Report of the meeting of the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments, Raleigh, USA 13-17 December 2004 (final version 2005-06-14)
Present:

	Mohammad Rabah A. A. Katbeh-Bader
	Jordan

	Narcy Klag 
	USA (Steward)

	Michael Ormsby
	New Zealand

	Eduardo Willink
	Argentina

	Scott Wood
	USA (Host)

	Ye-Hee Yi
	Korea

	Larry Zettler
	USA (Chair)

	Jane Chard
	UK (IPPC Secretariat)

	Brent Larson 
	Italy (IPPC Secretariat)


Introduction

The Technical Panel (TP) was welcomed to the USDA by Dr Gordon Gordh, Director of the Centre for Plant Health Science and Technology, which was hosting the meeting.  Mr Larson gave a presentation on the IPPC, with particular emphasis on the standard setting process and the role of technical panels in assisting this process.  Mr Klag introduced the specification for the meeting and outlined the tasks to be completed. Mr Zettler was elected as chair.

The TP reviewed the documents supplied for the meeting, including a discussion document produced by the International Forest Quarantine Research Group on guidelines for the acceptance of treatment methods as general measures under ISPM 15. During the meeting Mr Wood gave a presentation on the USDA treatment manual and the development of the USDA treatment database.

Scope of phytosanitary treatments

The TP proposed that the scope of phytosanitary treatments should be limited to post-harvest treatments of consignments or treatments of regulated articles.  The TP considered pre-harvest treatments were likely to be site or country specific and as such not applicable internationally.
Submission and evaluation of proposals for phytosanitary treatments

The Standards Committee (SC) at its meeting in November 2004 asked the TP to consider Specification No. 22 (Research protocols for phytosanitary measures).  The TP discussed the requirements for submission of data for a proposed phytosanitary treatment and also the mechanisms currently used by NPPOs for evaluation and approval of phytosanitary treatments.  

The TP produced a draft ISPM entitled “Requirements for the submission and evaluation of phytosanitary treatments”.  The draft provides guidance on the data and other information required for submission of a proposed phytosanitary treatment and guidance on the criteria to be used to evaluate the submission for its suitability as an international phytosanitary treatment.  The draft will be submitted to the International Forest Quarantine Research Group and the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine in February/March 2005 before submission to the Standards Committee for consideration at its meeting in April 2005 for its suitability for country consultation.

Several key points were identified by the TP when considering the submission and evaluation of phytosanitary treatments.  These included:

-
Treatment submissions should provide information on the treatment, pest(s) and commodity(ies) or regulated articles concerned.  

-
The submission should include efficacy data on the treatment under laboratory or controlled experimental conditions and also under field conditions. 

-
The level of efficacy of the treatment (and confidence limits) should be stated in the submission and should be applicable to use of the treatment internationally.

-
Greater consideration should be given to treatments that have been adopted by NPPOs and to data that have been published in the scientific literature.

-
Greater consideration should be given also to treatments that represent alternatives to methyl bromide.

-
Submissions should be assessed for their priority using criteria determined by the TP (see the section on IPPC procedure for production of phytosanitary treatments).

-
For consistency in process and standard, all existing or proposed phytosanitary treatments under the IPPC should be evaluated by the TPPT under the agreed evaluation standard.

Publication of phytosanitary treatments

The TP recommended that approved phytosanitary treatments are published in a reference standard, the Register of Phytosanitary Treatments. The TP proposed that this standard should be divided into chapters covering the different types of treatments available and that, once adopted, phytosanitary treatments should be published in the relevant chapter. 

The TP noted that the FAO Manual of Fumigation for Insect Control had been a useful reference document for the operation of fumigation treatments, but that it was now out of date.  The panel noted also that the Manual contained introductory information on the different fumigation treatments.  The TP therefore proposed that each chapter of the Register should have an introductory section on the concept and operation of the specific type of treatment covered in that chapter. 

The TP discussed the format required for publication of phytosanitary treatments and recommended that guidance on the format is included in the administrative guidelines for production of ISPMs.  This will be discussed at the next meeting of the TP.

The TP started to draft the reference ISPM and agreed to refine the document by email correspondence during the early part of 2005 and consider it again at their next meeting.  It was hoped that the draft would be submitted to the SC in May 2006.  

Database of treatments

The TP recognised that the adoption of ISPMs is a lengthy process and that it would be useful for NPPOs to have access to a database of phytosanitary treatments as soon as possible.  The TP discussed the potential ways in which this type of database could be set up (for example, as an interactive database on the IPP with NPPOs being able to enter their own data).  The TP recommended that phytosanitary treatments that had been adopted by the ICPM should be included in this database with an indication of their status.  

The TP agreed that a subgroup would consider the requirements for the database (possible format of the database, data required to be included, options for the location and management of the database) and provide recommendations for discussion at the next meeting.

IPPC Procedure for production of phytosanitary treatments 

The TP recommended a procedure for the production of phytosanitary treatments (Annex 1) and developed criteria for the prioritization of treatments and a score sheet (Annex 2).

In order to develop the work programme, the TP decided that it was important to have guidance from NPPOs on the priorities for phytosanitary treatments. A submission form for requests for treatments was designed.  The TP requested that the Secretariat send out a call for treatments to IPPC contact points and other organizations involved in the ICPM in February 2005, with a deadline for responses of 30th June 2005.  

When collated, the requests for treatments would be prioritised by the TP using the criteria (Annex 2) and these would be used to determine the work programme.  A call for full submissions for treatments in the priority areas would then be made by the Secretariat. Requests for new treatments, or treatments for which insufficient research data existed, would be submitted to the IPPC group dealing with liaison with research institutes. 

Work programme

The TP agreed a provisional work programme (Annex 3), with the next meeting to be held in August or September 2005.  The TP agreed that one of the main priorities for treatments was treatments for fruit flies.  As the call for priorities for treatments from NPPOs would only be collated in time for the next meeting and this would be too late to commission submissions in the key areas, the panel members agreed to prepare documents with the relevant information (outlined in the draft ISPM on requirements for submission of phytosanitary treatments) from their own experience.  These would then be considered at the next meeting and would also provide an opportunity to check the procedure for submission and criteria for evaluation. See the work programme (Annex 3) for the list of treatments to be considered by different panel members.

Explanatory documents

The TP agreed that it may be useful for documents to be developed explaining practical aspects of the main treatment types and that these should be considered by the TP for their suitability as explanatory documents under the IPPC.

Interaction with other groups

It was agreed that one member of the TP should attend the first meeting of the IPPC group on liaison between research institutes.  The TP also considered that there may be a requirement to commission an expert or group of experts to evaluate treatments. As the TP would be considering fruit fly treatments as their first priority, the panel considered that the TP on pest free areas and systems approaches for fruit flies may be able to recommend experts with expertise in this area if required.

Composition of panel

The TP discussed the expertise required for the panel and agreed that the panel should comprise 5-8 experts covering the following:


-
Regulatory issues

-
Phytosanitary treatment research (i.e. experts able to evaluate efficacy data)


-
PRA (2 experts)

-
Regional experts to ensure diversity, however it was not considered necessary to have representation from all regions


-
Developed and developing country experts

Alternatives to methyl bromide

The TP reviewed specification 16 (Alternatives to methyl bromide) and considered that many of the tasks had been done by the TP, or would be covered in the work programme of the panel (such as building a database of treatments). The TP therefore proposed that they address the outstanding issues at their next meeting and invite a small number of additional experts on alternatives methyl bromide to participate in this part of the meeting.

Specification for the technical panel

The TP considered the specification for Technical Panels number 3 and made a minor amendment (Annex 4).

Annex 1

Draft procedure for production of phytosanitary treatments

There are two routes by which a potential phytosanitary treatment may be evaluated for its suitability as an international standard:

1.
ACTIVE PROCESS – PRIORITY TREATMENTS (Submission of a potential phytosanitary treatment in response to a call for submissions)

2. 
REACTIVE PROCESS (Submissions made by researchers or NPPOs for consideration of a potential phytosanitary treatment).

1.
ACTIVE PROCESS – PRIORITY TREATMENTS

1.1 
The IPPC Secretariat sends to NPPOs and other organizations involved in the ICPM a call for priorities for phytosanitary treatments for international standards.  

1.2 
The Submission Form for Phytosanitary Treatments is used by NPPOs to submit requests for priority treatments. 

1.3 
The submission forms are collated by the Secretariat and sent to the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) for review.  The requests are analysed by the TPPT and used to recommend the priority areas for development of phytosanitary treatments as ISPMs. The recommendations are made taking into account the criteria for prioritization of phytosanitary treatments (see Annex 2 of this report).  Within a treatment area or type (such as treatments for fruit flies, or hot water treatments), the TPPT may also decide priorities for production of ISPMs (based on a list of possible treatments).  Where appropriate, the requests submitted by NPPOs may be used to recommend the treatment areas/types for calls in future years. The TPPT will also take into account recommendations by other ICPM bodies.
1.4 
Once the priority treatment areas/types (and, if appropriate the specific treatments within these areas/types) have been identified by the TPPT, the Secretariat issues a call for submissions of data for these treatments (e.g. fruit flies, post harvest treatments). Guidance on the information to be contained in these submissions is provided in the draft ISPM “Requirements for the submission and evaluation of phytosanitary treatments” (to be submitted to the Standards Committee in April 2005).

1.5
Full submissions are considered in priority order, according to the criteria determined by the TPPT (for example concentrate for the first year on one species of fruit fly or one type of treatment). Within a treatment area or type, depending on the submissions received, the TPPT may decide further priorities for production of ISPMs (for example, give first priority to treatments for Mediterranean fruit fly).

1.6 
Submissions are checked to determine whether they are in the priority area. If the submission proposes a treatment for inclusion in a specific ISPM, the Secretariat is notified and, if appropriate, the submission is passed to the relevant ICPM body.
1.7 
Submissions for priority treatments will be evaluated for their suitability as an international treatment by the TPPT or an expert or group of experts nominated by the TPPT.  Decisions will be made on the efficacy of the treatment and will result in: 


-
an acceptable treatment 

-
a treatment requiring more information or research in order to evaluate its efficacy or 

-
an unacceptable treatment.

1.8 
Acceptable treatments will be submitted to Standards Committee for consideration under the normal standard setting process.  For treatments requiring more information, or unacceptable treatments, the contact person for the submission will be notified by the TPPT and the reasons for the rejection will be given.  

1.9
Where there is a requirement for more research and where it is appropriate, the group dealing with liaison with research institutes may be informed of the outcome of the evaluation.

2.
REACTIVE PROCESS

2.1
Submissions received by the TPPT which are outside the priority area are considered by the TPPT to determine whether they meet the criteria for a priority treatment.  If a submission satisfies the criteria for consideration, then it will be evaluated under the normal evaluation process as indicated in sections 1.6-1.9.
Annex 2

Prioritisation criteria for proposed phytosanitary treatments and score definitions

	Criteria
	Considerations

	Technical
	Is there efficacy data available on the treatment (scientific basis of the treatment)?

	
	Volume of evidence in support of the efficacy (scientific, historical and/or practical information/experience) 

	
	Feasibility of developing and implementing the phytosanitary treatment within a reasonable time schedule

	Practicality
	Feasibility of carrying out the phytosanitary treatment at a global level (includes ease of use, risks to operators, technical complexity)

	
	Availability of expertise needed to evaluate the proposed phytosanitary treatment

	
	Stage of development of the phytosanitary treatment (is it already widely used by NPPOs?)

	
	Availability of expertise needed to apply the proposed phytosanitary treatment globally

	Benefit/cost
	Value of trade affected by proposed phytosanitary treatment

	
	Risks associated with deferring or rejecting the proposed phytosanitary treatment 

	
	Relevance and value to a standard under development requiring phytosanitary treatment(s)

	Alternative to methyl bromide
	Viable alternative to existing methyl bromide treatments (economic and technical feasibility)

	Strategic
	Frequency with which a phytosanitary treatment is linked to a trade issue (e.g. disputes or need for repeated bilateral discussions)

	
	Relevance and utility to developing countries

	
	Emergency need for the phytosanitary treatment

	
	Coverage (application to a wide range of countries/pests/commodities)

	
	Complements other treatments or procedures (for example potential for the treatment to be used as part of a systems approach for one pest or to complement treatments for other pests)

	
	Long term benefits (i.e. chemicals likely to be banned or withdrawn would be low priority)

	Acceptability
	Feasibility of having a phytosanitary treatment accepted at a global level

	
	Treatment is of interest or concern to NPPOs, RPPOs or ICPM bodies


	Scores
	Definitions
	Scores
	Definitions

	0
	No value
	3
	Moderate

	1
	Low
	4
	

	2
	
	5
	High


Prioritisation scoresheet

Scorer:







Date:

Option:

	Criterion
	Score
	Reasons

	Technical
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Practicality
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Benefit-cost
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Alternative to methyl bromide
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Strategic
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Acceptability
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Total


	
	


Annex 3

	WORK PROGRAMME 2005
Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments

Updated 17-12-2004 by TP members, Raleigh, North Carolina

	2005

	Jan
	15 Comments from TP members due on:

 draft treatment concept standard (Requirements for phytosanitary treatments) – send comments to M. Ormsby (work with John Hedley)

 Submission form for treatments – send comments to J. Chard

	Feb
	1 Final draft of treatment concept standard to the Secretariat and on to IFQRG and Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine (TPFQ)

1 Call for submissions of treatments from NPPOs, RPPOs, FAO Reps on form (due 30 June)

Write chapter introductions for treatment Register  - L. Zettler and US colleagues

TP rep attend working group on liaison with other research and teaching institutions - Rome (discuss with L. Zettler)

	Mar
	15 comments from TPFQ and IFQRG to M. Ormsby

30 M Ormsby submits revised treatment concept standard to Secretariat.

30 L Zettler to send to introductions to chapters to J. Chard by end of March

e-mail discussion on database elements (S Wood, M Ormsby, N Klag)

	April
	1  Treatment concept standard submitted to SC

Prepare submission of treatment on fruit flies

· L Zettler (and USDA colleagues) – Irradiation  

· E Willink - Cold Treatment  

· M Katbeh-Bader - Cold treatment of peach fruit fly  

· Y-H Yi vapour heat treatment 

· M Ormsby -Forced air.

15  Draft Register of phytosanitary treatments circulated to TP by Secretariat

25-29 SC considers draft ISPM for suitability for country consultation

	May
	15 comments on Register back to M Ormsby



	June
	30 Submissions on treatment priorities from NPPOs etc due back to Secretariat



	July
	15 Secretariat to compile submissions for treatments

15 invite local fruit fly specialists to help evaluate fruit fly treatments

15 Documents to be posted on work area of TP:

· treatment submissions by each member of the panel

· database proposal

· draft IPPC Register of Phytosanitary Treatments (ISPM)

· compiled submissions for treatments

· report of the liaison with other groups

· consideration of draft concept Treatment standard out for country consultation

	Aug
	22-26 TP meeting. 

Agenda item: how does the TP evaluate submissions?

	Sept
	

	Oct
	

	Nov
	

	Dec
	


Annex 4

Specification for Technical Panels No. 3

Revised by the Technical panel December 04

Title: Technical Panel on phytosanitary treatments. 

Reason for the Technical Panel: ICPM-6 identified the need for the formation of a Technical Panel on treatments.  

Scope and purpose: The Technical Panel will be involved in issues relating to phytosanitary treatments including collecting, reviewing and recommending them to be used internationally. (with the exception of ISPM No. 15 treatments which will be dealt with by the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine). 

Tasks:

1. Identify and collect existing treatments which are internationally needed.

2. Evaluate treatments and recommend which ones should be included as treatments to be used internationally.

3. Classify the treatments in a logical manner (by pest, groups of pests, commodities, crops, etc.). 

4. Review existing approved phytosanitary treatments in approved standards and update when as needed.

5. Propose drafts to the Standards Committee.

6. Develop a procedure for the submission of new proposals for treatments and their evaluation by the Technical Panel.

7. Collect information on regulated pests and treatments needed for those pests so that recommendations can be made to research institutions.

8. When needed, identify experts on treatments.

Provision of resources: Funding for meetings is provided from the regular programme of the IPPC Secretariat (FAO) except where expert participation is funded voluntarily by the expert’s government.

Proposed work programme: To be determined.

Steward: Narcy Klag.

Collaborator: To be determined.

Expertise: Mixture of treatment researchers and personnel with practical treatment expertise.

Participants: 4 – 5 
Approval: Introduced into the work programme by the ICPM at its sixth session, April 2004. Specification approved by the Standards Committee, April 2004. 

References: ISPM No. 9 (Guidelines for pest eradication programmes); ISPM No. 14 (The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management); ISPM No. 18 (Guidelines for the use of irradiation as a phytosanitary measure); USDA Treatment Manual.

Annex 5

Participants list

Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments 13-17 December 2004, Raleigh USA

	Mohammad Rabah A. A. Katbeh-Bader 

P. O. Box.  961043 or 2099 

Jordan University Street, 

Ministry of Agriculture

Amman 

Jordan

Tel: +962 6 5686151(Office), +962 6 4200563(Home), +962 6 79 5895691 (Mobile)

Fax: +962 6 5650920 or +962 6 5686310 

E-mail: katbehbader@moa.gov.jo

	Narcy Klag (Steward)

Program Director

International Standards/NAPPO

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service

Department of Agriculture

4700 River Road, Unit 140

Riverdale, MD 20737

USA

Tel: +1 301 7348469

Fax: +1 301 7347639

E-mail: narcy.g.klag@usda.gov


	Michael Ormsby

Senior Adviser, Forest Biosecurity Group

Biosecurity Authority

Ministry of Agriculture & Forestry

P.O Box 2526, 

Wellington, 

New Zealand

Tel:+64 4 4989630

Mobile:  +64 25 922704/ +64 027-4922704
Fax: +62 4 4702741

Email:  Michael.Ormsby@maf.govt.nz


	Eduardo Willink

Estación Experimental Agroindustrial Obispo Colombres, 

P.O.Box 9, 

Las Talitas, (4101)

Tucumán, 

Argentina. 

Tel: + 54 381-4276561 int. 154

E-mail: ewillink@eeaoc.org.ar or ewillink@arnet.com.ar

	Scott Wood (host)

USDA-APHIS-PPQ, 

CPHST

1730 Varsity Dr., Suite 400

Raleigh, North Carolina

27606-5202

USA

Tel:+1 919 855-7451;

Fax:+1 919 855 7480
E-mail: Scott.Wood@aphis.usda.gov 


	Ye-Hee Yi 

National Plant Quarantine Service, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry,

433-1, Anyang 6 Dong, Man-An Gu, Anyang Si 430-016, Kyung-Ki Do, 

Republic of Korea

Tel: +82 31 445 1225 

Fax: +82 31 468 5816 

E-mail: yhyi@npqs.go.kr


	Larry Zettler 

USDA-APHIS-PPQ, 

National Science Program Leader, CPHST

1730 Varsity Dr., Suite 400

Raleigh, North Carolina

27606-5202

USA

Tel: +1 919 855 7424 
Fax: +1 919 855 7480 
E-mail: Larry.Zettler@aphis.usda.gov
	


IPPC Secretariat

	Jane Chard 

Scottish Agricultural Science Agency

82 Craigs Road

East Craigs

Edinburgh

UK

Tel: +44 (0) 131 244 8863

Fax: +44 (0) 131 244 8940

E-mail: Jane.Chard@sasa.gsi.gov.uk

	Brent Larson 

Room B-627bis,

Plant Protection Service (AGPP)

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

Viale delle Terme di Caracalla

00100 Rome

Italy

Tel:  +39 06 5705 4915

Fax: +39 06 5705 6347

E-mail:  Brent.Larson@fao.org
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