Report of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine, Victoria, Canada, 7-11 March 2005

Present:

	Eric Allen
	Canada 

	Marcos Beećhe Cisternas
	Chile

	Edson Iede
	Brazil

	Christer Magnusson
	Norway

	Mamoru Matsui
	Japan

	Michael Ormsby
	New Zealand (Chair)

	Shane Sela
	Canada (Host)

	Thomas Shröder
	Germany

	Gregory Wolff
	Canada (Steward)

	Jane Chard
	UK (IPPC Secretariat)

	Brent Larson
	Italy (IPPC Secretariat)


1.
Introduction

The Technical Panel (TPFQ) was welcomed to the Canadian Forest Service by the Director, Jim Wood. Mr Allen explained the role of the Canadian Forest Service and provided some background information on its current activities. Mr Larson explained the IPPC and the standard setting process and Mr Wolff explained the formation of technical panels and their role in supporting the Standards Committee. Mr Wolff also introduced the specification for the meeting and outlined the tasks to be completed. Mr Ormsby was elected as chair.

Presentations were made during the meeting by Mr Matsui on experiments on the efficacy of methyl bromide treatments and by Mr Beećhe Cisternas on the introduction of alien species via aircraft cargo.

2.
Forest quarantine meetings and interactions with other groups

2.1
International Forest Quarantine Research Group (IFQRG) meeting, 21-23 February 2005

Mr Allen (Chair of IFQRG) gave an overview of the formation of IFQRG, its remit and the work done to date. He explained that the 5th Interim Commission on Phytosanitary Measures had noted that there was new data on the efficacy of methyl bromide fumigation as a treatment for pine wood nematode which was relevant to the treatment schedule in ISPM No. 15. ICPM5 had referred the data to IFQRG for scientific review (para 74, ICPM5 report). 

Mr Allen explained that IFQRG had established several subgroups to examine forest quarantine issues. These included the efficacy of methyl bromide fumigation; mechanisms for submission of research data; alternative treatments for inclusion in ISPM No. 15 (e.g. heat treatment, irradiation); data sharing and interpretation of ISPM No. 15. 

IFQRG had examined the further data on the efficacy of methyl bromide fumigation at its 2nd meeting in Canada and had made a recommendation for revision of the treatment schedule in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15. The Technical Panel agreed to consider this at the appropriate point in the Agenda (see section 3.1). The findings of several of the other subgroups were also relevant to the TPFQ agenda, so Mr Allen agreed to inform the panel on the findings of IFQRG at the appropriate times. 
Mr Allen explained the overall conclusions of the 2nd meeting of the IFQRG, which were:

· IFQRG should have a role in liaison with both the TPFQ and IUFRO (International Union of Forest Research Organizations)

· IFQRG provides a mechanism for coordination of forest quarantine research projects and ensures scientific oversight of research done in the forest quarantine area

· IFQRG aims to increase its representation from developing countries

The technical panel discussed the benefits of interacting with IFQRG and identified a number of areas where further information and/or research is needed (see also risks of bark and work programme sections). The TPFQ therefore proposed that IFQRG draft discussion documents on these areas for the next meeting of the TPFQ. Mr Allen agreed to coordinate the production of these documents by IFQRG (see Annex 1, Work Programme).

2.2
Workshop on implementation of ISPM No. 15, Vancouver, Canada, 29 February-4 March 2005

Those members of the panel that had been present at the workshop provided the technical panel with an overview. This had been a highly successful event attended by 180 delegates, with 67 funded by a grant from the Standards Trade and Development Facility of the WTO-SPS. 

The workshop had included presentations on the development of the standard and its implementation in different regions. There had been field visits and exercises on practical implementation and issues associated with the standard had been identified. The overall feedback received from delegates was that the workshop had been highly relevant and had provided useful information for practical implementation of ISPM No. 15. The issues raised by the workshop were discussed by the panel at the appropriate points throughout the technical panel meeting. The organising committee were congratulated on the success of the event.

2.3
Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT)

As he had attended the TPPT meeting, Mr Ormsby provided the panel with background information on the first meeting of the TPPT in Raleigh, USA in December 2004. He explained that the TPPT had drafted a procedure for submission of treatments, which included an “active” process involving a call for treatments related to a priority area, and a “passive” process where researchers or companies could submit proposed treatments. Submissions would be evaluated by the TPPT or a group of experts commissioned by the TPPT. The TPPT had drafted a standard outlining the procedure for submission and evaluation of phytosanitary treatments, which was due to be considered by the Standards Committee at their meeting in April.

Mr Ormsby also informed the panel that the TPPT had proposed that phytosanitary treatments, once adopted by the ICPM, should be published in an ISPM, the Register of Phytosanitary Treatments, rather than in individual ISPMs as currently. The TPPT had also proposed that a database of all currently used treatments (both ICPM approved and non-approved treatments) should be established as a reference for contracting parties. They had proposed siting this database on the IPP and would discuss further details on this proposal at their next meeting. 
The panel discussed the potential interaction between the TPFQ and the TPPT and agreed that the TPPT should be the forum for decisions on evaluation of the efficacy of phytosanitary treatments. However, where treatments were proposed for inclusion in specific standards on forest quarantine issues, the TPFQ should determine their suitability and applicability for inclusion. The TPFQ proposed a procedure for submission of treatments for evaluation as phytosanitary measures for forest quarantine (Annex 2).

The panel agreed that criteria should be produced for evaluation of phytosanitary treatments proposed for adoption as alternative treatments in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15. The panel identified a number of criteria but agreed that further work was required to refine the proposal. Mr Ormsby agreed to draft a discussion document for the next meeting (see Annex 1, work programme).

The panel recommended that when alternative treatments for wood packaging are proposed, all the treatments are submitted to the TPPT using the submission process developed by that panel with the objective of comparing the efficacy of the proposed measures with the efficacy of the existing treatments.

The TPFQ also reviewed the draft standard on submission and evaluation of phytosanitary treatments produced by the TPPT and made some changes, particularly the inclusion of a model summary sheet for submissions and a requirement for submissions to indicate whether the treatment applied to an existing ISPM. The draft standard will be sent to the Standards Committee for consideration at their meeting in April.

3.
ISPM No. 15 issues

3.1
Review of data on methyl bromide fumigation (Annex 1, ISPM No. 15)

IFQRG had reviewed data on the efficacy of methyl bromide fumigation and they recommended revision to the schedule in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15 and some explanatory text to indicate the conditions that affect the efficacy of the treatment. 
The proposed changes included an increase in the fumigation time from 16 to 24 hours and increases in the minimal gas concentrations after 2, 4 12 and 24 hours. IFQRG recommended gas circulation at the beginning of fumigation in order to achieve the increased minimum gas concentrations. Additional text explained that other conditions such as tarpaulin fumigation and size of air space could affect the treatment and should be taken into account when determining the initial concentrations of methyl bromide to be used. 

The technical panel reviewed the proposal and Japanese and US data supporting the revision to the schedule. The TPFQ recommended that the schedule should be revised in accordance with the proposed schedule, but that additional text should be considered when ISPM No. 15 was reviewed (see below).

As the review of data had been referred to IFQRG by ICPM5, the TPFQ recommended that Mr Allen, as Chair of IFQRG should present the recommended change to the schedule to ICPM 7. Countries supporting the change to the schedule would then be able to propose adopting it.

3.2
Other issues associated with of ISPM No. 15

The panel discussed the issues that had been raised the workshop on implementation of ISPM No. 15. It was clear that the scope and intent of the standard should remained as stated in the standard, but that there were problems with the clarity of the text which were causing problems with implementation of the standard. 
The panel therefore recommended a review of the standard in order to clarify the text and to aid implementation. The panel proposed that the TPFQ review the standard and drafted a discussion document highlighting the issues to be considered (Annex 3), which included a draft specification for this review. 

There was a discussion on explanatory documents for ISPM No. 15. The TPFQ agreed that such a document would be helpful and Mr Sela (Canada) volunteered. The TPFQ supported this proposal.

3.3
Alternative treatments for inclusion in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15

Mr Allen informed the panel that IFQRG had reviewed the options for alternative treatments for wood packaging material and that there were currently no treatments considered suitable for inclusion in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15. 
The technical panel recommended that IFQRG continues to coordinate research on this topic and to report to the next panel meeting on progress (see Annex 1, work programme). Mr Allen agreed to coordinate this work.

3.4
ICPM 2005/21 document on methyl bromide

The technical panel noted the document presented for discussion at ICPM7 on coordination among United Nations bodies on quarantine and pre-shipment uses of methyl bromide. The TP considered that work on alternatives to methyl bromide are being pursued by the TPPT, IFQRG and work on a standard on alternatives to MB is to be undertaken in 2005.

4.
Risks of bark

Mr Allen informed the panel of experiments coordinated by IFQRG on bark and of the programme of experiments that are proposed for 2005. The panel reviewed the specification for the expert working group on debarking of wood. In particular, the TP recommended the EWG considered both debarking and bark-free wood and recommended removal of the task on assessing the risks associated with bark. The specification was modified accordingly (Annex 4).

5.
Panel composition

The panel considered the composition of the panel and agreed that it should comprise 5-8 experts including:

· The chair of IFQRG

· Experts in forest pathology and entomology

· Experts in forest phytosanitary policy

· Regional experts to ensure diversity, but not necessarily representation from all regions

· Experts in forestry PRA

In addition, experts in specific research fields or industry and/or members of expert working groups or other technical panels should be invited as required.

6.
Topics and priorities for standards 

The panel discussed the standards that are required in the area of forest quarantine and their priority. They also identified a number of standards that require further research. 
Several of the topics the panel identified have wider application than forest quarantine (e.g. plants for planting, introduction of alien pests via aircraft cargo), but were considered of particular importance to forest quarantine. It was recognised that for some topics EWGs have been proposed or have already met. The panel therefore agreed check to ensure that forestry issues had been covered by any draft standards. In these cases the topics were placed on the work programme for specific actions (Annex 1). An agreed list of topics for standards was produced and will be notified by the responsible panel member to the Secretariat using the topics and priorities for standards form in July 2005 (Annex 5).

The panel agreed that the production of diagnostic protocols for forestry pests was a high priority. The TPFQ will produce a priority list of pests for which protocols are required and pass this to the TPDP prior to their next meeting in December 2005. The TPFQ also agreed to be proactive and identify experts who are able to produce protocols and to produce a database of experts. The TPFQ proposed commissioning of protocols, which could be hosted by the IFQRG web site, until such time as they can be approved by the TPDP and go through the normal standard setting process for adoption by the ICPM.

The panel recognised that there is a problem with transportation of forestry pests in air cargo and recommended that the Standards Committee consider the topic as a priority for standard development. They recognised that conveyances generally present risks of introduction of other quarantine pests in addition to forest pests.

7.
Work programme
The panel identified a number of issues of high priority for consideration in the future and which may result in the production of further standards. These issues required additional research or a broader discussion at the next meeting. The panel therefore recommended that discussion documents should be produced for the next meeting of the panel and nominated authors to produce them. Where the panel sought input from IFQRG, Mr Allen agreed to coordinate these documents (see Annex 1).

The panel identified that there would be value in asking a global forest economist to one of their meetings to discuss predicted timber requirements for the future and to help identify the associated phytosanitary risks. The panel considered that there might be Canadian and/or New Zealand experts that would be suitable.

8.
Specification for the Technical Panel
The panel considered specification for technical panels no 4 and proposed that review of ISPM 15 should be added to the tasks of the panel (Annex 6).

9.
Recommendations:

The TPFQ recommended:

· TPFQ should work with IFQRG to commission documents and research on forest quarantine issues [and, where appropriate, to evaluate research data].

· TPFQ should work with the TPPT on treatments that have potential applicability to forest quarantine issues. The TPPT should evaluate treatments for their suitability as phytosanitary treatments and the TPFQ should evaluate treatments for their suitability for use for forest quarantine. 

· When alternative treatments are proposed for ISPM No 15 all treatments should be evaluated to allow comparison of their efficacy.

· The methyl bromide schedule should be revised in accordance with the recommendation of IFQRG.

· TPFQ should review ISPM No. 15 by the fast track procedure, with the purpose of clarifying the text. The scope or intent of the standard should not be considered.

· The topics and priorities for standards on forestry issues should be submitted to the Secretariat.

Annex 1

Work programme

	WORK PROGRAMME 2005/6, Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine

Updated 11-03-05 by TP members, Victoria, Canada

	Mar
	15th – 17th Mar S Sela to send draft explanatory document to the TP, receives comments from the TP and sends doc to Secretariat

	April
	

	May
	

	June
	30th June Drafts of submission forms for topics for priorities for standards produced by responsible TP member and circulated to other TP members (see Annex 5)

	July
	31st July Topics forms due to IPPC Secretariat

	Aug
	

	Sept
	

	Oct
	15th Oct M B Cisternas to send agreed list of diagnostic protocols to Secretariat for circulation to the TPDP

10-14 Oct. SPTA review of topics

	Nov
	SC reviews topics recommended by SPTA

29th Nov – 2nd Dec. IFQRG meeting (Rome)

	Dec
	15 Dec. Meeting documents circulated to TP members, including:

- specifications for the topics for standards approved by SC (specification prepared by the responsible TP member) 

- discussion documents (see work programme activities below)

- report of IFQRG meeting (E Allen)

- draft standard on classification of commodities by degree of processing

- document on pest free areas, if available

	2006

	Jan
	

	Feb
	20-24 Feb Meeting – location?

	Mar
	


Work programme activities – action list for coordination of research (if appropriate) and production of discussion documents for next meeting:

1.
Reinfestation of forest products

This is a high priority for standard development. There is already evidence that re-infestation of forest products can occur, but more is research needed to establish whether there are phytosanitary risks. Related to ISPM 15 and classification of commodities according to risk. Bark experiments are being coordinated by IFQRG. TP recommends development of a standard eventually - propose research is completed and discussion document produced as part of the work programme. 
Action: E. Allen (IFQRG) to co-ordinate research and production of discussion document

2.
Predicting and monitoring quarantine pests risk for forestry

This is considered a high priority issue for forest quarantine, but the panel recognised that there was a problem with determining pest risks. Options include: 


Database development; 


Monitoring of host trees in non-native environments (e.g. Douglas fir in France); 


Coordination of international activity (with IUFRO/IFQRG)

Action: M. Ormsby and E. Allen (Canadian forest research) to consider and prepare a discussion document for the next meeting
3. 
Diagnostic protocols

Two issues were identified associated with diagnosis of pests of forest quarantine concern:


Proving viability – check that TPDP has considered this. (e.g. dead nematodes aren’t a risk; need for a colony of a fungus before a result is positive)


Best practice for laboratories – check that TPDP has considered (elimination of risks from cross contamination, confirmation of the mature stage of insect pests) 

The TP also recommended that a priority list of organisms for diagnostic protocols should be produced and passed to the TPDP.

Action: M. Beeche Cisternas and E. Iede to co-ordinate the TP response to TPDP by 15th October

4. 
Explanatory document for ISPM 15 

It was recognised that an explanatory document for ISPM No. 15 would be very valuable. S Sela has already started a clause by clause explanation. It was recommended that this document should be sent to the Standards Committee for their consideration, ideally for their meeting in April.

Action: S Sela to send document to TP by email consultation and then to send to the SC once agreement reached. 

5. 
Pest free areas and areas of low pest prevalence for forestry pests; pest management/control; Guidelines for managing a pest (limiting its area and/or impact)

The panel considered these topics to be important. The panel was not sure whether the existing standard is sufficient for these pests or whether explanatory documents are sufficient. The panel also considered that it may be more appropriate to develop guidance for individual pests e.g. PWN or another high profile organism. 

Action: All to consider for discussion at next meeting

6.
Logs as dunnage 
The panel considered that a discussion document was required to assist their discussions at the next meeting.

Action: Eric (IFQRG) to coordinate production of this document

7. 
Risks associated with different types of wood products (lumber, processed etc)

The panel considered this was an important topic, but that is may have already been addressed by the EWG on classification of commodities by level of processing. The panel agreed to look at draft standard produced by this EWG at their next meeting to ensure that forestry concerns had been addressed.

Action: Consideration of draft standard on the agenda for next meeting

8. 
Plants for planting

The potential for transmission of forestry pests on plants for planting is considered high priority for forest quarantine. The topic is in the topics and priorities for standards being proposed at ICPM 7. The TP were concerned to ensure forestry is covered and will forward their comments to the SC via the steward. NAPPO experience showed it was important to focus on generic issues associated with plants for planting. The standard should also include glasshouse and nursery inspection procedures for forestry seedlings.

Action: Steward to report to SC on concerns of the TP

9. 
Criteria for evaluating submissions for alternative treatments in ISPM 15

The TP agreed that a discussion document on the criteria should be produced for consideration at the next meeting.

Action: M Ormsby for next meeting

10. 
Identification of alternatives to methyl bromide

This is a high priority.

Action: E Allen (IFQRG) to coordinate research on this and report to next meeting on progress

Annex 2
Procedure for submission of treatments for forest quarantine

The Panel discussed the process by which new treatment submissions should be evaluated for inclusion within ISPMs for which the TPFQ is responsible. The Panel agreed that submission should be forwarded to and evaluated by the Technical Panel for Phytosanitary Treatments. The Technical Panel on Forestry Quarantine would then evaluate approved treatments for incorporation within appropriate ISPMs.

The Technical Panel for Forestry Quarantine agreed to establish a [discussion/explanatory] document to outline the process of treatment inclusion in ISPM 15. Additionally, this document should include the [criteria and] technical reasoning/basis for inclusion of approved treatments within ISPM 15. [The document would be placed on the IPP and made available on request from the IPPC Secretariat.]

Process:

Step 1 – An applicant (company, NPPO, RPPO, organization etc) has an idea for a treatment to be included in an ISPM managed by the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine (TPFQ ISPM) and obtains submission information from IPPC website.

Step 2 – The applicant formulates the submission which contains reasoning/data in support of the application as per the requirements of standard established by Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT), and any additional criteria necessary for inclusion in the TPFQ ISPM.

Step 3 - The applicant forwards the completed submission to the Secretariat which then forwards the application to the TPPT for evaluation as an IPPC phytosanitary treatment, and to the TPFQ for evaluation as a treatment suitable for inclusion in a TPFQ ISPM.

Step 4 - TPPT and TPFQ in collaboration may request experts or expert groups or organizations (e.g. IFQRG) to provide support for the evaluation.

Step 5 - TPPT recommends for approval the application provided technical efficacy criteria are met for inclusion in IPPC register of treatments. TPPT through its Steward advises the TPFQ though its Steward that the treatment has been recommended for approval. If the TPPT does not recommend approval of the submission, the applicant must return to Step 2.

Step 6 - The TPFQ evaluates the submission against criteria for inclusion within the TPFQ ISPM. If the TPFQ does not recommend approval of the submission, the applicant must return to Step 2.

Step 7 - TPFQ recommends revision of the relevant ISPM to the Standards Committee.

Annex 3

The March 2005 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine was held in the Canadian Forest Service offices in the picturesque city of Victoria in British Columbia, Canada. Our hosts, the Canadian Forest Service and Canadian Food and Inspection Agency, were generous in their support of the panel and the welcome they extended to the panel members.

Early in the meeting it became apparent that foremost in the minds of the technical panel members was the clear demonstration (at the ISPM 15 workshop held the previous week in Vancouver) that ambiguities in the current ISPM No15 appear to be hindering widespread implementation of the standard internationally. It was also made clear at the workshop that there was a need for consistency in the standard during this important phase of implementation.

The technical panel therefore concluded that while specific problematic issues needed to be resolved in ISPM No 15 without undue delay, it was also important to ensure that no broad scale changes be made to the overall nature of the standard at this time. The recommendations made below by the technical panel with regard to the revision of ISPM No 15 focus on these specific problematic issues, and the technical panel believes that their revision in the standard will not alter its overall nature.

With particular reference to the recent issues over the possible risk associated with bark remaining on treated wood packaging material, the technical panel considered that at this time there are no new recommendations on debarking. It is hoped that the situation will be clearer when the revision takes place and that the standard can be modified accordingly.

It should be noted that any changes recommended to ISPM No 15 as a result of the revision will go for country consultation, and that until the ICPM is happy with the revised text, the existing standard will remain in effect. This should therefore ensure that an early revision of the standard will not put at risk the current efforts in implementation internationally. It should also be noted that it is recommended that the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine carries out the revision of ISPM No 15 (by being designated as the Expert Working Group responsible for revision), and that as the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine is already considered in the work programme, there should be no adverse effects on the IPPC budget or work programme.

During other parts of the meeting the Technical Panel provided comments on documents produced by the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments, formulated a number of recommendations to the Standards committee on possible standards for development or review, and developed a work programme for the following year.

Finally I would like to give special thanks to the members of the technical panel and the attending members of IPPC Secretariat. Your constructive, insightful and good natured participation made for a highly productive and pleasantly memorable meeting.

Dr Mike Ormsby

Chairman, Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine
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Introduction

A number of technical and clarification issues were identified with ISPM No. 15, Guidelines for regulating wood packaging material in international trade, during the second meeting of the International Forest Quarantine Research Group (IFQRG), 22-26 February, 2005, and the IPPC workshop on the implementation of ISPM 15, 29 February - 3 March, 2005, Vancouver, Canada (“ISPM 15 Workshop”). The TPFQ considered issues that were raised at these meetings, as described below. The TPFQ felt that the potential impact of these issues on implementation of the standard warrants the early revision of specific sections of ISPM No. 15 in 2006. The TPFQ therefore recommends that the standard be reviewed and revised, but that the revision should not result in a change in the overall scope, essence, format or intent of ISPM 15. The review therefore should be undertaken to provide further clarity to aid interpretation and the implementation of ISPM No. 15 by Contracting Parties.

The TPFQ also noted that section 3.4 of ISPM No. 15 states that the measures should be reviewed based on new information and that the standard should be amended appropriately by the ICPM.

In consideration of the expert membership and existing scope of the TPFQ, and their analysis of ISPM No. 15 in relation to information arising from the IFQRG and the ISPM 15 Workshop, the TPFQ recommends that they be tasked with carrying out revision of the sections noted below, by being designated as the Expert Working Group. This approach will also mean that the early revision of ISPM No. 15 will have no impact on the IPPC work programme, since the TPFQ is already scheduled to meet in 2006.

The following issues with ISPM 15 were considered by the TPFQ necessary for revision. Note: the format of the paper is that rationale for revision introduces each section, and the boxed text following the rationale provides proposed text for consideration (where available).

1. Issues associated with definitions

1.1 Recycling, recycled, re-used, remanufactured, repaired

These terms appear to have different meanings in different parts of the world and in some cases may even have opposing and contradictory meanings. This issue may also need to be referred to the Glossary Working Group for their consideration in relation to possible development of definitions or supplements to the glossary.

The TPFQ recommends that more text be added to the standard and proposes that the following text drafted by the IFQRG email discussion forum is considered for inclusion in the standard.
· "Recycle" - a process whereby a previously used article of wood packaging material is dismantled either partially or completely and the components used without further re-working in the manufacture of a new article of wood packaging material. (NB: Recycling may include 'remanufacturing').

· "Remanufacture" - a process whereby a previously used article of wood packaging material is completely dismantled and the components used, either in their original form or after re-sawing, in the manufacture of another article of wood packaging material. Remanufactured wood packaging material may or may not incorporate new and previously unused components.

· "Repair" - a process whereby a previously used article of wood packaging material has one or more components removed and replaced with new and previously unused wood.

· "Re-use" - a second or subsequent use of a unit of wood packaging material which is not changed or altered in any way and which requires no official intervention. 

1.2. Bark-free and debarking

The TPFQ recognised that there were practical problems with the definition of “bark free wood” and “debarking” and their usage in ISPM 15. The TPFQ recommends that the definitions are reviewed and adjusted as necessary by the Expert Working Group on debarking (June 2005).
Clarifications of the text

2. Last paragraph of section 1 (basis for regulating)

The TP considered that the last paragraph of this section causes confusion, because it appears to contradict the principle that all countries should adopt the standard. In general the standard provides options to reduce risks, but countries may have higher requirements – where these are present, there should be technical justification. The current wording of the paragraph suggests that there needs to be a phytosanitary reason for all countries implementing the basic elements of ISPM No. 15. 
The adoption of this standard by the ICPM indicates that there was felt to be technical justification for the application of approved measures for wood packaging material, therefore the first sentence of paragraph 2 is not necessary. In addition, section 3.3 addresses the issue of technical justification for the imposition of more or more stringent requirements. The issue of technical justification is covered in both the IPPC and the SPS Agreement, and the latter includes considerations of “necessity” in relation to established standards. Put simply, there is no need for the standard to contain text on technical justification for measures – it is already contained in the text of the Convention.

This paragraph has also caused some confusion in situations where two countries agree bilaterally that they do not require implementation of ISPM 15 for trade between their countries (e.g. neighbouring countries).

The TPFQ therefore recommends that the last paragraph of section 1 be removed from the standard.

3. Section 2 (definition of wood packaging material)

The TPFQ considered that the third paragraph of section 2 related to wood packaging materials exempted from the requirements of ISPM 15 is technically unsound and contains specific information not required for the application of the standard. More specifically:

· The exclusion of veneer peeler cores on the basis of their manufacturing process. It is the view of the TPFQ that not all veneer peeler cores undergo sufficient heating during manufacture to comply with the heat treatment specified in annex 1 of this standard.

· That sawdust, wood wool, and shavings are all less than 6 mm in thickness anyway (and could not be covered by the standard anyway (impossible to mark such material).
The TPFQ recommends that the 3rd paragraph in section 2 be removed, and replaced by the following text:

Wood cut into thin pieces, including sawdust, wood wool and shavings should not be regulated under this standard. Thin wood is considered to be 6 mm thickness or less according to the Customs Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding System (the Harmonized System or HS).
The TPFQ considers that certain items that would be included in the current definition of wood packaging material, such as small wooden boxes used for packaging gift items that are sold as part of the commodity, should in many cases be exempt from the requirements of ISPM 15.

The TPFQ recommends that either: 


-
a paragraph(s) is added to section 2 to further clarify what is considered as wood packaging material; or


-
the glossary working group be asked to consider the definition of what is and is not included in the definition of wood packaging material (possible supplement to the glossary).

4. Section 3.3, 2nd paragraph (other measures – pest free areas)

This paragraph refers to pest free areas and may, therefore, be inconsistent with section 1 where, amongst other things, the standard acknowledges that the origin of WPM is difficult to determine, that it is very often re-used, and that the standard describes globally accepted measures that are approved and that may be applied to wood packaging material by all countries.

The TPFQ recommends that this paragraph is reviewed and revised as appropriate.

5. Section 3.3, 4th paragraph (other measures – debarking)

The TPFQ considers that for the effective implementation of this standard internationally, each member country should apply the provisions of the standard and the mark specified in annex II in a consistent manner. If pest risk from bark on treated wood packaging material is found to be significant, then the standard should be modified appropriately.

In addition, it is unclear why the standard focuses on debarking as a possible measure (subject to technical justification), but does not also mention bark-free wood in the same vein. There may be significant practical differences in certifying debarking (which, according to its definition, means debarking of the round wood, primary material) and ensuring/certifying bark freedom (essentially an end-product specification). If/when further information on risks associated with bark remaining on wood packaging is available, in addition to reviewing whether debarking should be a component of the standard, the issue of whether bark freedom could achieve the same intended risk reduction as debarking should be addressed.

The TPFQ therefore recommends that the risk of bark on treated wood packaging material be reviewed and, if considered necessary, the standard amended to include measures appropriate to mitigate the risk of bark on treated wood packaging material. To achieve this end, the TPFQ recommends that the IFQRG be tasked with reviewing the risk of bark on treated wood packaging material, co-ordinating research into any gaps in knowledge required to complete the review, and reporting back to the TPFQ. 

Depending on the findings by the TPFQ on risks associated with bark on treated wood packaging, the TPFQ also recommends that the issue of whether bark freedom mitigates risks as effectively as debarking should be evaluated and, if appropriate, the standard amended. 

6. Section 4 (dunnage) 

The TPFQ considers references to dunnage within the standard are often contradictory, and that these contradictions cause unnecessary ambiguity within the standard. More specifically, dunnage is explicitly recognised as being wood packaging material in the definition for wood packaging material, and yet is considered separately in terms of appropriate measures in section 4.

The TPFQ therefore recommends that section 4 be removed from the standard and that dunnage is treated and marked in the same way as all other WPM.

7. Section 5.2 (transit arrangements)

The TPFQ is unclear as to the purpose of section 5.2 related to transit arrangements for wood packaging material. The TPFQ considers this issue should be managed by the proposed standard for consignments in transit currently under development.

The TPFQ notes that there were some problems identified with transit of wood packaging material and recommends that this issue be considered by the SC when reviewing the draft standard for consignments in transit under development. The TPFQ feels that the transit standard should deal with issues related to all commodities including wood packaging material. If this is the case, there need be no references to transit in ISPM No. 15.

8. Annex 1 (approved measures)

The TPFQ considers that the knowledge on a number of technical aspects of the treatments has improved since the standard was adopted and that changes to the treatment schedules could be made to improve the effectiveness of the application of the treatments by member countries. In this regard, and in relation to previous ICPM requests, a revised treatment schedule table will be presented to ICPM 7.

The TPFQ also considers that aspects of annex 1 (list of pests) contain information for reference only and are therefore inappropriate for an annex. The list of pests should be removed and included in an appendix, if inclusion within the standard is considered necessary.

The TP recommended that:


-
the schedule for methyl bromide fumigation be revised as below to take into account the increased knowledge on the efficacy of the treatment gained since publication of the standard. It is hoped that this can be adopted at ICPM 7;

	Air temperature
	Dose rate

(g/m3)
	Minimum gas concentration (g/m3) at:

	
	
	2hrs.
	4hrs.
	12hrs.
	24hrs.

	21°C or above
	48
	36
	31
	28
	24

	16°C or above
	56
	42
	36
	32
	28

	11°C or above
	64
	48
	42
	36
	32



-
additional text be included on the part of the Annex on methyl bromide fumigation, to ensure maximum efficacy of the treatment. The TPFQ has produced the following draft wording;


“It is recommended that the gas is circulated at the beginning of fumigation to achieve gas uniformity over the wood packaging material. The minimum standard provided assumes near-optimal conditions during the fumigation process. NPPOs should consider increasing the initial dose rate or exposure time to compensate for the following:

-
wood packaging material temperature is less than the air temperature


-
fumigation undertaken under tarpaulin


-
available air space in fumigation chamber or tent is less than 20%


-
wood packaging material exceeds 200mm in minimum cross section


-
other wood properties or environmental conditions that reduce the level of available methyl bromide in all or part of the wood packaging material to below target levels”

-
the list of pests is moved to an appendix, if it’s necessary to appear with the standard;


-
the list of pests should be updated by the IFQRG (include fungi, consider whether representative species, rather than groups of organisms should be included).

9. Annex II (marking for approved measures)

Annex II has led to a lot of misconception and misunderstanding. Not least, it has resulted in several marking problems. The TP considered that the situation regards marking, and several other aspects of annex II could be improved considerably.

The TPFQ recommends that the following amendments should be made to annex II of the standard:

Modification to first paragraph:

The examples of acceptable treatment marks below display the required elements of the treatment mark that is used to certify that . . . [leads into existing text]

[Examples of at least two other acceptable marks should also be presented, e.g., Japan’s composite round mark, which includes all the required elements]

[then retain existing second paragraph]

[third paragraph to be reconsidered if/when more information is available on risks related to debarking and bark freedom]

New fourth paragraph:

Marks applied to wood packaging material treated in accordance with this standard should contain the required elements indicated in the above examples. The required elements of the treatment mark are the IPPC treatment symbol, and the lettering and numbering that indicates country, producer, and type of treatment. The orientation and layout of the elements, and the shape of the border(s) for the mark, are not critical, provided that the overall mark is legible and is presented as a composite mark. The size and position of the mark must be sufficient for it to be both visible and legible to inspectors without the use of a visual aid.

Markings should be:

· legible

· permanent and not transferable

· placed in a visible location, preferably on at least two opposite sides of the article being certified [add footnote]

[wording of a footnote linked to “visible” indent] Where feasible, single units of wood packaging made up of various integral components should be considered as a single unit for marking purposes. On a composite unit of wood packaging made of both treated wood and processed wood (which processed component does not require treatment), it may be appropriate for treatment marks to appear only on the processed components, to ensure that the mark is in a visible location and is of a sufficient size. This approach to marking only applies to composite single units, not to temporary assemblies of wood packaging.

Wording of new paragraph on dunnage

Since treated wood for use as dunnage often may not be cut to final length until loading of a conveyance takes place, special consideration of marking legibly may be necessary. The onus is on NPPOs of exporting countries and shippers to ensure that all treated dunnage used to secure or support commodities displays the marks described in this annex, and that the marks are clear and legible. Options for achieving this include:

· marking of pieces of wood intended for use as dunnage along their entire length at very short intervals. Where very small pieces are subsequently cut for use as dunnage, the cuts should be made so that an entire mark is present on the dunnage used. Small pieces of wood which do not include all the required elements of the mark should not be used for dunnage.

· marking in a visible location after cutting.

Note on last two paragraphs on recycling and marking of dunnage:

[“Information in annexes does not affect the principles incorporated in the primary standard. They do not normally include conceptual information of relevance to the standard.” (for adoption at ICPM 7, agenda item 7.2.5)]

However, the last two paragraphs do currently appear to provide conceptual information. Based on the above direction, anticipated to be adopted at ICPM 7, the last two paragraphs should be deleted from the annex. Issues relating to re-treatment, recertification and remarking of repaired, recycled or remanufactured wood packaging should be dealt with in the main text of the standard. Likewise, the issue of whether dunnage should, for the purposes of treatment, be considered to be wood packaging or not should be covered in the main text. The issue of marking dunnage clearly, however, is a topic for the annex.

10. Annex III (measures being considered for approval)

The TPFQ considers that the information contained in annex III could very well lead to misleading expectations on the likely acceptance of potential alternative treatments.

The TPFQ recommends therefore that annex III is removed from the standard. Such information can be included in reports of the TPFQ.

ANNEX: Draft specification proposed by the TPFQ for revision of ISPM No. 15

Specification No. XX
Title: Revision of ISPM No. 15 (Guidelines for Regulating Wood Packaging Material in International Trade)

Reason for revision: ICPM 4 adopted ISPM No. 15 (Guidelines for Regulating Wood Packaging Material in International Trade) in March, 2002. The standard is not due for review until 2007. However, inconsistencies in the text, and concerns with the use of certain terms and the wording of the annexes may be limiting implementation of the standard. Most recently, the International Workshop on the Practical Application of ISPM, No. 15, held in Vancouver, Canada, in 2005, with participation by representatives of developing and developed countries, brought to light many key concerns, misunderstandings, ambiguities and inconsistencies within the text of the standard. This workshop also demonstrated that addressing these problems may encourage more widespread implementation of the standard. The IPPC Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine met in March, 2005, reviewed the outcomes of the workshop, and recommended specific changes to the standard. Therefore, revision of the standard prior to its scheduled revision date is appropriate and required.

It is recommended that the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine be charged with revising the standard by being designated as the Expert Working Group.

Scope and purpose:

The existing standard describes phytosanitary measures to reduce the risk of introduction and/or spread of quarantine pests associated with wood packaging material (including dunnage), made of coniferous and non-coniferous raw wood, in use in international trade.
The scope, purpose, principles, and general format of the existing standard should be retained in the revised standard. The purpose of this revision is to review and correct ambiguities and inconsistencies identified within the text of the standard, and to make other revisions as appropriate based on new information that may be available on existing treatments, alternative treatments, and pest risks from bark.

Tasks: 

The Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine should:

· Review information on the pest risks of bark on wood packaging; 

· Review information on the pest risks of reinfestation of wood packaging;

· Review information on current treatments included in the standard and alternative treatments;

· Review and revise as appropriate the problematic parts of the text as previously identified by the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine, as follows:

· The use of terms within the standard, as listed below:

· Bark-Free Wood

· Debarking (NB: outcomes from the EWG on debarking may influence this)

· Recycle

· Re-use

· Remanufacture

· Repair

· Section 1, last paragraph (technical justification)

· Section 2, last paragraph (exemption of certain materials)

· Section 3.3, second paragraph (recognition of area pest status in relation to principles described in section 1)

· Section 3.3, last paragraph (debarking provisions)

· Section 4 (dunnage)

· Section 5.2 (transit arrangements)

· Annex I (treatment schedule and pest list)

· Annex II (marking for approved measures and related issues)

· Annex III (measures being considered)

· Ensure that all sections of the draft revised standard are consistent with one another, the New Revised Text of the IPPC and, where appropriate, other ISPMs;

· Ensure that any concepts appearing in annexes are first raised in the main text of the standard;

· Identify any issues which need to be referred (subject to consideration by the Standards Committee) to the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine for further consideration

Provision of resources: Funding for meetings is provided from the regular programme of the IPPC (FAO) except where expert participation is funded voluntarily by the expert’s government.
Proposed work programme: The Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine be charged with revision of the standard. The Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine next plans to meet in January or February of 2006, by which time anticipated data on alternative treatments and pest risks related to bark and re-infestation can be reviewed and reported on, and recommendations prepared as appropriate.

Steward: Steward to the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine.

Collaborator: To be determined.

Expertise: This standard will be revised by the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine, with expertise as dictated by the Technical Panel specifications.

Participants: Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine

Approval: To be approved. Recommended for approval in March, 2005, by the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine

References:
· The New Revised text of the International Plant Protection Convention

· Relevant ICPM reports

· ISPM No. 15: Guidelines for Regulating Wood Packaging Material in International Trade
· Report of the International Workshop on the Practical Application of ISPM, No. 15, Vancouver, Canada, 2005

· Reports and discussion documents produced by the IPPC Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine

· Relevant research data produced or reported on by the International Forestry Quarantine Research Group

· Questions and answers resulting from the email discussion forum hosted by IFQRG

· Other relevant documents provided by the IPPC Secretariat, the Standards Committee or the Technical Panel On Forest Quarantine 

· Existing ISPM 15 related national policies and legislation 

Annex 4

Specification No. 17

Updated by TPFQ March 05

Title: Debarking of wood and bark-freedom
Reason for the standard:

Different interpretations by plant health authorities on what constitutes debarked and bark-free wood as opposed to (partial or complete freedom/absence of bark on the finished product) often have an impact on the international trade of wood and wood products. Therefore, a standard is required to elaborate on what constitutes debarked and bark-free wood. 
Scope and purpose: 

The purpose of this standard is to provide a practical and useful an IPPC description of what constitutes debarked and bark-free wood. This standard will may, therefore, propose tolerances for bark in relation to the definitions of debarked and bark-free wood. 

Tasks:

The Expert Working Group (EWG) should:

1.  choose an appropriate title for the draft standard;

2.  develop criteria to determine whether wood is or is not debarked or bark-free, and clarify the difference between bark freedom and debarked;
3.  liaise with the Technical Panel on forest quarantine and other relevant EWGs regarding pest risks and results of research relating to debarking;

4.  estimate pest risks associated with remaining bark after debarking (for example, thickness, size of individual patches etc.);

4.  provide on site, visual inspection methodology for assessing bark amounts on wood including estimating surface area and thickness of bark present (which may be similar to keys for assessing area of leaf infection);

5.  propose tolerances for the presence of bark (area and thickness) on wood in cases where debarking is required;

6.  discuss whether this draft standard should be a stand-alone standard or a component of an existing standard (e.g. a supplement to the glossary);

7.  consider the existing grading standards and manufacturing practices associated with removal of bark to ensure the standard is practical and widely applicable;

8.  review the current glossary definitions for bark-free wood and debarking and any other relevant definitions and propose revisions as necessary.
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.

Steward: Ringolds Arnitis.

Collaborators: EPPO.

Expertise of EWG: Research, Phytosanitary, lumber grading and/or inspection experience. 6-8 experts. 

Participants: To be determined. It is recommended that the EWG includes some experts from the Technical Panel on forest quarantine.

Approval: Introduced into the work programme by the ICPM at its sixth session in April 2004. Specification reviewed by the extraordinary working group of the Standards Committee meeting in July 2004 and approved by the SC in November 2004. Revised by the TPFQ in March 2005.
References: Relevant ISPMs and specifications and Plant Pathology or similar journals that have included visual keys such as those for assessing surface area of leaf infection. National lumber grading standards.
Annex 5

Topics for standards

	Title
	Comment
	Priority (TP member responsible for submitting proposal)

	Guidelines on managing pest risks associated with conveyance via aircraft
	Scope goes beyond forestry, but vital to forestry. The TP acknowledged that there are risks associated with other forms of transport, such as shipping, but air transportation presented a particular risk.
	High (MBC)

	Guidelines for the international movement of forest tree seeds
	Seeds pose a risk for movement of quarantine pests, so the TP acknowledged that there may be a general need for a standard addressing this. The TP felt there was a specific need for a standard addressing forest tree seed. The TP considered whether there would be a need for links with ISTA (but ISTA addresses quality issues, rather than phytosanitary issues - so detection thresholds may be lower than those required for phytosanitary purposes)
	Medium (TS)

	Certification systems for the movement of wood, including pest management/control and limiting a pest's area/impact
	Guidelines for assessing risks associated with green timber (logs, lumber, timber). This would include inspection standards (pre-export and post-entry) and uniformity of use of treatments. Issues also include detection of nematodes in wood packaging material (differentiation between pathogenic and contaminating species) and consideration of wooden articles (e.g. bird houses, ornamental plants). This should include pest management/control and limiting a pest's area/impact
	High (SS)

	Surveillance programmes for forestry 
	This should include statistical design for surveillance for forestry pests (these are specific to forestry pests). The standard would be more specialised that the ISPM on surveillance. It should be useful for developing countries. There are specific techniques for forestry and there are manuals around the world e.g. PWN in Europe; also Chilean and NZ programmes
	Low (CM)

	Contingency plans for forestry quarantine pests 
	This should include emergency response plans (corrective action plans/response/react programmes) and provide templates for NPPOs to work from. Models include multi-agency plans, NZ model for animal/plant, disaster response plans etc. This could be an annex to pest eradication standard, BUT the plan may not always result in eradication - may result in management, containment


	Medium (EI)


Standards for further research

	Title
	Comment
	Priority

	Reinfestation of forest products
	There already is evidence that re-infestation of forest products can occur, but more research is needed to establish whether there are phytosanitary risks. Bark experiments are being coordinated by IFQRG. The TP recommends development of a standard eventually, but proposes research is completed and discussion document produced as part of the work programme. The topic is related to ISPM 15 and classification of commodities according to risk.
	High

	Diagnostic protocols
	
	High, see work programme 

	Pest free areas and areas of low pest prevalence for forestry pests 
	The TP questioned whether the existing standard is sufficient for these pests and whether explanatory documents would be sufficient. May be more appropriate for individual pests e.g. PWN or another high profile organism. The TP agreed that is may be useful for a discussion paper to be produced. On the work programme.
	Low


CM 
C. Magnusson

EI 
E. Iede

MBC 
M. Beećhe Cisternas

SS 
S. Sela

TS 
T. Shröder

Annex 6

Specification for Technical Panels No. 4

Modified by the Technical panel on Forest Quarantine 11-3-05

Title: Technical Panel on forest quarantine

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

Scope and purpose: The Technical Panel on forest quarantine will deal with technical matters regarding forest quarantine issues. It will review relevant technical and scientific information to provide guidance to the SC as requested on development, amendment and revision of standards. 
Tasks:

The Technical Panel should: 

· identify needed standards and recommend priorities for standards to the SC;

· identify standards that need further research and report this to the SC;

· in collaboration with the Technical Panel (TP) on phytosanitary treatments, develop a process for the submission of forest quarantine research information (e.g. data on alternative treatments for wood packaging) and, where appropriate, adjust the criteria for submitting and evaluating scientific research data for phytosanitary measures (treatments) for specific standards to meet forest quarantine needs;

· identify the extent to which the work of this panel overlaps with the work of other groups, such as the EWG on debarking of wood, the TP on phytosanitary treatments and relevant research groups, and ensure coordination with these groups to prevent duplication of work;

· as necessary, propose revisions for the existing treatment parameters provided in Annex I of ISPM No. 15;

· provide recommendations on alternative treatments for inclusion in Annex I of ISPM No. 15;

· analyse existing research data and identify knowledge gaps relating to the pest risks of bark remaining on wood and wood packaging material and make proposals to the SC

· In relation to proceedings, outcomes and issues of relevant IPPC workshops (e.g., the IPPC Workshop on the Practical Application of ISPM No. 15, Vancouver, 2005) or other relevant IPPC meetings, review ISPM No. 15 and, as necessary, consider whether revisions to the standard are necessary.

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.

Steward: Gregory Wolff. 

Collaborator: FAO.

Expertise of Technical Panel: Expertise in forest quarantine issues from both the research and phytosanitary fields including practical experience. 4-7 participants (from several regions)

Participants: To be determined.

Approval: Introduced into the work programme by the ICPM at its Sixth session in April 2004. Specification reviewed by the extraordinary working group of the Standards Committee meeting in July 2004 and approved by the SC in November 2004.

References: Appropriate ISPMs, specifications and ICPM reports, IFQRG reports of meetings. 
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