularly those which may not be fully managed by a single phytosanitary measure. Integrated measures within a systems approach may also provide additional options to facilitate or expand trade while effectively managing pest risks.



	Purpose (explain what issue will be addressed and/or harmonized once this standard is put in place): 
Although the systems approach concept is described in ISPM 14 The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management and operationalized in the commodity standard ISPM 36 Integrated measures for plants for planting, the existing standards do not provide technical guidance on the types of measures that may be used to address the pest risks associated with wood commodities. The proposed standard (or annex) will provide harmonized guidance on the types of measures that may be used within a system; the pests controlled by the measures and also provide guidance on how to evaluate the success of the individual measures and the overall systems approach. The standard will provide guidance on the role of the national plant protection organization (NPPO) in supervising the system and industry in implementing the measures.


	Scope (this provides the boundaries or limits to what the standard should cover):
The standard (or annex) will provide guidance to NPPOs within the context of a systems approach on the use of specific measures that act independently but when applied together mitigate quarantine pest risks associated with wood commodities. The standard will be built upon guidance already established by the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) by identifying specific procedures and practices that may be practically applied during the production pathway for wood commodities (from planting to export) to control quarantine pests. The standard will also provide detailed guidance on the specific pests controlled and the monitoring and oversight required in ensuring the effectiveness of the system.



	Tasks for the expert drafting group (this will help direct the work of the experts): 
The expert working group (EWG) should:
1. Consider existing standards, such as ISPM 14 The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management, and the draft international standard on the International Movement of Wood
2. Describe the wood production practices and pests associated with the commodities covered by the standard
3. Identify and provide guidance for NPPOs on specific measures which may be integrated into a systems approach to address pest risks for wood commodities considering the species and characteristics of the wood, the production processes and pests likely to be associated with the commodity which may be.  These may be applied pre-harvest, during harvest, during transportation of the raw material, during production and at export and import, and may include:

a. Species and location selection
b. Inspection
c. Pest monitoring
d. Sorting
e. Mechanical production processes such as debarking, sawing, planning, etc.
f. Laboratory diagnostics
g. The application of chemical and biological treatments
h. Other applicable tools
4. Consider the relationship between infested areas and pest free areas and the general aspects (including the  practical application) of surveillance within the systems approach
5. Consider whether the intended use of the commodity affects pest risk

6. Describe procedures required to assess the effectiveness of the integrated measures

7. Describe the level of oversight and specific responsibilities of the NPPO of the exporting country, the NPPO of the importing country, co-operators and industry

8. Describe what constitutes a non-conformity and which corrective action should be applied

9. Consider whether this topic should be a standard or an annex to an existing standard (i.e. draft ISPM on the International Movement of Wood)
10. Consider whether the ISPM could affect in a specific way (positively or negatively) the protection of biodiversity and the environment; if this is the case, the impact should be identified, addressed and clarified in the draft ISPM 

11. Consider the implementation of the ISPM by contracting parties and identify potential operational and technical implementation issues, and also provide information and possible recommendation on these issues to the SC

	Expertise (this will provide the basis for screening nominations):

Five to seven experts with collective expertise in the following areas:

· Development or implementation of phytosanitary measures that use systems approaches for pest risk management

· Phytosanitary programs design, supervision and management

· Regulatory inspection 
· Pest Risk Analysis of wood commodities and pests
· Conducting and designing pest surveys 
· Understanding of temperate and tropical forestry silviculture and production systems
In addition to these experts, a member of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine should be invited to participate at the EWG meeting(s) or part of the meeting as invited experts.


	References (Relevant ISPMs and national, regional or international standards on the same topic and any specific references that would be relevant during drafting):
ISPM 1 Phytosanitary principles for the protection of plants and the application of phytosanitary measures in international trade. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 4 Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 13 Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 14 The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 20 Guidelines for a phytosanitary import regulatory system. Rome, IPPC, FAO

ISPM 23 Guidelines for inspection. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 24 Guidelines for the determination and recognition of equivalence of phytosanitary measures. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 28 Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 36 Integrated measures for plants for planting. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

NAPPO RSPM 37. 2012. Integrated measures for the trade of Christmas trees. Ottawa, NAPPO.
NAPPO RSPM 40. 2014. Principles of Pest Risk Management for the Import of

Commodities. Ottawa, NAPPO 



	Literature review (this section will provide a summary of the topic based on scientific and technical publications, including a referenced listed of literature reviewed. This will help provide the scientific basis for the content of the standard to be used by the selected experts during the development of the standard):
The following international and regional standards were reviewed:

ISPM 1 Phytosanitary principles for the protection of plants and the application of phytosanitary measures in international trade. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 4 Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 13 Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 14 The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 20 Guidelines for a phytosanitary import regulatory system. Rome, IPPC, FAO

ISPM 23 Guidelines for inspection. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 24 Guidelines for the determination and recognition of equivalence of phytosanitary measures. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 28 Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 36 Integrated measures for plants for planting. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

NAPPO RSPM 37. 2012. Integrated measures for the trade of Christmas trees. Ottawa, NAPPO. 

The report and blog of the WTO's Standard Trade and Development Facility (STDF) project entitled "Beyond compliance: project on an integrated systems approach for pest risk management" (http://www.standardsfacility.org/PG-328) was reviewed and will be helpful for development of this standard.
The paper following paper was also reviewed: 

Quinlan, M. M. and Ikin, R. 2009. A review of the application of Systems Approach to risk management in plant health PRATIQUE PD No. 4.2 

	


Send submissions to:
ippc@fao.org (Title message: Call for Topics – 2015)
Mail: 

IPPC Secretariat (AGDI)

Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN

Viale delle Terme di Caracalla

00153 Rome, Italy

Annex 1 – Trade in HS Code – 4400 – Wood and Articles of Wood
Source: World Trade Map - ITC calculations based on UN COMTRADE statistics.

The world aggregation represents the sum of reporting and non reporting countries 

	Importers
	Value imported in 2014 (USD thousand)
	Trade balance in 2014 (USD thousand)
	Share in world imports (%)
	Average distance of supplying countries (km)

	World 
	144,888,044
	-2,704,568
	100
	4,484

	China 
	22,773,200
	-8,297,779
	15.8
	7,604

	United States of America 
	17,420,411
	-7,677,384
	12.1
	5,483

	Japan 
	11,670,861
	-11,502,221
	8.1
	6,934

	Germany 
	9,174,880
	-4,608
	6.4
	1,665

	United Kingdom 
	6,990,904
	-6,385,133
	4.8
	3,774

	Italy 
	4,943,227
	-2,874,076
	3.3
	1,887

	France 
	4,425,692
	-1,510,748
	3.1
	2,266

	Netherlands 
	3,400,023
	-1,734,672
	2.4
	2,721

	Korea, Republic of 
	3,365,182
	-3,263,645
	2.3
	6,035

	Canada 
	3,215,840
	9,440,346
	2.2
	3,879

	Belgium 
	3,170,503
	-387,425
	2.2
	2,625

	Austria 
	3,072,021
	1,944,932
	2.1
	610

	India 
	2,703,643
	-2,349,831
	1.9
	6,188

	Sweden 
	2,146,114
	2,509,475
	1.5
	1,202

	Switzerland 
	2,078,000
	-1,426,219
	1.3
	1,221

	Denmark 
	1,967,669
	-1,043,807
	1.4
	1,403

	Egypt 
	1,870,419
	-1,803,316
	1.3
	3,756

	Norway 
	1,715,374
	-1,071,391
	1.2
	1,223

	Australia 
	1,645,451
	-417,226
	1.1
	8,311

	Poland 
	1,633,881
	2,572,705
	1.1
	1,336

	Taipei, Chinese 
	1,559,774
	-1,357,125
	1.1
	5,135

	Mexico 
	1,524,501
	-1,127,144
	1.1
	5,526

	Turkey 
	1,487,625
	-634,044
	1
	3,489

	Spain 
	1,414,363
	192,936
	1
	3,016

	Saudi Arabia 
	1,390,569
	-1,368,568
	1
	6,395

	Russian Federation 
	1,307,756
	6,330,434
	0.9
	2,985

	United Arab Emirates 
	1,175,974
	-1,034,822
	0.8
	5,778

	Czech Republic 
	1,069,422
	1,155,252
	0.7
	846

	Finland 
	1,065,112
	2,209,793
	0.7
	1,085

	Viet Nam 
	991,161
	1,680,164
	0.7
	8,218

	Algeria 
	990,343
	-990,288
	0.7
	3,270

	Portugal 
	800,460
	142,035
	0.6
	2,481

	Hong Kong, China 
	718,444
	-154,603
	0.5
	2,949

	Thailand 
	641,192
	1,672,963
	0.4
	3,841

	Uzbekistan 
	635,594
	-634,773
	0.4
	2,521

	Israel 
	632,226
	-622,348
	0.4
	4,738

	Iran, Islamic Republic of 
	622,117
	-620,031
	0.4
	3,571

	Lithuania 
	620,209
	532,871
	0.4
	867

	Hungary 
	617,363
	184,936
	0.4
	741

	Malaysia 
	610,505
	3,739,219
	0.4
	4,316

	Romania 
	578,874
	1,908,024
	0.4
	1,843

	Singapore 
	576,278
	-448,469
	0.4
	2,506

	Slovakia 
	567,867
	345,725
	0.4
	711

	Slovenia 
	553,036
	344,489
	0.4
	591

	Estonia 
	529,915
	945,207
	0.3
	1,077

	Morocco 
	520,259
	-501,576
	0.4
	2,786

	Kazakhstan 
	502,511
	-497,035
	0.3
	2,433

	Latvia 
	438,745
	1,848,306
	0.3
	635

	Ireland 
	432,120
	91,003
	0.3
	2,982

	South Africa 
	396,803
	113,955
	0.3
	7,427

	Philippines 
	396,738
	2,699,235
	0.3
	5,317

	Indonesia 
	382,922
	3,688,199
	0.3
	6,700

	Greece 
	354,423
	-277,161
	0.2
	2,533

	Iraq 
	327,569
	-327,452
	0.2
	3,824

	Qatar 
	295,728
	-290,789
	0.2
	5,332

	Ukraine 
	281,282
	980,674
	0.2
	1,726

	Oman 
	279,359
	-261,634
	0.2
	3,858

	Colombia 
	270,693
	-216,243
	0.2
	6,593

	Kuwait 
	267,123
	-259,965
	0.2
	5,362

	Lebanon 
	265,268
	-252,390
	0.2
	4,241

	Chile 
	259,436
	2,243,116
	0.2
	12,011

	Luxembourg 
	254,310
	25,207
	0.2
	615

	Croatia 
	251,443
	591,338
	0.2
	639

	Peru 
	249,863
	-86,996
	0.2
	4,888

	Jordan 
	224,985
	-199,938
	0.2
	5,559

	Belarus 
	212,694
	577,953
	0.1
	1,141

	Tunisia 
	209,143
	-192,005
	0.1
	1,937

	Serbia 
	206,360
	66,121
	0.1
	846

	New Zealand 
	203,475
	2,904,474
	0.1
	10,899

	Nigeria 
	196,289
	204,623
	0.1
	9,856

	Bulgaria 
	179,360
	241,248
	0.1
	1,719

	Yemen 
	177,443
	-177,408
	0.1
	6,017

	Turkmenistan 
	177,368
	-177,368
	0.1
	2,852

	Brazil 
	150,618
	2,092,494
	0.1
	9,286

	Dominican Republic 
	149,100
	-145,556
	0.1
	5,389

	Pakistan 
	148,378
	-94,012
	0.1
	6,469

	Tajikistan 
	146,954
	-146,892
	0.1
	2,809

	Libya 
	140,478
	-140,468
	0.1
	3,676

	Azerbaijan 
	128,956
	-127,545
	0.1
	1,997

	Bosnia and Herzegovina 
	128,516
	301,211
	0.1
	745

	Angola 
	125,778
	-112,593
	0.1
	8,733

	Kyrgyzstan 
	120,915
	-120,627
	0.1
	2,810

	Argentina 
	120,096
	66,836
	0.1
	8,831

	Bahrain 
	114,030
	-93,736
	0.1
	5,759

	Georgia 
	107,531
	-85,738
	0.1
	2,709

	Afghanistan 
	100,612
	-100,116
	0.1
	2,030

	Sri Lanka 
	90,357
	-39,598
	0.1
	3,436

	Republic of Moldova 
	87,867
	-82,181
	0.1
	984

	Costa Rica 
	80,529
	-8,114
	0.1
	6,008

	Macedonia, The Former Yugoslav Republic of 
	78,501
	-71,503
	0.1
	1,069

	Tanzania, United Republic of 
	73,592
	-28,221
	0.1
	4,773

	Albania 
	73,474
	-55,902
	0
	945

	Panama 
	71,045
	-18,380
	0
	6,801

	Bahamas 
	70,415
	-70,376
	0
	3,519

	Ethiopia 
	68,519
	-66,445
	0
	7,025

	Syrian Arab Republic 
	67,017
	-66,006
	0
	3,821

	Botswana 
	66,902
	-64,300
	0
	851

	Armenia 
	66,397
	-65,654
	0
	2,183

	Jamaica 
	65,358
	-63,443
	0
	4,309

	Iceland 
	64,978
	-64,499
	0
	2,808

	Ecuador 
	63,306
	219,641
	0
	8,144

	Guatemala 
	60,148
	10,098
	0
	6,005

	Namibia 
	58,914
	-27,383
	0
	1,632

	Trinidad and Tobago 
	58,721
	-57,019
	0
	4,670

	Cyprus 
	58,718
	-57,805
	0
	2,886

	Mongolia 
	58,170
	-57,534
	0
	2,227

	Senegal 
	58,076
	-52,753
	0
	3,208

	Sudan (North + South) 
	56,419
	-33,377
	0
	5,819

	Venezuela 
	55,329
	5,004
	0
	7,589

	Kenya 
	52,543
	-26,691
	0
	7,615

	Mozambique 
	52,128
	71,249
	0
	3,193

	Uruguay 
	49,579
	637,736
	0
	4,269

	Mauritius 
	45,054
	-43,693
	0
	7,027

	Maldives 
	43,601
	-43,597
	0
	5,882

	Free Zones 
	38,870
	-23,899
	0
	 

	Ghana 
	37,852
	307,457
	0
	8,718

	Myanmar 
	37,079
	1,434,525
	0
	2,495

	El Salvador 
	34,755
	-25,832
	0
	3,181

	Montenegro 
	32,446
	-937
	0
	1,244

	Bolivia 
	32,134
	26,876
	0
	4,490

	Barbados 
	29,993
	-29,777
	0
	4,499

	Haiti 
	29,988
	-29,916
	0
	5,252

	Zambia 
	28,857
	-19,032
	0
	2,569

	Djibouti 
	28,432
	-21,424
	0
	7,098

	Bangladesh 
	27,682
	-24,637
	0
	5,115

	New Caledonia 
	27,304
	-26,825
	0
	8,036

	Macao, China 
	24,019
	-23,034
	0
	 

	Malta 
	22,509
	-21,930
	0
	3,543

	Lesotho 
	21,136
	-20,889
	0
	470

	Fiji 
	21,004
	32,512
	0
	4,697

	Netherlands Antilles 
	20,525
	-20,411
	0
	4,488

	Zimbabwe 
	20,141
	5,037
	0
	1,657

	Cuba 
	19,923
	18,891
	0
	7,248

	Honduras 
	19,836
	33,973
	0
	4,328

	Paraguay 
	19,590
	56,937
	0
	3,391

	French Polynesia 
	19,267
	-19,163
	0
	9,866

	Korea, Democratic People's Republic of 
	18,594
	963
	0
	1,771

	Nicaragua 
	18,455
	1,638
	0
	6,644

	Congo 
	17,138
	378,462
	0
	8,894

	Swaziland 
	16,639
	45,427
	0
	533

	Papua New Guinea 
	16,387
	973,672
	0
	5,204

	Faroe Islands 
	15,386
	-15,345
	0
	1,305

	Niger 
	15,284
	-15,278
	0
	1,979

	British Virgin Islands 
	14,066
	-13,049
	0
	4,891

	Greenland 
	14,001
	-13,987
	0
	3,388

	Equatorial Guinea 
	13,818
	180,798
	0
	7,671

	Seychelles 
	13,733
	-13,496
	0
	6,901

	Brunei Darussalam 
	13,630
	-9,670
	0
	1,618

	Cambodia 
	13,135
	163,473
	0
	2,539

	Somalia 
	12,235
	-12,194
	0
	5,241

	Cabo Verde 
	11,980
	-11,980
	0
	3,843

	Samoa 
	11,815
	-11,575
	0
	4,289

	Cayman Islands 
	11,041
	-11,040
	0
	2,706

	Antigua and Barbuda 
	11,034
	-10,850
	0
	3,885

	Andorra 
	10,042
	-9,964
	0
	425

	Gibraltar 
	10,008
	-9,872
	0
	1,213

	Democratic Republic of the Congo 
	9,870
	126,060
	0
	5,980

	Bermuda 
	9,368
	-9,366
	0
	2,381

	Aruba 
	9,265
	-9,077
	0
	5,011

	Bhutan 
	9,222
	-5,797
	0
	1,300

	Uganda 
	9,081
	7,861
	0
	3,364

	Nepal 
	9,004
	-6,129
	0
	1,577

	Saint Kitts and Nevis 
	8,750
	-8,663
	0
	3,886

	Belize 
	8,273
	1,647
	0
	3,915

	Saint Lucia 
	8,180
	-8,113
	0
	4,579

	Côte d'Ivoire 
	7,689
	298,461
	0
	6,954

	Turks and Caicos Islands 
	6,634
	-6,598
	0
	3,132

	Guinea 
	6,445
	1,124
	0
	8,387

	Rwanda 
	6,333
	-6,309
	0
	2,740

	Cameroon 
	6,172
	690,296
	0
	6,652

	Mauritania 
	5,926
	-5,916
	0
	4,667

	Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 
	5,806
	-5,754
	0
	4,220

	Gabon 
	5,662
	421,683
	0
	6,273

	Burkina Faso 
	5,300
	-5,252
	0
	1,194

	Lao People's Democratic Republic 
	5,234
	1,121,610
	0
	831

	Liberia 
	5,187
	33,174
	0
	8,592

	Grenada 
	5,162
	-5,116
	0
	4,405

	Suriname 
	5,153
	75,528
	0
	7,870

	Benin 
	5,077
	7,337
	0
	3,967

	Guyana 
	4,953
	50,294
	0
	6,078

	French South Antarctic Territories 
	4,919
	-4,897
	0
	 

	Falkland Islands (Malvinas) 
	4,652
	-4,652
	0
	12,738

	United States Minor Outlying Islands 
	4,241
	-4,187
	0
	 

	Tonga 
	4,205
	-4,134
	0
	3,644

	Madagascar 
	4,153
	3,314
	0
	8,874

	Vanuatu 
	4,083
	-1,547
	0
	3,468

	Gambia 
	4,064
	29,203
	0
	6,313

	Malawi 
	4,000
	19,412
	0
	3,491

	Mayotte 
	3,984
	-3,984
	0
	 

	Dominica 
	3,766
	-3,731
	0
	4,877

	Sierra Leone 
	3,454
	11,742
	0
	9,779

	Chad 
	3,421
	-3,418
	0
	4,218

	Togo 
	3,290
	-2,302
	0
	4,494

	Timor-Leste 
	3,245
	-3,232
	0
	4,468

	Anguilla 
	3,005
	-3,004
	0
	3,652

	Cook Islands 
	2,995
	-2,984
	0
	3,535

	Marshall Islands 
	2,660
	-2,641
	0
	7,564

	Palestine, State of 
	2,649
	-2,182
	0
	1,528

	Ship stores and bunkers 
	2,564
	-2,557
	0
	 

	Mali 
	2,518
	-570
	0
	5,906

	Kiribati 
	2,412
	-2,412
	0
	3,896

	St. Pierre and Miquelon 
	1,829
	-1,785
	0
	2,393

	Solomon Islands 
	1,691
	513,700
	0
	6,074

	Micronesia, Federated States of 
	1,678
	-1,678
	0
	8,846

	Burundi 
	1,625
	-1,611
	0
	3,501

	Palau 
	1,621
	-1,442
	0
	9,766

	Comoros 
	1,562
	-1,439
	0
	5,099

	Eritrea 
	1,389
	-1,383
	0
	6,805

	Guinea-Bissau 
	946
	49,072
	0
	3,922

	Tuvalu 
	811
	-809
	0
	1,900

	Nauru 
	779
	-772
	0
	3,416

	Saint Helena 
	700
	-566
	0
	4,914

	Christmas Islands 
	699
	-622
	0
	 

	Wallis and Futuna Islands 
	694
	-693
	0
	4,041

	Montserrat 
	626
	-626
	0
	 

	Northern Mariana Islands 
	535
	-534
	0
	4,491

	Norfolk Island 
	421
	-304
	0
	1,410

	Sao Tome and Principe 
	414
	-407
	0
	7,020

	Niue 
	330
	-330
	0
	2,697

	Cocos (Keeling) Islands 
	163
	-64
	0
	 

	Central African Republic 
	134
	49,339
	0
	5,483

	Tokelau 
	111
	-110
	0
	9,411

	Pitcairn 
	20
	-17
	0
	 

	British Indian Ocean Territories 
	10
	-10
	0
	 


� Link to this submission form on the IPP: � HYPERLINK "https://www.ippc.int/index.php?id=1111210&no_cache=1&L=0" �� � HYPERLINK "https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/calls-topics/" �https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/calls-topics/� 


� Link to the IPPC Standard setting procedure: � HYPERLINK "https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/standards-setting/" �https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/standards-setting/�   


� Link to the List of topics for IPPC standards: � HYPERLINK "https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/standards-setting/list-topics-ippc-standards/" �https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/standards-setting/list-topics-ippc-standards/� 


� Text in brackets () given for explanatory purposes.
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