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Report Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine Meeting, New York, USA

12-16 June 2006 
___________________________________________________________

1. 
Introduction

The technical panel on forest quarantine (TPFQ) were welcomed to the FAO Liaison Office with the UN by Toshihiko Murata on behalf of the Director, Ms Florence Chenoweth. Thomas Schröder was elected as chair.
The panel visited the US Asian Longhorned Beetle Programme to hear about the eradication programme that has been in place since the first outbreak in the USA in 1996 and visited Central Park, where inspectors were treating trees as part of this programme.

2.
Update on the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) and the work of the Standards Committee (SC)
The TPFQ were informed that the CPM had adopted a revised methyl bromide schedule in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15 and a sentence had been added to the Annex indicating that when new treatments were adopted there was no requirement to re-treat (or re-mark) existing wood packaging material (WPM). The CPM also approved “Revision of ISPM No. 15” as a topic on the work programme and this would be one of the main tasks for this TPFQ meeting. The panel considered the tasks in specification for technical panels no 4 rev 1 and specification 31 (Revision of ISPM No. 15). 
The TPFQ had recommended in their conference call of February 2006 the draft ISPM on debarking and bark-free wood should not be sent for country consultation in 2006 and should be sent at the same time as a revision to ISPM No. 15. The Steward informed the panel that he had reconsidered the issue and had requested the SC consider the draft for country consultation because this would provide an opportunity to determine whether there were any major concerns with the concepts. This could help with the revision of ISPM No. 15. The TPFQ noted that this draft and the draft ISPM on phytosanitary treatments had been approved by the SC for country consultation in May 2006 and they were on the agenda for the meeting.

3.
Interaction with other technical panels

In 2005, the TPFQ submitted to the technical panel on diagnostic protocols (TPDP) a list of organisms for forest quarantine which were considered high priority for diagnostic protocol development. The TPDP considered the list at their meeting in December 2005 and recommended that the SC propose two fungi and two insects for inclusion in the work programme. The TPFQ requested clarification from the TPDP on the reasons for their choice to help inform any future recommendations. For example, were recommendations made on the basis of the importance of organisms for trade, difficulty/ease of diagnosis or because they were associated with recent problems?
The TPFQ recommended that the diagnostic protocol for Ips (genus) should concentrate on those Ips species that were difficult to distinguish. The panel agreed to refine the proposal, identifying the species to be included in the protocol, for submission to the SC at its November 2006 meeting.

The TPFQ were updated on the work of the technical panel on phytosanitary treatments (TPPT) and were concerned that there would be a call for treatments for fruit flies and for irradiation treatments during 2006, but alternative treatments to methyl bromide had not been put forward on the work programme. The TPFQ considered there was a critical need for alternative treatments to methyl bromide and recommended that there should be a call for such treatments also. The criteria for treatments to be included in ISPM No. 15 (for example, the organisms that the treatment should be effective against and the level of efficacy required) still had to be agreed, but would be considered in the context of the revision of ISPM No. 15 and finalised at the next TPFQ meeting.

4.
Update on the work of the International Forest Quarantine Research Group (IFQRG)
The chair of IFQRG made a presentation on the background to IFQRG and the major achievements during 2005-6. The TPFQ was reminded that IFQRG is an independent research group which includes approximately 50 representatives from the research community, industry and government policy makers from approximately 20 countries.  

Sub-groups in IFQRG have been investigating the risks of bark after treatment, different wood treatments and standardised protocols for assessment of treatments for fungi in WPM. An overview of risks associated with forest products, which was identified by the TPFQ as a priority at its meeting in 2005, will be produced. Members of IFQRG are working on a review of pests associated with trees planted away from their country of origin and IFQRG is investigating the possibility of forming an economics sub-group. 
IFQRG has initiated a “bark audit” to help determine the risks of wood on WPM in conjunction with NAPPO, the EU and Australia. The data collected during this audit will be compiled and considered at the IFQRG meeting in October 2006.
Reports of meetings and a document with questions and answers on phytosanitary issues of bark associated with WPM are available on the IFQRG web site. The IFQRG web site will be upgraded to include a document library to provide a resource for forest quarantine information.
The TPFQ noted that IFQRG provides a forum for evaluating newly published data and the TPFQ passed a paper on the efficacy of heat treatment on Bursaphelenchus xylophilus to the IFQRG heat treatment subgroup for their consideration.

5.
Draft ISPM on debarking and bark free wood

The TPFQ discussed the draft ISPM, which was sent for country consultation in June 2006. They identified several issues and proposed suggestions to improve the text. The TPFQ will consult by email on proposed changes to the draft and members of the panel will forward the comments to their NPPO as part of the country consultation process.

IFQRG offered to produce a document on the available scientific knowledge on the size of bark required to complete life cycles of insect pests for the next IFQRG meeting in October. This may help the SC when they consider the country comments in November by providing data of relevance to the proposed tolerances in the draft ISPM (A4/letter-size and credit card).
The panel noted that the proposed definitions in the draft ISPM would be appropriate for use in the context of the revision of ISPM No. 15.

6.
Gaps in knowledge on risks of bark associated with WPM

The TPFQ discussed the gaps in current knowledge on the risks associated with bark on WPM. Although work done in Canada, Germany and the United Kingdom had identified that treated wood with bark can become infested with pests, the TPFQ considered that further information on the risks associated with bark on WPM is required before they could make any recommendations. The panel therefore proposed that a discussion document be produced addressing different aspects of the subject for discussion at their next meeting (Annex 1). 
TPFQ noted that IFQRG members are undertaking a “bark audit” (section 4 of this report) on the amount of bark and pests associated with the bark on WPM in trade to provide data on the risks of bark on wood packaging. The TPFQ considered that this would provide useful information, but thought that data should be collected from as many countries as possible. The panel decided to request NPPOs to undertake a survey of WPM and to assess the amount of bark present and the quarantine organisms present. This would complement the work being done by IFQRG and supplement the information from the “bark audit”. The TPFQ requested the IPPC Secretariat send a letter to NPPOs with guidance on the information to be collected and a deadline for submission of results of 31st December 2006. This would ensure that data could be analysed by 31st May 2007 for presentation to the next meeting of the panel in July 2007. The panel noted that the preliminary data being collected by IFQRG may identify a clear risk from bark and in which case the TPFQ should make recommendations on this basis. The panel was also concerned to ensure the study was statistically rigorous enough for conclusions to be drawn.
Additional elements to be included in the discussion document were: the types of organisms that infest marked (treated) wood; whether these organisms stay with WPM; whether there are different risks associated with different types of WPM; whether risks change with time or factors such as moisture content; risks associated with the size of bark pieces and whether risks are associated with system failures.

7.
Revision of ISPM 15

The TPFQ made changes to ISPM No. 15 based on recommendations from the IPPC International Workshop on the Practical Application of ISPM No. 15 held in Vancouver, Canada in 2005 and the recommendations from the meeting of the TPFQ in 2005. The panel identified a number of issues during the revision process.

The panel was unable to address the risks of bark, infestation of treated WPM and reinfestation, but identified gaps in knowledge on this issue and proposed that a discussion document be produced for their next meeting (see section 6 of this report and Annex 1). The TPFQ considered, however, that the standard should clearly state that the main aim was to control quarantine pests of trees, rather than contaminating pests or other organisms.
The TPFQ discussed the many ways in which WPM is used. They proposed that the terms “reuse” and “recycle” should not be used and instead proposed that “use”, “repair” and “remanufacture” should be used. “Use” (formerly “reuse”) should mean that WPM was used for a first time and then used again for subsequent trade; the prefix “re-” was not thought necessary. 
“Repair” should only apply to the process of using new treated wood to repair existing WPM. The panel suggested that the new wood should be marked with an “R” to indicate that it had been used to repair the unit and produced an illustration of this mark for Annex 2 of ISPM No. 15. 
The panel noted that “recycle” could have different meanings in English and proposed that this term should not be used. The panel proposed that “remanufacture” is used. “Remanufacture” should apply to previously treated and marked WPM that has been broken into its constituent parts and the wood formed into a new unit. Remanufactured WPM should have all the original markings removed and the remanufactured unit should be marked in accordance with the standard. This proposal could result in a change in working practices for some companies and will require further discussion with other experts outside the meeting.

The panel discussed the exemptions from the requirements to clarify that these should be items which had undergone treatments considered to sufficiently reduce the pest risks during their manufacture. For example barrels for transporting wines and spirits which have undergone a heat treatment during their manufacture. 
The TPFQ recommended to remove the reference to veneer peeler cores from the standard.

The TPFQ considered dunnage to be high risk WPM and more specific guidance should be provided in the standard.

The TPFQ noted that bamboo and plant fibres (e.g. palm) are not covered by the standard (because they are not technically wood) but can have a number of forest pests infesting them. The panel considered a section in the revised standard should address this issue.
There was some discussion on the storage of information on approved treatments. The TPPT would make recommendations on the efficacy of treatments, but the IPPC Secretariat should store such information. The panel asked IFQRG to produce a bibliography of references on efficacy of the approved treatments in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15 plus some explanatory text.
In Annex I of ISPM No. 15, the panel proposed that the methyl bromide treatment should be expressed as concentration time product (CT) over 24 hours at different temperatures, with the schedule adopted by the CPM in 2006 included as an example of how to achieve these CT values.

The TPFQ discussed the list of most significant pests targeted by heat treatment and methyl bromide (Annex 1). The panel considered that it might be appropriate to include the list as an Appendix or simply to refer to it under section 1 of the standard (Basis for regulating), but did not come to a decision on the issue.

The TPFQ noted that there was some confusion whether the symbol used alone was a logo or a mark or whether the symbol plus codes comprises the mark. The IPPC Secretariat was requested to provide legal clarification of this issue.
The TPFQ decided that more clarification was required on marking of treated WPM. The panel also discussed the implications of new technologies for marking, such as plastic labels and non-removable tags, but recognised that further discussion is required before a conclusion can reached.

One of the tasks in specification No. 31 was to prepare supportive information in the form of an appendix providing practical guidance for safe and effective methyl bromide fumigation and to consider whether it was appropriate for the information to be included in ISPM No. 15 or associated with the phytosanitary treatments standard. The TPFQ considered that specific guidance relating to treatments for WPM could be useful for NPPOs. Such guidance in relation to methyl bromide could include: International Marine Safety Rules; a recommendation not to fumigate pallets with goods; and information on minimising methyl bromide use, for example by using re-circulating fans and effective use of tarpaulins etc. The TPFQ requested IFQRG to produce such guidance and submit it to the TPPT for their input. The guidance would then be presented to the TPFQ for further consideration. In addition, the TPFQ would consider providing similar guidance for all other types of treatments adopted in ISPM No.15.
The TPFQ revised many parts of ISPM No. 15 and will continue to work on the revision. In some cases further data is needed and a revised ISPM has not been submitted to the SC, once a revised ISPM is developed it will be submitted to the regular standard setting process.

8. 
Montreal Protocol Session
The SC requested a representative of the Secretariat of the Montreal Protocol should be invited to the TPFQ meeting to discuss strategies for limiting the environmental impact of methyl bromide for wood packaging. Mr Ganem from the Multilateral Fund Secretariat of the Montreal Protocol, Montreal, Canada, participated in the meeting for a half day session. 
The TPFQ explained the purpose of the meeting, the background to technical panels, the TPFQ and IFQRG. Mr Ganem explained the Multilateral Fund and work being done by the parties to the Montreal Protocol to identify quarantine and pre-shipment uses of methyl bromide. The Multilateral Fund was set up to provide funding for developing countries to phase out the use of ozone depleting substances (including methyl bromide) and their replacement with alternatives. Most funding for replacement of use of methyl bromide is for soil and storage applications; it is not allocated for quarantine and pre-shipment uses because these uses are currently exempt from the Montreal Protocol (i.e. not controlled uses). 
Mr Ganem explained the operation of the relevant technical committees set up under the Montreal Protocol. The technical and economic assessment panel (TEAP) report of May 2006 (http://ozone.unep.org/teap/Reports/TEAP_Reports/TEAP-Progress-Report-may2006.pdf) includes a report from a quarantine and pre-shipment task force on the uses of methyl bromide. This will be presented to the open ended working group of the parties to the Montreal Protocol in July 2006. Mr Ganem suggested the IPPC Secretariat attend to inform the parties of the work of the IPPC and to build good working relationships between both organizations. He suggested that the IPPC should not work towards an adjustment of the Montreal Protocol as proposed in the discussion paper presented to CPM-1. Mr Ganem explained that in their area there was often ignorance of the long term savings that could be made by implementing new technology. He considered that an important element in the strategy for using alternatives to methyl bromide for phytosanitary purposes would be to increase awareness of the benefits of using alternatives. He encouraged workshops or bilateral discussions with particular countries, possibly in conjunction with the network of national ozone officers who are responsible for implementing the Montreal Protocol at the national level and who hold regional meetings (once or twice per year).

The TPFQ asked whether the multilateral fund paid for recovery or recycling of methyl bromide, but Mr Ganem informed the panel that where there is developed technology for replacing methyl bromide (i.e. alternative treatments to methyl bromide as soil fumigants and/or for post-harvest fumigation) the fund would not consider any use of methyl bromide as an option. The Montreal Protocol is working towards a complete phase out of controlled uses of methyl bromide. He noted that there had been an increase of use of methyl bromide following the implementation of ISPM No. 15.

The TPFQ considered that the revision of ISPM No. 15 should include a statement encouraging contracting parties to use alternatives to methyl bromide where these were available.

The TPFQ urged a representative from the Montreal Protocol to participate in CPM-2 to propose that active consideration of alternative treatments to methyl bromide should be put on the work programme.
The TPFQ considered it would be useful to invite a representative from the Montreal Protocol to participate in the EWG to be held on strategies for alternatives to methyl bromide. The panel also considered that an explanatory document on heat treatment would be valuable for informing contracting parties. This could include how to build a heat treatment facility and how to oversee and manage it. The TPFQ would ask IFQRG to produce this.

The TPFQ and Mr Ganem considered that the session had provided a useful introduction to the work of each organization and had been a valuable forum for exploring strategies to reduce the use of methyl bromide and to develop alternative treatments. They made a number of recommendations (Annex 2).

9. 
Phytosanitary treatments 

The panel had insufficient time to consider the draft ISPM on phytosanitary treatments, but members will consider the draft and provide comments via their NPPO. 
In discussions on the revision to ISPM No. 15 and the Montreal Protocol session the panel reaffirmed the importance of alternative treatments to methyl bromide for WPM. At their next meeting the panel will consider the criteria for treatments for inclusion in ISPM No. 15 with the bibliography of references on the existing approved treatments to be produced by IFQRG.

10.
Priorities for standards
The TPFQ considered the list of topics and priorities for standards identified at their last meeting and recommended that four topics should be submitted to the SC for adoption in the work programme (Annex 3).

11.
Work programme

The TPFQ agreed a work programme (Annex 4). 

12.
Recommendations for the SC

The following recommendations are proposed to the SC. See the SC May 2007 report for final decisions.
The TPFQ recommended that the SC:

· approve a change to the Ips genus diagnostic protocol to include methods for identification of the most difficult to distinguish species (proposal to be submitted by the TPFQ)
· note the gaps identified by the TPFQ in knowledge on risks of bark associated with WPM and the proposed actions to address these gaps, including the call to NPPOs to survey bark and quarantine pests on WPM and the document to be produced for the next TPFQ meeting
· approve adding alternative treatments to methyl bromide for treatment of wood packaging material explicitly to the IPPC standard-setting work programme as part of the revision of ISPM No. 15
· approve the recommendations of the TPFQ and the representative of the Montreal Protocol produced during the Montreal Protocol session (Annex 2)
· approve the topics and priorities for standards identified by the TPFQ (Annex 3).
13.
Recommendations for IFQRG

The TPFQ:

· passed a paper on the efficacy of heat treatment on Bursaphelenchus xylophilus to the heat treatment subgroup of IFQRG for their consideration
· noted that IFQRG will produce a document outlining scientific knowledge on the size of bark required for pests to complete their life cycle, which will help in identifying the risks from bark
· noted that IFQRG is undertaking a “bark audit” and requested a copy of the conclusions from this audit

· requested IFQRG to draft practical guidelines on best practices for ISPM No. 15 treatments (efficacy, human health and safety and environmental considerations) for consideration by the TPPT by 15 September

· requested IFQRG to produce a bibliography of references on the efficacy of the approved treatments in ISPM No. 15 plus some explanatory text
· requested IFQRG produce an explanatory document on heat treatment, including how to build a heat treatment facility and how to oversee and manage it.

· requested a discussion paper on risks of bark for the next TPFQ meeting as outlined in Annex 1 of this report.
 Annex 1
Research gaps on risks of bark on WPM

Topics for the discussion paper for presentation to TPFQ at their next meeting Coordinator: Eric Allen, Chair IFQRG

1. Incidence of infested bark on treated WPM 

· TPFQ survey (data to be sent to IPPC Secretariat by end of December 2006, IFQRG (Bob Haack) to analyse data by end May 2007)

2. The types of organisms that infest marked (treated) wood with bark 
Sources of data include: the TPFQ survey on bark; interception data, but this is not necessarily from treated WPM (Australia, New Zealand, Chile)); laboratory data on the ability of several organisms to infest treated wood. 

· Survey data to be analysed by Bob Haack by end May 2007 
· interception data to be collated by Marcos Beéche Cisternas (IFQRG members to provide names of experts) by end May 2007 

· IFQRG experimental data to be updated by the bark experiment subgroup (Lee Humble) for the IFQRG meeting in October 2006.
3. Whether insects that infest bark stay with WPM 

Summary of the available information to be written by (to be decided)

4. Risks of different types of WPM 
The TPFQ survey will provide information on current situation. Historical information is available from interception data. If feasible, risks should be identified before and after treatment.
· collation of data and drafting by Edson Iede by end May 2007
5. Time scale of risk – does it change with time? 
Are there different pests with time, does moisture content (drying and rewetting) affect risk? There is limited data available and analysis is needed.
· Thomas Shroeder to coordinate with a Canadian member of the TPFQ.
6. Risks associated with size of bark pieces

IFQRG to draft (survey will provide data, Eric Allen has already agreed to a literature search).
7. Identification of system failures – is it an education issue? 
Analysis of survey data should provide information on this topic 
· Survey data to be analysed by Bob Haack, May 2007
Annex 2
Recommendations from the Montreal Protocol Session
The TPFQ:
1. recommended participation by representatives of the Montreal Protocol (MP) at CPM-2 to state the importance of using alternatives to methyl bromide for Quarantine and Pre-Shipment (QPS) uses and to call for the development of such alternative treatments
2. encouraged IPPC representatives to attend MP workshops (organized by the world wide network of ozone officers) 

3. recommended the IPPC Secretariat attends the open ended working group of the parties to the MP in July to increase the awareness the work of the IPPC and to promote working relationships between the two organizations

4. proposed future workshops on ISPM No. 15 should be targeted to countries with large use of methyl bromide 

5. proposed inclusion of more focus on heat treatment and MP issues at any future workshops on ISPM No. 15

6. proposed an explanatory document(s) should be produced on practical guidelines on heat treatment and the reasons for choosing heat treatment over methyl bromide and requested IFQRG to draft the document
7. encouraged IPPC representation on the TEAP task force for QPS uses of methyl bromide
8. recommended that a representative of the MP should be invited to participate at the EWG on strategies for alternatives to methyl bromide in October 2006
9. encouraged the IPPC and MP secretariats to cooperate and consider development of a memorandum of cooperation

10. decided to add paragraph in the revision of ISPM No. 15 stating that contracting parties are encouraged to use alternatives to methyl bromide where possible

11. encouraged parties to the MP at their annual meeting to develop alternatives to methyl bromide as treatments for WPM

12. encouraged TPFQ members to have informal contacts with members of the task force on QPS uses of methyl bromide to see how both parties can benefit.
Annex 3
Topics and priorities for forest quarantine

	Topic
	Priority 

	ISPM No. 15 treatments as alternatives to methyl bromide 
	Critical

	Pest risks associated with transportation of goods by aircraft
	High 

	International movement of wood
	High

	International movement of forest tree seeds
	High 

	Forestry surveillance 
	Medium 


Annex 4

Work programme TPFQ 2006-7

Updated 16-06-06 by TP members, New York

	2006

	June
	30th TPFQ members to redraft elements of the draft ISPM on debarking and bark free wood and circulate to TPFQ

30th S Sela and E Allen to produce draft letter for Contracting Parties on bark survey

	July
	15th Final agreed proposals for draft ISPM on debarking and bark free wood
15th Corrections to CPM Montreal Protocol document (B Larson and E Ganem)

15th Report to be produced 

15th Comments on the draft letter on bark survey to S Sela

	Aug
	9th IPPC Secretariat – send bark survey request to Contracting Parties

15th discussion papers on forestry risks form plants for planting for consideration by EWG 
30th deadline for TPFQ members to send comments to their NPPO for country comments on draft ISPM on debarking and bark free wood
31st revisions to priority submissions (info on air cargo pests and pests of tree seed) to G Wolff
31st TPFQ members to make contact with TEAP task force members

	Sept
	15th Request IFQRG to draft practical guidelines on best practices for ISPM 15 treatments (efficacy, human health and safety and environmental considerations) for consideration by the TPPT

30th All TPFQ members to review specification for the TPFQ - comments to G Wolff
30th Submission of proposal on Ips spp. diagnostic protocol for the SC (G. Wolff)

	Oct
	2-6 IFQRG meeting

	Nov
	6-10 SC meeting – G Wolff to raise concerns about work programmes of TPs

	Dec
	Papers for CPM to update CPs on bark survey and Montreal Protocol discussions (B Larson)

	2007

	Jan
	31st Document on criteria for evaluation of treatments for ISPM 15 (M Ormsby & E Allen) to TPFQ

	Feb
	

	Mar
	26-30th CPM

	April
	

	May
	31st data on risks associated with bark to E Allen

31st completion of ISPM 15 drafting: 

Gift boxes and commodities with wooden boxes (all to consider)

Annex I – table (M Ormsby)

Examples of marks (S Sela)

Steward to check for consistency (G Wolff)

TPFQ to consult colleagues about the proposed changes to repair, remanufacture (all to consider)

Appendix on good practice in applying ISPM No. 15 treatments (TPPT comments)

	June
	1st editorial changes for ISPM 15 draft completed

15th collated document on risks associated with bark to TPFQ 

	July
	1st week TPFQ meeting, 

Agenda: 

          Debarking discussion

          Revision of ISPM 15

          Criteria for evaluating efficacy of treatments for inclusion in ISPM 15
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