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Expert working group on alternatives to methyl bromide
30 October - 3 November 2006

Orlando, USA
1.
Background

The topic was introduced into the work programme by ICPM-6 (2004) and the specification (No. 16) was approved by the Standards Committee (SC) in April 2004.

Technical Panel for Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT), at it’s first (2004) and second (2005) meetings had developed a draft ISPM on methyl bromide alternatives. This was presented to the SC in November 2006. The SC decided to hold an expert working group (EWG) meeting on this topic.

The first meeting of the EWG on alternatives to methyl bromide, hosted by the USA and organized by the North American Plant Protection Organization (NAPPO), was held from 30 October to 3 November 2006.
2.
Opening of the meeting
The EWG was welcomed to Orlando, Florida by Mr. Paul Hornby, State Plant Health Director for the state of Florida. In his remarks, he presented an overview of the state of agriculture in Florida and the risk from invasive species. Mr. Hornby listed various invasive pests presently established in Florida. He also noted that there were eradication and preventative release programmes for some of these invasives, such as the Mediterranean fruit fly, Pink hibiscus mealy bug and Citrus greening. Some invasives are beyond eradication (i.e. citrus canker) and are being managed. There are many other invasives in the Caribbean that pose a high risk for introduction and establishment in the United States. A safeguarding system is being employed to reduce the offshore risk rather than waiting for the pest to appear in the USA. The components of these programmes include prevention, port of entry measures, pest detection, eradication and control. Issues impacting the management of these pests of plants include trade, tourism, increasing approach rates of invasives, natural disasters (i.e. hurricanes, fire, etc.), public policy and an increased usage of methyl bromide (in the port of Miami alone, nearly 45 million pounds are being used annually). He wished the group of experts well as they helped provide guidance to NPPOs on the use of methyl bromide while balancing the need to reduce the use with the need to control pests.
Introduction of expert working group members and other meeting participants

Seven experts attended the meeting: Mr. Wang Yuejin (China), Mr. Christoph Reichmuth (Germany), Mr. Tetsuo Ogita (Japan), Mr. Mohammad Ridzuan (Malaysia), Mr. Ken Glassey (New Zealand), Mr. Scott Wood (USA) and Mr. Jose de Mesa (UNDP-Montreal Protocol). The meeting was also attended by the Mr. Ringolds Arnitis (Steward-Latvia), Ms. Julie Aliaga (USA-Host), Mr. Larry Zettler (USA-Rapporteur) and Mr. Brent Larson (IPPC Secretariat). Mr. Steve Cote (Assistant Steward - Canada) was unable to attend. The participants list is presented in Appendix 3.
EWG members introduced themselves and provided a short biographical relating to their expertise.

Mr. Scott Wood (USA) was elected Chair for this EWG meeting.
Overview of the IPPC

The IPPC Secretariat presented an overview of the IPPC and how Technical Panels and EWGs interact. A question regarding the absence of experts with industry expertise on the EWG was raised. It was explained that national or regional plant protection organizations submit nominations for EWG members and the guidelines for EWG nominations do not preclude an NPPO or RPPO from nominating an expert from industry. Additionally, as the NPPO is the contact point for information exchange, industry concerns could be channelled through their NPPO and/or their representative attending the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) meeting. Furthermore, most NPPOs welcome comments on draft ISPMs from their stakeholders during the member consultation period.
3.
General points of discussion
Several papers were presented and discussed by the group (Appendix 1). The initial discussion centred on the direction the EWG should take in complying with the scope as outlined in Specification No.16, which tasked the EWG to develop a guidance document, not a standard, to provide the framework for the consideration of the development of a specification for a standard on alternatives to methyl bromide. It was felt that the specification was outdated as it had not been revised after the Technical Panel for Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) had developed a draft ISPM on methyl bromide alternatives. The EWG realized that some of the tasks remained to be completed. The EWG decided to develop three types of text:
1. Points to be considered on the use of methyl bromide for phytosanitary purposes in order to update the “Recommendation on the future of methyl bromide for phytosanitary purposes” (adopted at ICPM-5 (2003)). It was noted that this text should indicate that plant health regulators are trying to eliminate methyl bromide as a quarantine treatment but, until there is a viable alternative available, every effort possible should be made to reduce or eliminate emissions of methyl bromide. This information may be used by the Secretariat in updating the recommendation (Appendix 2).
2. A draft ISPM that outlines strategies for NPPOs on how to reduce and/or eliminate methyl bromide usage when possible. It was noted that the TPPT developed a draft ISPM on methyl bromide alternatives that provided guidelines for developing alternatives to methyl bromide use. The EWG used the TPPT document as a basis for developing a draft ISPM on this topic.

3. A list of alternative phytosanitary treatments to reduce or replace methyl bromide. This document would be presented in tabular form and would list 15 broad categories of commodity and/or regulated product that may currently be treated with methyl bromide fumigation and provide potential alternative treatments to methyl bromide for each category. A requisite condition for entry in this list is that each alternative must have been registered and used in at least one country.
4.
Specific points of discussion
The EWG discussed several issues in relation to the scope and content of the three documents they were developing. A synopsis of these discussion issues follows.
Use of methyl bromide for phytosanitary purposes
It was noted, in reference to the discussion paper on the Cooperation between the IPPC and Montreal Protocol, that the mandate of the Montreal Protocol is to phase out methyl bromide production. The mandate of the IPPC, however, is to protect plant health, which relies heavily on the use of methyl bromide. Until there are acceptable alternatives to methyl bromide available, plant health regulators are dependent on methyl bromide for quarantine purposes. Nevertheless, the EWG felt it was a responsibility of regulators to reduce or eliminate methyl bromide use where appropriate. This could be done by identifying alternatives, identifying areas where no alternatives exist, implementing known alternatives, fostering the development of new treatments, and reducing emissions through recapture technologies. Emissions control is a new concept; it holds that while some uses of methyl bromide are necessary, there may be areas where emissions may be reduced through new technologies which allows methyl bromide to be used  without destroying the ozone layer.

The EWG felt that emissions reduction is more practical than implementing a total phase-out. Many fumigations are conducted by NPPOs or under their supervision and the documentation processes are well outlined. An oversight role for recovery technology could easily fall to the NPPO. Recapture and recovery technology is proven to work but refinements and adjustments of scope are necessary in some instances. Some countries (i.e. New Zealand and the United States) have mandated recapture and recovery technologies already. This strategy could quickly be implemented, likely faster than getting a new chemical through the regulatory process of registration.

Acceptance and implementation of methyl bromide alternatives
The world is beginning to change in its efforts to eliminate methyl bromide usage. For example, many new heat treatment facilities are being built in response to ISPM No.15 as some countries are preferring to use heat treatment instead of methyl bromide fumigation. However, until suitable alternatives exist, plant health regulatory officials remain dependent upon the exemption of methyl bromide for quarantine uses.

Recycle and recapture technology for methyl bromide use is not likely to be implemented voluntarily until there are economic incentives available that will foster implementation. Policies of the Montreal Protocol and CPM need to encourage reduction of methyl bromide emissions to the atmosphere through reduction, recapture and reuse. Since there is no limit on the amount of methyl bromide that may be used for quarantine purposes, there are no provisions or allowances for credits for having utilized recapture technology based on the amount of methyl bromide emissions eliminated (recaptured). In terms of the Montreal Protocol: 

“Production means the amount of controlled substances produced minus the amount destroyed by technologies to be approved by the parties. The amount recycled and reused is not to be considered as production”.
This philosophy is valid for chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) but it has not been realized with methyl bromide. Thus, there is a need for a formal method of approving recycle and recapture technology (as it is not yet approved by the Montreal Protocol) and a mechanism for crediting methyl bromide destruction so that the base allotment of allowed quantity for each member country would not be reduced. Actually, recapture technology is the most attractive methyl bromide alternative available because it protects the ozone layer as well as plant health. 
Separation of quarantine uses from pre-shipment uses of methyl bromide
The Montreal Protocol requires parties to report methyl bromide usage under the quarantine and pre-shipment (QPS) exemption. The exemption includes quarantine treatments and pre-shipment treatments. However, because the pre-shipment component normally constitutes non-quarantine use, the EWG discussed whether it should be excluded from consideration and whether the EWG needs to provide guidance to NPPOs on this. It was noted that the EWG should avoid creating new definitions and use the definitions given by the Montreal Protocol and the IPPC so that quarantine and pre-shipment components are considered in a similar way. The EWG agreed that it should not separate the components and all QPS uses of methyl bromide should fall within the scope of the draft ISPM. Further, as it is likely that the QPS exemption will continue for at least 10 more years and the imposition of QPS caps or quotas is not likely to occur in that time, the need to increase efficacy of methyl bromide treatments should be emphasised, and re-containment, recapture, and destruction technologies should be considered where appropriate. 

Collection and reporting of QPS usage data
The EWG noted that QPS usage data reported to the Parties to the Montreal Protocol through the Ozone Officer do not necessarily reflect an accurate picture of worldwide QPS usage of methyl bromide. The EWG discussed whether it should develop guidelines on how to collect and report accurate and detailed usage data.
The IPPC needs some measure by which it can judge progress in its reductions in QPS usage with alternative treatments and there was disagreement within the EWG on how this could be accomplished. Collection methods are different in each country, difficult to do in many, not done in others, and poor at best when conducted. Much of the usage is based on estimates only. There is no standardized method or procedure that provides for accurate reporting of methyl bromide use under the QPS exemption. The EWG decided to provide some guidance in the draft ISPM on the type of data collected. As the Ozone Officer is responsible for collecting annual data on methyl bromide usage and the NPPO normally has better access to QPS data, it was noted that there will need to be a larger effort in liaison, coordination, and cooperation between the Ozone Officer and the NPPO. It was agreed that NPPOs should be encouraged to provide QPS usage information, where available, upon request from the Ozone Officer.

The EWG decided to draft an ISPM that would encourage NPPOs to develop a national or regional strategy that will help them reduce the use of methyl bromide for phytosanitary purposes and/or reduce emissions of methyl bromide. The draft would highlight the necessity of recording quarantine use of methyl bromide and outlined the data requirements. In addition the draft would emphasise the need to not only reduce the use of methyl bromide but to also reduce the emissions to the atmosphere of methyl bromide. In some cases the EWG recommended to completely replace the use of methyl bromide.

5.
Development of draft text
The EWG discussions resulted in the preparation of recommendations to the IPPC Secretariat for updating the “Recommendation on the future of methyl bromide for phytosanitary purposes” (adopted at ICPM-5 (2003)).
The EWG developed a draft ISPM and proposed it be entitled Guidelines for developing a strategy to reduce or replace the use of methyl bromide for phytosanitary purposes and incorporated a table that lists the phytosanitary treatments that may be used to reduce or replace methyl bromide This draft ISPM will be presented to the Standards Committee in May 2007.

6.
Close
The IPPC Secretariat thanked the hosts for organizing the logistical aspects of the meeting and the experts were thanked for their participation in the meeting and input into the productive discussions.
Appendix 1

Alternatives to methyl bromide
Expert working group

30 October – 3 November 2006

Orlando, USA

DOCUMENTS LIST

	Document number
	Agenda item
	Title
	Date posted / distributed

	01
	4
	Agenda
	04-10-2006

	02 Rev 02
	5
	Documents list
	24-10-2006

	03
	6
	Participants list
	04-10-2006

	04
	2
	Local information
	04-10-2006

	05
	9
	Specification No. 16: Alternatives to methyl bromide
	04-10-2006

	06
	10
	Report of the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (August 2005)
	04-10-2006

	07
	10
	Draft ISPM: Guidelines for alternatives to methyl bromide
	04-10-2006

	08
	10
	Montreal Protocol - Assistance to developing countries
	04-10-2006

	09
	10
	Report of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine (June 2006)
	04-10-2006

	10
	10
	Draft decision proposed by the European Community on cooperation with the IPPC on quarantine and pre-shipment methyl bromide alternatives
	04-10-2006

	11
	10
	Discussion paper: Alternatives to methyl bromide
	04-10-2006

	12
	10
	Briefing paper for the meeting of the Expert Working Group on Specification No. 16
	13-10-2006

	13
	10
	Australian national methyl bromide response strategy: Part 2 - Quarantine and pre-shipment uses
	13-10-2006

	14
	10
	Estimated quarantine use of methyl bromide in the United States
	13-10-2006

	15
	10
	Results of an international survey on quarantine and pre-shipment use of methyl bromide
	13-10-2006

	16
	10
	Montreal Protocol: Report of the technology and economic assessment panel (for reference)
	13-10-2006

	17
	10
	Reducing Methyl Bromide QPS Emissions

Discussion Paper by K.LGlassey 19.10.06
	24-10-2006

	18
	10
	Ozone gas to control Thrips and Mealybugs
	24-10-2006

	19
	10
	Quarantine and Pre-Shipment Definitions according to the Montreal Protocol - José de Mesa
	24-10-2006


Appendix 2

EWG’s recommendations to the IPPC Secretariat for updating the
“Recommendation on the future of methyl bromide for phytosanitary purposes” (adopted at ICPM-5 (2003)

The EWG identified the following points to be considered in updating the recommendations on the future of methyl bromide for phytosanitary purposes adopted at ICPM-5 (2003):
-
note that there are technical alternatives available for many phytosanitary measures that use methyl bromide. The EWG also noted that it is especially difficult to replace methyl bromide in some types of treatments (e.g. treatment of logs that require quarantine treatment at port of entry).

-
the EWG recognizes that the highest priority of the Montreal Protocol is to protect the Ozone layer. The majority of countries want to protect the Ozone layer while protecting plant health.
-
there is an urgent need for information that it is believed that NPPOs already have, such as where methyl bromide is used and what treatments exist that are alternatives for methyl bromide
-
that NPPOs are the focal point for assessing in which cases a proposed alternative to methyl bromide is best suited
-
data on treatments that are alternatives to methyl bromide should be submitted in response to the call for treatment data. This data would then be reviewed by the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments and possibly be proposed as a new treatment for inclusion in ISPMs.

-
NPPOs should be educated on the methyl bromide phase out programme
-
NPPO should evaluate quarantine actions and those actions should be prioritized to eliminate the use of methyl bromide or reduce the frequency and dose of the applications
-
importing countries should consider additional measures to methyl bromide which would also include taking into account a systems approach
-
importing countries should consider immediately processing some products to manage the pest risk rather than ordering a treatment with methyl bromide
-
importing NPPOs should follow ISPM No. 13 (Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action) and notify the exporting NPPO when a shipment is not in compliance to avoid the possible double treatment of the consignment with methyl bromide
-
consider the use of electronic data to enable NPPOs to gather reliable data and communicate viable alternatives to methyl bromide to exporting countries
-
encourage NPPOs to collect electronic information on all treatments including the quantity of chemicals used in kilograms along with dosages applied
-
request the CPM to coordinate with the Montreal Protocol Task Force to encourage NPPOs to supply information on methyl bromide usage and alternatives. 

-
ask contracting parties to intensify the collaboration with their Ozone Officer in the collection of data on methyl bromide usage
-
seek methods to supply funding to help developing countries with the collection of data on alternatives to methyl bromide.

-
identify which are the major export commodities that require methyl bromide usage for quarantine purposes and prioritize research into alternative treatments to methyl bromide in these areas.
-
reduce the loss of methyl bromide into the atmosphere through the use of new technologies such as gas recovery.
-
provide guidance on the necessity for emergency action fumigation and on alternative phytosanitary measures to methyl bromide based on a more accurate knowledge of the pests concerned.

-
improve linkages between the IPPC Secretariat and technical bodies operating under the Montreal Protocol in order to obtain greater understanding of the work being done in both bodies and communicate phytosanitary concerns arising through reduced or lost availability of methyl bromide.

-
communicate details of the essential phytosanitary uses of methyl bromide to other relevant agencies and interest groups.
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