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Report of the meeting of the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments,
3-7 December 2007, Chiang Mai, Thailand


1.
Introduction

The Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) were welcomed to Thailand by the IPPC Secretariat, who explained that the meeting was being hosted by the Asia and Pacific Plant Protection Commission. Ms Yodsanan Promachotikool also welcomed the panel to Thailand on behalf of the NPPO of Thailand.
The IPPC Secretariat gave a presentation on the IPPC and explained the background to this TPPT meeting. He reminded the panel of the roles and responsibilities of participants. Mr Ray Cannon and Mr Mike Ormsby were elected joint chairs (Mr Cannon for ISPM No. 15 treatments and Mr Ormsby for the rest of the Agenda). Mr Cannon and Mr Ormsby were elected as rapporteur for the parts of the meeting that they were not chairing. The Agenda was adopted.

2.
Report of last meeting of the TPPT and the specification
The IPPC Secretariat gave an overview of the last meeting and reminded the panel of the tasks in the specification.

3.
Update on meetings of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM), the focus group on standard setting and the Standards Committee (SC)
The IPPC Secretariat updated the panel on the developments that had happened since the last meeting, including the last meeting of the CPM. The CPM had called a focus group in July 2007 on the standard setting process. The focus group had considered a number of documents, included the terms of reference and rules of procedure for technical panels. Their recommendations had been modified by the Informal Working Group on Strategic Planning and Technical Assistance and further considered by the SC. Three documents will be submitted to the CPM in 2008.
At its meeting in November 2007, the SC had discussed the comments on draft International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs) received as a result of the member consultation in 2007. In considering the draft ISPM on Classification of Commodities based on their Phytosanitary Risk, the SC had requested the IPPC Secretariat to ask an expert from FAO in industrial food processing to provide information on the processes listed in the annex. The SC also requested the TPPT to consider the annex and, if possible, to provide recommendations on processes that reduce phytosanitary risks to an acceptable level for the steward to consider.
The SC had also been informed by the NPPO of Japan that there was a proposal for the Government of Japan to fund the meetings of the TPPT for the next five years. This included a proposal to hold a week-long capacity-building workshop for developing countries after each TPPT meeting and the SC had been asked if the TPPT could be involved in developing the curriculum for the workshops. The SC had agreed that the TPPT should provide guidance on the workshops provided they were open to all developing countries and agreed that the IPPC Secretariat should invite a representative from Japan to participate for part of the meeting.

4.
Review of Annex 1 of draft ISPM on classification of commodities 
The TPPT considered the annex to the draft ISPM on classification of commodities and the comments made by the FAO expert on industrial food processing. The panel made recommendations on processes that could be considered to reduce phytosanitary risks to an acceptable level. The IPPC Secretariat will pass these to the steward for his consideration. 
5.
Report of work of other panels

The IPPC Secretariat and Mr Ormsby provided an update on the work of the technical panel on forest quarantine (TPFQ). They explained that the TPFQ had produced a draft document on the criteria for new treatments to be adopted into ISPM No. 15, which will be finalised at their next meeting. Because ISPM No. 15 treatments had been submitted in response to calls for treatments in 2006 and 2007, the TPFQ had also proposed that these treatment submissions should be evaluated by the TPPT for equivalence to the existing treatments listed in ISPM No. 15. They proposed that such evaluations should use the existing requirements for treatments laid out in ISPM No. 15 and included, for guidance, the work on methyl bromide of Barak et al. 2005
 and Soma et al. 2003
. The SC had considered the proposal at their meeting in November 2007 and agreed that the ISPM No. 15 treatment submissions from 2006 and 2007 should be evaluated as the TPFQ proposed.

5.1
Draft criteria for new treatments to be adopted into ISPM No. 15
The TPPT briefly discussed the draft criteria for ISPM No. 15 treatments and noted it involved a two stage testing process. Firstly, fourteen different pests, including certain key species, needed to be tested to determine for the treatment under consideration which was the most resistant pest and the most resistant life stage of that pest. The second stage involved large scale testing of the most resistant pest (and life stage) under operational conditions to determine the treatment efficacy.

6.
Update on progress with the irradiation treatments

The IPPC Secretariat reminded the panel that the fourteen irradiation treatments had been sent for member consultation with a final date for receipt of any formal objections of 31 January 2008. The Secretariat explained the process that had taken place, noting that the SC had requested additional information to be added to the treatment description. The treatments had been checked by a professional editor and translated into the five official languages. It was noted that the process had taken a long time, but the Secretariat pointed out monitory savings had been made by having translation done over a longer than normal time scale.
The TPPT agreed that if any formal objections were received the IPPC Secretariat should work with Mr Cannon to try to resolve any issues and then notify the TPPT of the proposed solution and obtain their agreement. This was a different approach to that agreed in 2006, where individual ‘leads’ were allocated to the different treatments.

7.
Overview of treatment submissions
Members of the TPPT who had been designated as ‘lead’ for individual submissions gave an overview of the progress with submissions from 2006 and an overview of the 2007 submissions they had been allocated (Annex 3).
7.1
Update on progress with treatment submissions from 2006 meeting
The TPPT noted that five ISPM No. 15 treatments had been resubmitted for consideration at the meeting (sulfuryl fluoride, ecotwin, methyl iodide, phosphine and microwave treatment). Two of them had been resubmitted in the 2007 call for treatments (sulfuryl fluoride, ecotwin) and the others had been resubmitted to the IPPC Secretariat.
For other treatments that had been anticipated from 2006 (Annex 3 of the report of the 2006 TPPT meeting), the TPPT noted that the submitters of the irradiation treatments for Anastrepha suspensa, Cryptophlebia illepida and C. ombrodelta indicated that the research is being reviewed and the treatment will not be resubmitted at this time. Similarly, the submitter of the vapour heat treatment for bitter momordica (Momordica charantia) indicated that they would be unable to address the panel’s concerns and would not be resubmitting this treatment. These treatments were therefore taken off the work programme.
For the other treatments anticipated from 2006, TPPT members had been unable to obtain any response from the submitters and therefore had no further information on the treatments. The panel agreed that the IPPC Secretariat would write to the submitters (copied to the NPPO contact points) to ask for a resubmission of these treatments (see Annex 4 for treatments anticipated for the next meeting)
7.2
Overview of submissions from 2007 call for treatments.

The TPPT noted that thirteen treatment submissions had been received in response to the 2007 call for treatments (four ISPM No. 15 treatments, seven fruit fly treatments, one fruit fly irradiation treatment and one generic irradiation treatment). Apart from an incomplete summary of an experiment using phosphine fumigation to treat sawdust for Bursaphelenchus xylophilus, the TPPT agreed that all the other submissions should be subjected to detailed evaluation.
7.3
Paper on alternatives to methyl bromide for ISPM 15 

The TPPT discussed a document on alternatives to methyl bromide, which had been submitted in response to the call for treatments by the NPPO of The Netherlands. The TPPT considered this topic was very important and felt it should be considered in the context of the draft ISPM on Developing a strategy to reduce or replace the use of methyl bromide as a phytosanitary measure, which the SC had recommended for adoption as an ISPM by the CPM. The TPPT requested the IPPC Secretariat to write to the NPPO of The Netherlands and thank them for the information, which the TPPT had read and noted.

8.
Evaluation of treatment submissions
8.1
Priorities for detailed evaluation
The SC had agreed that the highest priority should be given to ISPM No. 15 treatments, followed by treatments for fruit flies. The TPPT prioritised the order for consideration of the ISPM No. 15 treatment submissions based on whether they were direct alternatives to methyl bromide (fumigation treatments) or treatments based on other actions (heat treatment – microwave irradiation). For the fruit fly treatments, there were no particular priorities so they were taken in the document number order, followed by the irradiation treatments.

8.2
Evaluation of submissions

8.2.1
ISPM No. 15 treatments
The TPPT discussed the basis for evaluation of ISPM No. 15 treatments for equivalence to the existing treatments. They noted that the two papers (Barak et al., 2005 and Soma et al., 2003) used different approaches to determine the efficacy of methyl bromide fumigation. The first approach was based on direct testing of large numbers of individuals, in this case Bursaphelenchus xylophilus (pinewood nematode) and calculation of the effective dose based on mortality of the pest. The other method was to extrapolate the efficacy based on testing a smaller number of individuals. The panel noted that the efficacies may have the same confidence limits using the two approaches, but the error levels would be much larger when extrapolation was used. They agreed, however, that extrapolation may be the only practical way of evaluating efficacies for pests that did not occur in large quantities e.g. wood boring beetles.
The TPPT noted that the treatments in the two papers were estimated as effective at the probit 9 level and they discussed whether it was always necessary to have a treatment at this level. They noted that most countries have not taken a quantitative approach to justifying the level of efficacy required and ISPM No. 15 treatments, uniquely, set a global appropriate level of protection and therefore it was appropriate to set a high standard. 
The TPPT also pointed out that there was a level of safety built in to the existing ISPM No. 15 treatments. For example, in ISPM No. 15 the heat treatment was 56oC for 30 minutes, whereas in reality the industrial processes used normally delivered higher temperatures for longer periods. They noted that a level of safety could be included for a robust commodity such as wood packaging, but for other commodities that were sensitive to certain treatments the treatment schedules would need to be tightly defined.

The TPPT evaluated five fumigation treatments (sulfuryl fluoride, ecotwin (mixture of methyl isothiocyanate and sulfuryl fluoride), methyl iodide, hydrogen cyanide, phosphine) and a heat treatment (microwaves). None of the treatments was considered to provide sufficient data for the panel to recommend that they were equivalent to the existing ISPM No. 15 treatments using the criteria given by the SC. All the treatments, apart from hydrogen cyanide treatment, were considered to have potential for inclusion in ISPM No. 15 once additional information was provided. The IPPC Secretariat will send a letter with a summary report of the treatments to the submitters asking for further data on specific issues and for the treatment to be resubmitted so that the TPPT can re-evaluate them at their next meeting.
Particular issues were noted with each treatment, which are summarised below.

Sulfuryl fluoride: The submission did not provide sufficient information on the numbers of B. xylophilus tested. Consequently, the efficacy level of the treatment against this pest could not be determined. In addition, the most resistant life stage of this nematode was not established and the life stages most likely to be present at the time of treatment were not determined. Apart from Anoplophora glabripennis (Asian longhorned beetle), no statistically supported comparison of the relative susceptibility of representative arthropods from the families listed in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15 was provided in the submission. The TPPT did however consider that sufficient information was provided to support an efficacy level of greater than 99.99683% for the submitted sulfuryl fluoride fumigation schedule against A. glabripennis in wood packaging material. 
Ecotwin: The submission did not provide sufficient information on the efficacy of the treatment against insect pests to be able to determine their response to the treatment. The TPPT noted that the tests conducted against B. xylophilus had recorded exceptionally large numbers of the nematode.
Methyl iodide: The submission did not provide information on the effectiveness of the treatment on the B. xylophilus tested. Consequently, the efficacy level of the treatment against this pest could not be determined. In addition, the most resistant life stage of this nematode was not established and the life stages most likely to be present at the time of treatment were not determined. Aside from A. glabripennis, no statistically supported comparison of the relative susceptibility of representative arthropods from the families listed in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15 was provided in the submission. 
Phosphine: The submission related to phosphine fumigation of logs in chambers and in ship holds rather than wood packing materials infested with wood pests. The submission did not provide enough scientific data with a range of wood pests to support the suggested schedule of phosphine fumigation to be as an effective treatment for wood, although it summarized the efficacy data of phosphine fumigation for stored product insect pests and other forests pests. The efficacy data of wood pests with the most tolerance to phosphine fumigation, such as B. xylophilus (pine wood nematode) and deep boring wood insect pests should therefore be provided. The TPPT were unable to recommend the treatment for inclusion in ISPM No. 15, but suggested that it be resubmitted at a later time when there is a call for treatments of wood. 
Hydrogen cyanide: The submission contained information on the use of the fumigant to treat storage premises and provided efficacy against stored products pests. The TPPT considered that work should be done on wood pests in order to demonstrate its suitability for use for wood packaging material. There were concerns about potential registration problems due to environmental and human safety concerns with this fumigant. 
Heat treatment (dielectric) using microwaves: The submission did not provide information on the effectiveness of microwave heating against B. xylophilus under operational or simulated operational conditions. As a result the efficacy level of the treatment against this pest could not be determined. In addition, the most resistant life stage of this nematode was not established and the life stages most likely to be present at the time of treatment were not determined. No statistically supported comparison of the relative susceptibility of representative arthropods from the families listed in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15 was provided in the submission. Issues with heat-up time specification and fire risks (moisture content lower limit) also need further clarification.
8.2.2
Cold treatments

The TPPT considered seven treatment submissions involving cold treatments for fruit flies. The TPPT provisionally recommended ten treatments, which will be forwarded to the SC for approval for member consultation. There was an issue regarding the nomenclature of Citrus reticulata and hybrids and the TPPT agreed to resolve the issue by email consultation after the meeting. The final number of treatments submitted to the SC may therefore change depending on the conclusions reached. 
The TPPT discussed a number of general principles that they should apply when evaluating temperature treatments based on the work of Hallman and Mangan (1997)
 and also made some decisions regarding the content of the treatments (Annex 5). The TPPT agreed that the explanatory text for each treatment describing the conclusions of the evaluation would be drafted by email after the meeting. The TPPT allocated ‘lead’ members for each of the treatment descriptions (Annex 6).
Two treatments were not recommended for member consultation as in each case the assessment of pest mortality had been based on prevention of normal puparium development, rather than mortality of larvae. Since the recommendation is for mortality assessments based on the presence of live larvae during inspection (Annex 5, 2.1.1), assessments based on puparium development could effectively under-estimate survival at the point of inspection relative to the recommended method (i.e. some larvae may be alive on inspection but subsequently die before emergence). The experimental data were generated under 35% loading, and the TPPT considered that 65% vacancy was not practical for international trade. The TPPT request the IPPC Secretariat to contact the submitters to ask how the data can be equated to mortality of larvae and to request that the treatments are resubmitted so the TPPT can re-evaluate them at their next meeting. 

8.2.3
Irradiation treatments

The TPPT evaluated two irradiation treatment submissions. 
The panel noted that the assumptions made regarding irradiation treatments at their last meeting (Annex 2 of the report of the 2006 meeting of the TPPT) applied to the proposed irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata. The TPPT recommended to the SC that this treatment should be sent for member consultation under the fast track process (Annex 5).
The other irradiation treatment was a generic treatment for all insect pests, apart from lepidopteran pupae and adults. The TPPT noted that the submission had referred to 57 publications and presented data from 59 pest species, including representatives of six families of Coleoptera, Lepidoptera and Homptera, two families of Diptera, and one family of Thysanoptera (Thripdiae).
The panel considered that there was no evidence to suggest that the submission should not be supported; however, a more robust argument was needed to account for the assumptions made in support of the treatment. In particular:

-
Extension of species to the whole genus 
The TPPT had agreed that irradiation treatments could be extended to all strains within a species (Annex 2 of the report of 2006 meeting of the TPPT). The panel noted that Bakri et al. (2005)
 had indicated that, with few exceptions, there was no need to develop radiation biology data for all species within the same genus. The panel considered that, whilst this paper made a case for extrapolating irradiation doses to all species within a genus, this needs to be explored more fully in the submission.

-
Extending beyond genus to family

The TPPT noted that within Tephritidae a wide range of genera has been tested and this had supported extending irradiation treatments to the Family level in this case (report of 2006 meeting). 

It was noted that for other insect families it would be impossible to get sufficient data to confirm that all genera within a family conform to the same treatment dose. This would be an enormous undertaking, which is unlikely to happen. 

The panel accepted that, whilst the submission made a case for extrapolating irradiation doses to all insects, apart from lepidopteran pupae and adults, the case for this extrapolation needs to be explored more fully in the submission.

-
Extension of applicability to fruit, vegetables, nuts, flowers and foliage
The TPPT noted that they had considered it appropriate to extend the scope of irradiation treatments recommended in 2006 to all fruit and vegetables (section 2.1 of Annex 2 of the report of the 2006 meeting). They noted that flowers and foliage would extend the scope of the treatment to a wider range of pests. Irradiation treatments are based on the absorbed dose. The requirements for delivery of the treatment mean that the type of commodity has to be accounted for prior to treatment (dosimetry and dose mapping). This means that the host commodity may not be relevant.

Extension to additional commodities may not be a problem, but more detail on the scientific rationale for this should be put forward in the submission. 

-
Is there any evidence that contradicts the submission?
The evidence to support the submission involves decades of research and accumulated expertise. The TPPT noted that there could be more confidence in some work rather than others. For example, some later studies had revised the conclusions of earlier work (i.e. reduced irradiation doses). Reference was made in the submission to stored products pests, which generally need higher doses. The TPPT noted that the submission already referred to 59 papers, but were also aware that additional literature on the subject existed, which may provide additional data in support of the proposed generic dose. The panel needs to be fully assured that there is no pertinent evidence which conflicts with the proposed treatment dose and requests that the submitter makes a more robust case for the dose, for example by undertaking a more thorough search for conflicting research.

-
How to deal with low numbers used to support the submission. Where to set the ED for the treatment
The TPPT noted that some of the data were derived from studies involving testing small numbers of insects. The panel considered whether there would be a need to allocate an efficacy level to this treatment for adoption by CPM. 

One option was to group certain categories of pest together and quote efficacies for such groups of pests. Another option was to examine the range of species covered by an efficacy of at least 99.99% mortality (22 of the 62 pests listed in the submission) to determine whether this allowed an extension of the efficacy generally to this level. 

The TPPT requested that the issue of the efficacy level for the treatment be considered in the submission. 

The panel noted that a possible option for the generic irradiation treatment would be to increase the required dose in order to provide additional confidence in phytosanitary security. They noted, however, that increasing the dose is a trade-off in terms of the numbers of commodities that can be treated without damage. For example, increasing the dose from 400 to 600 Gy would provide a higher level of security but is impractical because of quality issues and the limits in some countries of 1,000 Gy on the use of irradiation for fresh foods. In practice, a dose of 900 Gy would be needed to achieve an overall dose of 600 Gy across a consignment.

The TPPT requested that the IPPC Secretariat contact the submitter with these comments and ask for further clarification on the points raised.
9.
Session with the representative of the NPPO of Japan

The panel welcomed Mr Mitsuaki Kinoshita, who explained that a bid had been put forward to the Government of Japan to fund the next five meetings of the TPPT. There had also been a proposal to hold a week-long capacity-building workshop for developing countries each year in association with the TPPT meetings. The reason for this proposal was because Japan was one of the biggest importers of plants and plant produce and by funding the TPPT meeting and capacity-building workshops Japan would be able to make a contribution to the work of the IPPC.
Mr Kinoshita explained that the outcome of the bid will not be known until the budget is published in April 2008. He also indicated that funding for a workshop, at least in 2008-9 is unlikely.

The TPPT agreed in principle that it wished to be involved in developing a curriculum for the workshops, but panel members were unable to commit to anything without discussing the issue with their management. They noted that international workshops normally required at least one year’s lead time and creation of a steering committee for development of the programme. It was agreed that the TPPT should consider the capacity-building workshops at their next meeting.
The TPPT noted that a number of countries and organizations (e.g. International Atomic Energy Agency) already hold training workshops on phytosanitary treatments, particularly to facilitate market access or on specific treatments. 
The TPPT discussed the following issues: 
-
the need to appoint a steering committee to oversee a workshop programme 
-
the need to develop clear criteria for funding developing countries participants
-
the possibility of holding the meetings at destinations which were less expensive than Japan (e.g. Bangkok)
-
whether the workshop should consider a different treatment type each year (e.g. cold treatment, fumigation) or cover a range of topics
-
whether the scope should be post-harvest treatments or should include pre-harvest treatments also

-
who the most appropriate participants would be, e.g. actual practitioners or trainers, rather than ministerial appointments.

10.
Priorities for research
The panel agreed that treatments that are genuine alternatives to methyl bromide for inclusion ISPM 15 still remained the highest priority for research. They also noted that although it was still possible to use methyl bromide for quarantine (QPS) use, some countries had already banned it and it may become increasingly difficult to obtain. Countries will therefore need to find alternatives, especially for emergency uses.
11.
Administrative procedures

The TPPT discussed the procedures that had been used to evaluate the treatment submissions and agreed that they had worked well. They noted that some submissions had been complex and required a considerable amount of time for the evaluation.

The TPPT considered that having one ‘lead’ member to do the initial evaluation using the checklist, followed by a full discussion by the panel was an appropriate way to work. They agreed that the checklist should be completed in black when factual elements were included, and, to make the completed checklists clearer, text should be in red when an opinion was expressed or additional information added. They also agreed that the scope of the treatment should not be changed from the original submission (even if the data suggested this were possible).

Regarding the posting of publications relevant to the treatment submissions as meeting documents, the TPPT acknowledged that the submissions often contained large numbers of references. They agreed that, if certain publications were essential to the evaluation, ‘leads’ should ask the Secretariat to post them as a meeting document.

The TPPT decided that they should send the completed checklists to an external expert to check that there was sufficient information for future records and to check whether it was clear how the TPPT came to a decision on a particular treatment. For this meeting, because the TPPT steward was unable to attend the panel agreed it would be appropriate for him to do this.

The panel agreed that IPPC Secretariat should be copied on any communications with submitters regarding treatments, for general awareness.
11.1
Documentation

The TPPT noted that the checklist and submission form could be improved, for example by having the treatment title at the top of the page, and agreed to make minor changes to them prior to the next meeting.
11.2
Publication of treatments on the phytosanitary info website 

The IPPC Secretariat demonstrated a new website www.phytosanitary.info where it is proposed that NPPOs and RPPOs will be able to post their approved treatments. In addition, adopted treatments will also be posted and highlighted as IPPC adopted treatments to differentiate them from national or regional treatments. The database will be searchable by countries if they are looking for a new treatment for a commodity or pest.
The IPPC Secretariat sought comments from the TPPT on the required fields that would make the database useful.

11.3
Need for independent evaluation teams or invited experts

The TPPT did not consider it was necessary to send the submissions for external evaluation. The panel acknowledged the benefit of having participation of invited experts on specific topics, for example the irradiation experts at their last meeting. They agreed to consider inviting particular experts on a case by case basis, depending on the submissions for discussion at the relevant meeting. They also felt it might be appropriate to call for an expert on a particular treatment type at the time of the call for treatments.
12.
Further call for treatments and new topics for the IPPC work programme 
The TPPT recommended that there was a call for heat treatments for fruit flies (e.g. vapour heat, forced hot air and hot water immersion) in 2008. In the light of the topics discussed regarding temperature treatments, the panel noted that when calls for treatments were made, any specific criteria for such treatments should be indicated in the call letter. For heat treatments, the criteria discussed by the panel in relation to cold treatments (Annex 5) would apply.
The TPPT noted that there was an urgent need to add a topic to the IPPC work programme: 

-
Treatments for wood 
The panel was aware that the TPFQ will be drafting an ISPM on the international movement of wood at their next meeting and it will be important for the ISPM to be able to refer to phytosanitary treatments for wood. The TPPT therefore asked the Steward to bring forward this proposal as a matter of urgency.
The TPPT also discussed other potential topics, including treatments for:

- 
fruit pests (other than fruit fly)

- 
containers and conveyances 
- 
used equipment.

They agreed that this should be discussed in more detail at the next meeting.
13.
Work programme
The TPPT agreed a work programme (Annex 7).
Recommendations for SC:

The SC is invited to:

1.
note the TPPT’s recommendations on the annex to the draft ISPM on Classification of commodities according to phytosanitary risk will be sent to the steward for his consideration.

2.
note the outcome of the TPPT evaluations of the ISPM No. 15 treatments and the generic irradiation treatment for insects apart from lepidopteran pupae and adults.

3.
approve the ten cold treatments for fruit flies and the irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata for member consultation.
4.
note the outcome of the meeting with the representative from Japan regarding funding of the TPPT meetings and the possibility of the capacity-building workshops and note the workshops will be on the agenda for the next meeting.
5.
agree to a call for heat treatments for fruit flies in 2008.
6.
recommend a new topic for treatments to be added to the IPPC work programme (treatments for wood moving in international trade).
7.
note the work programme proposed by the TPPT.
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	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions, Submission no: 2007–TPPT–105 (generic irradiation) 
	19 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-23
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions, Submission no: 2007–TPPT-111 (cold treatment of grapefruit for medfly) 
	19 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-24
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions, Submission no: 2007–TPPT-104 (generic irradiation for medfly) 
	19 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-25
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions, Submission No: 2007-TPPT-101 (Sulfuryl fluoride fumigation) 
	19 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-26
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions, Submission No: 2007-TPPT-114 (Microwave Treatment of WPM) 
	19 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-27
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions, Submission no: 2007-IPPT-107 (cold treatment of guava, orange and mango for peach fruit fly). 
	21 Nov. 2007

	2007-TPPT-28
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions, Submission no: 2007-IPPT-108 (cold treatment of guava, orange and mango for medfly). 
	21 Nov. 2007

	2007-TPPT-29
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions; Submission no: 2007-TPPT-116 (methyl iodide treatment for ISPM 15). 
	3 Dec 2007

	2007-TPPT-30 REV1
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions: Submission no: 2007-TPPT-109 (Cold Treatment of Oranges for Medfly) 
	3 Dec 2007

	2007-TPPT-31
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions: Submission no: 2007-TPPT-110 (cold treatment for grapefruit for medfly). 
	4 Dec 2007

	2007-TPPT-32
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions; Submission no: 2007-TPPT-102 (Ecotwin ).
	3 Dec 2007

	2007- TPPT-33
	(Completed) Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions: Submission no: 2007-TPPT-115 (Phosphine for wood and wood products) 
	4 Dec 2007

	2007-TPPT-34
	Concerns With Temperature Quarantine Treatment Research. G. J. Hallman & R. L. Mangan. 1997. American International Research Conference on Methyl Bromide Alternatives and Emissions Reduction, San Diego, CA, USA, Nov 3-5.
	5 Dec 2007

	2007-TPPT-35
	Tabla 1. Tratamientos cuarentenarios con frio reconocidos por Japon: Summary of Cold Treatments
	5 Dec 2007

	2007-TPPT-36
	Annex 1: Examples Of Methods Of Processing And The Resultant Types Of Commodity, FAO Comments on Draft ISPM, Classifications of commodities
	6 Dec 2007

	2007-TPPT-37
	Effect of Cooling Treatments on the development of the immature stages of Mediterranean fruit fly Ceratitis capitata (Wiedemann) (Diptera: Tephritidae). Hashem, A.G., Soliman, N. A. & EI-Wakkad, M. F.. 2002. Journal of Agrcultural Science Mansoura University, 27: 603-612. 
	Not distributed at meeting, posted on IPP

	2007-TPPT-38
	Effect Of Low Temperatures On Eggs And Larvae Of Mediterranean Fruit Fly And Peach Fruit Fly Inside Fruits As A Quarantine Proceedure. Hashem, A.G., Nehad, A., Soliman, N. A. & Soliman, A.M. 2004. Annals of Agricultural Science Moshtohor, 42: 345-356.
	Not distributed at meeting, posted on IPP

	2007-TPPT-39
	Cold Treatment EP Dose: Re: submissions 107 & 108 


	6 Dec 2007

	2007-TPPT-40 REV 1
	Generic Irradiation treatment (2007-TPPT-105). Conclusions from the TPPT meeting
	7 Dec 2007


Treatment submissions (and associated documents)
	Document no.
	Title
	Date posted

	2007-TPPT-101 
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Germany 
Sulfuryl fluoride - eradication of pests infesting wood packaging material. 
	13 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-101a
	Sufuryl fluoride as a quarantine treatment for Anoplophora glabripennis (Coleoptera: Cerambycidae) in Regulated Wood Packing Material, (Barak, AV, Wang, Y, Zhan, G, Wu, Y, Xu, L & Huang, Q. 2006. Journal of Economic Entomology, 99: 1628-1635.)
	13 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-101b
	Sulfuryl Fluoride as a Quarantine Treatment for the Pinewood Nematode, Bursaphelenchus xylophilus, in Unseasoned Pine. L.D. Dwinell, E. Thoms, & S. Prabhakaran
	13 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-101c
	Response to inquiry from Mike Ormsby, IPPC Technical Panel Member regarding sulfuryl fluoride: November 21, 2007
	22 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-102
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Japan
Ecotwin fumigation of solid wood packaging material for pine wood nematode, longhorn beetles and scolyted beetles. 
	13 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-103
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Czech Republic 

Wood preservative for using in hermetically sealed structures. 
	13 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-103a
	Annex 1, Evaluation of URAGAN (HCN) Field Efficacy CRI-2007
	13 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-103b
	Annex 2, Letter dated 1 June 2006, attached: Hydrogen Cyanide as an immediate alternative to methyl bromide for structural fumigations (M. Rambeau, D. Benitez, S. Dupuis, P. Ducom-2000)
	13 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-103c
	Annex III, The Toxicity of hydrogen cyanide to certain wood-boring insects
	13 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-103d
	Study of Hydrogen Cyanide Penetration into wood samples, Lazne Bohadanec 2007
	27 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-104
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: USA 
Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata (Diptera: Tephritidae), (Mediterranean fruit fly) in any host commodity. 
	13 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-105
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: USA 

Generic irradiation treatment for all insects (Arthropoda: Insecta) except lepidopteran pupae and adults (Insecta: Lepidoptera) in any host commodity. 
	13 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-106
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Australia 

Cold treatment at 2ºC and 3ºC of citrus for both Mediterranean and Queensland fruit flies. 
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-106a
	Cold disinfestation of citrus (Citrus spp.) for Mediterranean fruit fly (Ceratitis capitata) and Queensland fruit fly (Bactrocera tryoni) (Diptera: Tephritidae). De Lima, CPF, Jessup, AJ, Cruickshank, L, Walsh, CJ & Mansfield, ER (2007). New Zealand Journal of Crop and Horticultural Science 35: 39-50. 
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-107
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Egypt 
Cold treatment for Peach fruit fly; Bactrocera zonata (Diptera: Tephritidae) in citrus, guava and mangoes. 
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-108
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Egypt
Cold treatment for Mediterranean fruit fly (Ceratitis capitata) in citrus, guava and mangoes. 
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-109
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Argentina 
Cold treatment of oranges for Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied) 
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-109a
	Annex: Quarantine Cold Treatment Of Oranges For Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied).
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-110
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Argentina
Cold treatment (2ºC) of grapefruits for Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied)
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-110a
	Annex: Quarantine Cold Treatment Of Grapefruits For Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied)
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-111
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Argentina 
Cold treatment (3ºC) of grapefruits for Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied).
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-111a
	Annex: Quarantine Cold Treatment Of Grapefruits For Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied)
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-112
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Argentina
Cold treatment of tangerines and hybrids for Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied)
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-112a
	Annex: Quarantine Cold Treatment Of Tangerines And Hybrids For Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied)
	17 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-113
	Latvia 
The phosphine treatment of Pinus sylvestris saw dust for Bursaphelenchus mucronatus. 
	28 Sept 2007

	2007-TPPT-114
	UK: For consideration by the Technical Panel on Forestry Quarantine Microwave Irradiation (presented to TPFQ July 07) 
	2 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-114a
	Submission Form, Microwave irradiation
	2 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-114b
	Submission Form: Wood-infesting insects including cerambycids, bark beetles, termites, ambrosia beetles, pinewood nematode
	2 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-114c
	Efficacy of commercial microwave equipment for eradication of pine wood nematodes and cerambycid larvae infesting red pine (pdf): IFQRG 2006-11
	2 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-114d
	Further information from Microwave treatment submitters
	3 Dec 2007

	2007-TPPT-115
	Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: New Zealand
Phosphine treatment for invertebrates in wood and wooden products (re-submission from 2006 meeting).
	16 Nov 2007

	2007-TPPT-116
	Letter and Submission Form For Phytosanitary Treatments: Japan
Methyl iodide treatment for wood packaging (re-submission from 2006 meeting). 
	21 Nov 2007


Annex 3

Summary of treatment submissions considered by the TPPT at their meeting in 2007
	Treatment type
	Document number
	Title
	Submitted by
	Submission in response to:

	ISPM No. 15
	2007-TPPT-101
	Sulfuryl fluoride - eradication of pests infesting wood packaging material. 
	Germany
	2007 call 

(relates to 2006 submission no:

2006-TPPT-102)

	ISPM No. 15
	2007-TPPT-102
	Ecotwin fumigation of solid wood packaging material for pine wood nematode, longhorn beetles and scolyted beetles. 
	Japan
	2007 call

(relates to 2006 submission no:

2006-TPPT-108)

	ISPM No. 15
	2007-TPPT-103
	Wood preservative for using in hermetically sealed structures. 
	Czech Republic
	2007 call

	ISPM No. 15
	2007-TPPT-113
	The phosphine treatment of Pinus sylvestris saw dust for Bursaphelenchus mucronatus. 
	Latvia
	2007 call 



	ISPM No. 15
	2007-TPPT-114
	Microwave irradiation 
	UK 
	Re-submission to TPPT from 2006

(2006-TPPT-104)

	ISPM No. 15
	2007-TPPT-115
	Phosphine treatment for invertebrates in wood and wooden products.
	New Zealand 
	Re-submission to TPPT from 2006

(2006-TPPT-112)

	ISPM No. 15
	2007-TPPT-116
	Methyl iodide treatment for wood packaging. 
	Japan 
	Re-submission to TPPT from 2006

(2006-TPPT-107)

	Fruit fly
	2007-TPPT-106
	Cold treatment at 2ºC and 3ºC of citrus for both Mediterranean and Queensland fruit flies. 
	Australia
	2007 call

	Fruit fly
	2007-TPPT-107
	Cold treatment for Peach fruit fly; Bactrocera zonata (Diptera: Tephritidae) in citrus, guava and mangoes. 
	Egypt
	2007 call

	Fruit fly
	2007-TPPT-108
	Cold treatment for Mediterranean fruit fly (Ceratitis capitata) in citrus, guava and mangoes. 
	Egypt
	2007 call

	Fruit fly
	2007-TPPT-109
	Cold treatment of oranges for Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied) 
	Argentina
	2007 call

	Fruit fly
	2007-TPPT-110
	Cold treatment (2ºC) of grapefruits for Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied)
	Argentina
	2007 call

	Fruit fly
	2007-TPPT-111
	Cold treatment (3ºC) of grapefruits for Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied).
	Argentina
	2007 call

	Fruit fly
	2007-TPPT-112
	Cold treatment of tangerines and hybrids for Medfly (Ceratitis capitata Wied)
	Argentina
	2007 call

	Fruit fly, irradiation
	2007-TPPT-104
	Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata (Diptera: Tephritidae), (Mediterranean fruit fly) in any host commodity. 
	USA
	2007 call

	Irradiation
	2007-TPPT-105
	Generic irradiation treatment for all insects (Arthropoda: Insecta) except lepidopteran pupae and adults (Insecta: Lepidoptera) in any host commodity. 
	USA
	2007 call


Annex 4
Lead TPPT members for potential submissions for the next meeting

(including treatments to be re-submitted from 2006 call for treatments)
	Document number
	Name of treatment
	Lead

	ISPM No. 15 

	2007-TPPT-101
	Sulfuryl fluoride - eradication of pests infesting wood packaging material
	M Ormsby

	2007-TPPT-102
	Ecotwin fumigation of solid wood packaging material for Bursapelenchus xylophilus (pine wood nematode), longhorn beetles and scolyted beetles
	S Wood

	2007-TPPT-103
	Wood preservative for using in hermetically sealed structures
	L Zettler

	2007-TPPT-114
	Microwave irradiation
	M Ormsby

	2007-TPPT-115
	Phosphine treatment for invertebrates in wood and wooden products
	W. Yuejin

	2007-TPPT-116
	Methyl iodide treatment for wood packaging 
	M Ormsby

	Fruit fly 

	2007-TPPT-107
	Cold treatment for Bactrocera zonata (peach fruit fly) in Citrus, Psidium guajava (guava) and Mangifera indica (mango)
	S. Wood

	2007-TPPT-108
	Cold treatment for Ceratitis capitata (Mediterranean fruit fly) in Citrus, Psidium guajava (guava) and Mangifera indica (mango)
	S. Wood

	From 2006 meeting:

2006-TPPT-110
	Vapor Heat Treatment of Cucumis melo var. reticulates (Fresh Netted Melon Fruit) for Bactrocera cucurbitae (melon fly)
(Submitted by Japan)
	W. Yuejin

	From 2006 meeting: 
2006-TPPT-111
	Cold treatment of fruits for Ceratitis capitata (Mediterranean fruit fly) and Ceratitis rosa (Natal fruit fly)
(Submitted by S Africa)
	E. Willink

	From 2006 meeting: 
2006-TPPT-113
	Hot-water immersion to control the fruit fly Ceratitis capitata (Wied.) (Diptera: Tephritidae) in fresh Kent var. mangoes (Mangifera indica L.) in Peru
	S. Wood

	From 2006 meeting: 
2006-TPPT-134
	Vapor Heat Treatment for Selenicereus megalanthus Haw. (Pitahaya) infested with immature stages (eggs and larvae) of Ceratitis capitata (Wied.) (Mediterranean fruit fly) and Anastrepha fraterculus (Wied.) (South American fruit fly) 
(Submitted by Colombia)
	L. Zettler

	Irradiation 

	2007-TPPT-105
	Generic irradiation treatment for all insects (Arthropoda:Insecta) except lepidopteran pupae and adults (Insecta:Lepidoptera) in any host commodity
	R Cannon


Annex 5
DRAFT summary report of the TPPT evaluation of treatments recommended to the SC for member consultation under the fast track process
(TPPT meeting, Chiang Mai, Thailand, 3-7 December 2007; to be completed by e-mail)
Note: The summary report below is presented as of 31-01-2008 but is still under development. The final summary report will accompany the treatments when sent for member consultation.
1.
Introduction

At their meeting in December 2007, the technical panel on phytosanitary treatments (TPPT) evaluated fifteen treatment submissions and recommended [ten] cold treatments and one irradiation treatment for the SC to approve for member consultation.
2.
Cold treatments

2.1
General considerations

The panel considered the issues associated with treatments based on temperature, taking into account the work of Hallman and Mangan (1997). They recommended a number of principles that they should apply when evaluating temperature treatments for adoption as international standards (outlined below).
2.1.1
Mortality assessments
When assessing mortality, any larvae that are found alive should be considered survivors whether or not they subsequently fail to pupate or survive to adults. This takes account of the fact that in practice on phytosanitary inspection any live insect found will be considered a survivor.
2.1.2
Genotype of insect
It is possible that laboratory-bred colonies may become more susceptible to temperature-based treatments over time. The panel is not aware of any research having been undertaken to demonstrate whether this is an issue in reality. The panel considers that as long as the colonies used in the research have been established or reinvigorated before the research, issues such as these should not be considered significant subject to research showing otherwise.

2.1.3
Pre-treatment acclimation
Insects may be less susceptible to temperature treatments depending on the conditions they are exposed to immediately prior to treatment. The panel considers that where this may be an issue pre-treatment requirements should be included in any recommended treatment schedule.

2.1.4
Commodity variability 

To provide confidence that temperature treatments are applicable internationally, host material used in research should be sampled from as wide a geographic area as possible and unexpected results should be considered with care.

2.1.5
Scale of treatment application
The panel should consider any possible reduction in effectiveness of temperature treatments that may occur when they are scaled up and applied in commercial conditions.

2.1.6
Rate of temperature change
Where the rate of temperature change of the commodity may be considered significant to the effectiveness of a temperature treatment, this should be specified in the treatment schedule.
2.2
Detailed considerations for each cold treatment
The panel came to the following specific conclusions regarding the treatment submissions. They are recorded in the order of consideration by the TPPT.
The panel noted that for cold treatments the commodity should have reached the treatment temperature before treatment commences, commodity temperature should be monitored during treatment and the temperature should not exceed the stated level. Pre-cooling of the commodity may be required.
2.2.1
Cold treatment for Citrus sinensis for Ceratitis capitata
Efficacy data were based on the publication by De Lima et al. (2007) and Anon (2007)a. [Further detail to be agreed by email].
2.2.2
Cold treatment of Citrus reticulata for Ceratitis capitata
Efficacy data were based on a publication by De Lima et al. (2007). [Further detail to be agreed by email].

2.2.3
Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Ceratitis capitata
Efficacy data were based on a publication by De Lima et al. (2007). [Further detail to be agreed by email].

2.2.4
Cold treatment of Citrus paradisi x C. reticulata cultivar ‘Murcott’ for Ceratitis capitata
Efficacy data were based on a publication by De Lima et al. (2007). [Further detail to be agreed by email].

2.2.5
Cold treatment of Citrus sinensis for Bactrocera tryoni
Efficacy data were based on a publication by De Lima et al. (2007). [Further detail to be agreed by email].
2.2.6
Cold treatment of Citrus reticulata for Bactrocera tryoni
Efficacy data were based on a publication by De Lima et al. (2007). [Further detail to be agreed by email].

2.2.7
Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Bactrocera tryoni
Efficacy data were based on a publication by De Lima et al. (2007). [Further detail to be agreed by email].
2.2.8
Cold treatment of Citrus paradisi x C. reticulata cultivar ‘Murcott’ for Bactrocera tryoni

Efficacy data were based on a publication by De Lima et al. (2007). [Further detail to be agreed by email].

2.2.9
Cold treatment of Citrus paradisi for Ceratitis capitata
Efficacy data were based on unpublished technical reports (Anon, 2007b and 2007c). [Further detail to be agreed by email].

2.2.10
Cold treatment of Citrus reticulata cultivars and hybrids for Ceratitis capitata
Efficacy data were based on unpublished technical reports (Anon, 2007d). [Further detail to be agreed by email].

2.3
Issues associated with drafting of the treatment descriptions for cold treatments
When drafting the treatment descriptions from the different submissions, the TPPT noted that one submission related to two fruit flies on a number of different hosts. Other submissions were for the same fruit fly species and host commodity. The TPPT therefore made the following decisions regarding the treatment descriptions:

2.3.1
Each treatment should be for an individual fruit fly species. 

2.3.2
For fruit fly hosts, the TPPT were aware that several countries had found different Citrus species responded to cold treatment differently. Treatments should therefore be produced for separate Citrus species.

2.3.3
Regarding cutivars of Citrus species, the TPPT was aware that certain research had shown different cultivars of Citrus sinensis (orange) responded differently to cold treatments and they decided to quote the treatment efficacies for the different cultivars of C. sinensis separately in the treatment description. For the other Citrus species, the TPPT was not aware of different responses by cultivars and therefore there was no differentiation according to cultivar for these species. 

2.3.4
The TPPT discussed the minimum level of efficacy that was required for cold treatments and decided that an ED of 99.99 was the minimum level acceptable for an international standard.

2.3.5
For some treatment submissions, where an experiment involved treatments at both 2 and 3oC, the data from the two tests was combined to produce an ED value for the 2oC treatment schedule. The TPPT will consider this further. 
2.3.6
Treatments involving the same fruit fly species and host (for example Ceratitis capitata on Citrus sinensis) were included as different schedules in the same treatment description.

2.3.7
The TPPT noted that the nomenclature for Citrus reticulata and hybrids was inconsistent in the submissions and therefore created separate treatment descriptions for Citrus reticulata (mandarim), Citrus paradisi x C. reticulata cultivar ‘Murcott’ and C. reticulata and hybrids (Clementinas group (Clemenule), cultivar ‘Ellendale’, cultivar Nova and ‘Murcott’ (tangor)). One member of the TPPT was tasked with obtaining a definitive view of the nomenclature before the final drafts of the treatment descriptions are sent to the SC for approval.
2.3.8
Regarding temperatures sensitivities (e.g. 2oC +/- 0.5oC), these were not added to the treatment schedules. In some submissions the temperature limits were quoted, but the TPPT noted that experimental probes were often more sensitive than commercial probes. The TPPT therefore decided to include a sentence in the treatment descriptions indicating that ‘the stated temperatures should not be exceeded’. Commercial operators would need to take into account the normal working range of their equipment in order to meet this requirement.

3.
Irradiation treatment

The general considerations that applied to the irradiation treatments considered in 2006 applied to the irradiation treatment recommended for the SC to approve for member consultation (Annex 2 of the report of the TPPT meeting December 2006).

3.1
Detailed consideration of irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata
At their meeting in 2006, the TPPT had considered a publication by Follett & Armstrong (2004) when recommending a generic dose of 150 gray for fruit flies of the Family Tephritidae. However, the panel considered that new research by Torres-Rivera & Hallman (2007) on Ceratitis capitata in ‘Haden’ mangoes (Mangifera indica) supported a minimum absorbed dose of 100 gray to prevent adult emergence of this pest. The TPPT considered that this would be a useful treatment when this C. capitata was the only fruit fly needing to be controlled.
The treatment schedule was approved by the TPPT.
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Annex 6
Lead members of the TPPT for the treatment descriptions recommended to the SC for the fast track process

	TPPT Document number (Submission number)
	Treatment name
	Lead TPPT member

	Fruit fly treatments

	2007-TPPT-206A (106 and 109)
	Cold treatment for Citrus sinensis for Ceratitis capitata
	A Baxter

	2007-TPPT-206B (106)
	Cold treatment of Citrus reticulata for Ceratitis capitata
	E Willink

	2007-TPPT-206C (106)
	Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Ceratitis capitata
	W Yuejin

	2007-TPPT-206D (106)
	Cold treatment of Citrus paradisi x C. reticulata cultivar ‘Murcott’ for Ceratitis capitata
	E Willink

	2007-TPPT-206E (106)
	Cold treatment of Citrus sinensis for Bactrocera tryoni
	A Baxter

	2007-TPPT-206F (106)
	Cold treatment of Citrus reticulata for Bactrocera tryoni
	E Willink

	2007-TPPT-206G (106)
	Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Bactrocera tryoni
	W Yuejin

	2007-TPPT-206H (106)
	Cold treatment of Citrus paradisi x C. reticulata cultivar ‘Murcott’ for Bactrocera tryoni
	E Willink

	2007-TPPT-210 (110 and 111)
	Cold treatment of Citrus paradisi for Ceratitis capitata
	M Mizobuchi

	2007-TPPT-212 (112)
	Cold treatment of Citrus reticulata cultivars and hybrids for Ceratitis capitata
	E Willink

	Irradiation and fruit fly treatment

	2007-TPPT-204 (104)
	Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata
	R Cannon


Annex 7
WORK PROGRAMME
Agreed by TPPT, 07-12-2007
	2007

	Dec
	31  Secretariat to send letter to Netherlands NPPO re doc 7

31  Draft meeting report to TPPT

	2008

	Jan
	15  Secretariat to contact Ye-Hee to determine her status as TPPT member
15  Leads to send to Secretariat a report on the rejected submissions from 2007 and a paragraph for the report. 
31  Leads to send to Secretariat a report on the outstanding 2006 submissions and a paragraph for report.
31  Secretariat to send a letter to submitter of the above submissions (2006 and 2007) with the TPPT report of the submission requesting resubmission, copied to the IPPC national contact point
31  Secretariat to write letter to submitters of accepted submissions outlining process. 31  For approved treatments, lead to submit to Secretariat: reviewed treatment schedule and a couple of sentences to go out with the treatment description to be an annex to TPPT 2007 meeting report (similar to the one last year - see annex 2 of 2006 report) 
31  TPPT to send comments on draft meeting report to Secretariat

31  Final date for member comments on 14 irradiation treatments, if any, to Secretariat

	Feb
	15  For approved treatments, schedules and TPPT reports on them to be collated by Secretariat and sent to TPPT

15  Report of meeting to be publicly posted on IPP 

15  Secretariat to compile comments on 14 irradiation treatments and send to Ray Cannon. If formal objections, Secretariat to work with Ray to resolve and send to TPPT for approval if changed

15  Mike Ormsby to send summary of ISPM No. 15 treatment evaluations to the Secretariat for review by TPFQ.
28  Secretariat submits treatment schedules and summaries to SC for approval

	Mar
	

	April
	7-11  CPM

30  Secretariat to revise submission form (title on top)

	May
	5-9  SC working group (SC-7) meeting

31  Secretariat to call for heat treatments for fruit flies, deadline 31 August

	June
	

	July
	31  Mike Ormsby to circulate revised checklist form to TPPT members

	Aug
	31  Treatment submissions for heat treatments for fruit flies due to Secretariat

	Sept
	15  Secretariat to assign leads and have treatment submissions posted

	Oct
	

	Nov
	3-7  SC-7 (tentative)

5  TPPT leads to post checklists and schedules 
10-14  SC meeting (tentative)

15  Last date for receipt of resubmission addressing TPPT concerns (2006 and 2007 submissions) 

	Dec
	

	
	2009

	Jan
	15  Last day for posting meeting documents

	Feb
	Next meeting: Agenda (Procedures; Evaluation of submissions; Topics for the IPPC work programme; capacity-building workshops (tentative))
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