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Report Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine Meeting

13 – 17 July 2009

 Nanjing, China

____________________________________________________________________

Executive Summary of the Report

Agenda Item 3, Update on other bodies - the panel was made aware of a FAO Department of Forestry initiative to draft a guide on the international standards for phytosanitary measures (ISPMs). The intent of the guide is to simplify the standards for use in collaboration between forestry professionals and national plant protection organizations. 
The Panel requested the International Forest Quarantine Research Group (IFQRG) to assist in answering a number of scientific questions related to heat treatment of wood; the efficacy of mechanical measures in managing the risks of pests of wood; publication of technical phytosanitary information; etc. 

Agenda item 5, Update from Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) – members of the TPFQ recognized the difficulty that some treatment developers were having in meeting ISPM no. 28. Members felt that more prescriptive guidance regarding the expectations of the TPPT in evaluating a submission would avoid delays in recommendations of approval of submissions by the panel.
The panel members also noted information indicating sulfuryl fluoride, a treatment submitted for consideration for inclusion in ISPM No. 15 may be a greenhouse gas.

Agenda item 6.1, ISPM No. 15 related issues – treatment – the panel reviewed a paper submitted by Japan recommending changes to the guidance provided in ISPM No. 15 for undertaking treatments with methyl bromide (MBr). The panel felt that two of the three proposed changes (a formula for calculating CT products and guidance on dealing with treatment failures) were useful but are better suited in an explanatory document rather than in the standard. The panel did not feel that the third suggestion to remove guidance contained in the standard related to loading was appropriate. 
The panel also noted that there is some scientific literature suggesting that the standard for heat treatment may be insufficient to kill some pests most notably Agrilus planipennis, the emerald ash borer. The panel proposed that the IFQRG should investigate the issue of thermo-tolerance of some organisms and report whether changes to the technical requirements for ISPM No. 15 heat treatment should be proposed.
Agenda item 6.2, Guidance to NPPOs for implementation of the revised ISPM No. 15 – although the Secretariat noted that resources are limited in supporting the development and publication of explanatory documents, the panel felt that an explanatory document is a critical need in assisting NPPOs in the implementation of the revised ISPM No. 15 particularly in relation to guidance on appropriate procedures for the approved treatments. 
Agenda item 6.4, Criteria for the treatments included in ISPM No. 15 – The panel adjusted the Criteria in response to directions provided by the SC. The panel decided to retain the requirement for final efficacy testing at the Probit 9 level (99.9968% efficacy when 100000 individuals are tested). It was felt that confidence in the treatment can only be guaranteed, if testing is sufficient to statistically prove that the tolerant species is killed to at the Probit 9 level. However, the panel also felt that greater analysis of the criteria by the IFQRG could assist in clarifying the relevance of the specifications. 
Agenda item 8, Work to the development of a standard on reducing the phytosanitary risks in the international movement of seeds of forest tree species - the panel considered the scope of the standard and proposed that the scope be revised to include all tree seed that may carry regulated pests that pose a risk to forests and are intended for propagation and use in urban, commercial and natural forests. The Panel felt that scope should exclude seed primarily used for fruit production; the seeds of species that are primarily propagated vegetatively or the seeds of weed species. 

Agenda item 11, Date and location of next meeting - The panel proposed to meet from 28 June - 2 July 2010 at a location that facilitates the inclusion of tree seed experts (e.g. Denmark or Thailand)
Recommendations for the Standards Committee 

The SC is invited to:

· note the work being undertaken by the FAO Department of Forestry in developing a guide for foresters to aid in the implementation of ISPMs.

· consider the necessity of additional prescriptive guidance (e.g. checklists, questions and answers, etc.) which permits treatment developers to more easily meet the requirements of ISPM No. 28. 

· consider the necessity of further evaluation of sulfuryl fluoride as a treatment for wood packaging in light of scientific information suggesting that the treatment may be a greenhouse gas.
· approve the proposal resulting from the TPFQ’s consideration of a paper on methyl bromide presented to CPM-4:

· that information regarding a formula for calculating CT products during methyl bromide treatment and written procedures for dealing with partial treatment failures should be included in an explanatory document, and; 
· that guidance included in ISPM No. 15 on loading prior to conducting treatments is essential and should not be removed as proposed in the paper.
· note that the TPFQ has requested the IFQRG to consider and provide technical responses to a number of scientific issues.
· approve, as a critical need in supporting the implementation of ISPM No. 15 (2009), the development of an explanatory document which addresses:

· methyl bromide guidance (including a proposed formula for calculating CT products and guidance on dealing with partial treatment failures); 

· heat treatment guidance, and; 

· clarification of  procedures in achieving implementation of the standard 
· recommend to the CPM, the addition of the revision of  ISPM No. 15 to the work programme to address:

· the need for a link between the standard and any explanatory document developed, and;
· revision of the text of Annex 2 to remove conflicting information regarding the duration of methyl bromide treatment.

· approve the criteria for evaluating treatments for ISPM No. 15 which will be submitted by the Secretariat .
· approve the draft standard on the management of phytosanitary risks in the international movement of wood and the criteria for evaluating treatments for wood.
· approve the change proposed by the TPFQ to the scope of  the proposed standard on the international movement of seed of forest species 
· note the work programme of the TPFQ (see Annex 4 of the Report of the TPFQ meeting, July, 2009).

Report of the Meeting
Background

The Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine (TPFQ) met in Nanjing, China from July 13-17, 2009. The panel focussed on the tasks prescribed in its specification and assigned by the Standards Committee (SC).    

1.
Introduction and welcome

The TPFQ was welcomed to Nanjing, China by the steward of the panel. In addition to the members of the TPFQ, the meeting was also attended by two scientists representing the host country and host organization. A list of participants is presented in Annex 1. 
Members of the panel introduced themselves, providing a brief overview of expertise relevant to the work of the TPFQ. The Secretariat noted that some of the member’s national work in forestry could be of use to other panels. For example, the work being done on the “Barcode of Life” project by some members could be of use to the Technical Panel on Diagnostic Protocols. The members were requested to provide further information of their work during the meeting, so that if appropriate the information could be noted by the Secretariat and passed on to other panels. 

The Secretariat provided an overview of the TPFQ, the goals of the meeting and the role of participants. The Secretariat emphasized that panel members represent all members of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) and should therefore provide fair and balanced input that is representative of all countries. Members should avoid presenting regional or national positions. The Secretariat noted that invited experts of are important in assisting on the particular tasks of the panel. These additional participants are given opportunity to understand and to contribute to a part of the process of standard setting. 

Following the Secretariat’s overview Mr. Greg Wolff was elected as chair. Mr. Mike Ormsby was elected as rapporteur. 

2. Agenda

The agenda was adjusted and adopted as presented in Annex 2.  Documents listed in Annex 3 were used by the panel during its meeting.

3. 
Updates

3.1 
Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM-4, April 2009)
The Secretariat reported on the discussions and outcomes of the fourth session of the CPM. The Secretariat reported that Ozone Secretariat is attempting to collect better data on methyl bromide (MBr) used for quarantine purposes. The Chair pointed out that the retention of treatment codes within ISPM No. 15, Regulation of wood packaging material in international trade may assist in gauging general MBr usage in relation to the treatment of wood packaging material.  In addition, it was suggested that treatment codes may prove useful in determining if resistance to a specific treatment is developing among a species or group of pests. 
The Secretariat reported on the adoption of ISPM No. 15 and specific guidance provided by CPM in relation to further work on the standard. The CPM instructed the TPFQ to further clarify the criteria for the inclusion of treatments in ISPM No. 15. The CPM also agreed to some specific statements related to the development of the criteria for treatments. This guidance should be considered carefully by the TPFQ in relation to further development of the criteria and the proposed standard on the international movement of wood.  The CPM noted that treatment criteria would be needed before a call for wood treatments could be made.  The “revision” of ISPM No. 15 would remain on the work programme to allow the treatment criteria and guidance to be developed.
The Secretariat also provided an update on the magnitude of the task involved in registering the symbol associated with the ISPM No. 15 mark. Registration of the symbol is becoming both costly and substantially resource intensive. The SPTA has requested that the Secretariat undertake a study of the continued value of registration. A draft version of terms of reference for the hiring of a contractor to review the usefulness of continued registration has been developed and provided to Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) legal department for review.
3.2
Standards Committee (SC) (May 2009)

The Secretariat provided an update on the work of the SC. The SC has made slight changes to several specifications related to the TPFQ, including the task of considering an environmental impacts statement when developing standards. 
The Secretariat also put out several calls for topics, treatments and for new Technical Panel members. Although some members of the CPM were of the opinion that the work programme should be reduced, several other members encouraged continuing with the calls and as result these were adopted within the work programme. The Secretariat pointed out that having these calls continues to support a five year work plan of the Secretariat. Although the topics may not be worked on immediately, as Panels and expert working groups become available to work on these new issues, specifications are more likely to be ready. Such planning is more in keeping with a stable work programme. 

The Secretariat also pointed out that the SC had provided guidance regarding the criteria for treatments for wood packaging material. The Chair pointed out the key points in relation to Appendix 7 of the SC report “ISPM No. 15 criteria for treatments – guidance to the TPFQ”.  

3.3
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Department of Forestry, 

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) Department of Forestry is developing a guide to support in the implementation of ISPMs in forestry. The guide will use simple text and definitions common to both foresters and national plant protection organizations (NPPOs) to explain the principles in the application of phytosanitary policy and good plant health practices to encourage forestry managers to participate in and assist in the implementation of ISPMs.  The guide is being developed by an international group of phytosanitary and forest research experts. It will provide forestry specific information on how ISPMs can be incorporated into forestry work. A process to have the guide vetted through the forestry community and by NPPOs is being developed by FAO Department of Forestry with support from the IPPC Secretariat. The intent is to have the guide adopted during the next Committee of Forestry Organizations (COFO) in October 2010. Further information on the guide and the work of FAO Department of Forestry is posted at: www.fao.org/forestry/56879/en/
3.4
International Forest Quarantine Research Group
The Chair of the International Forest Quarantine Research Group (IFQRG) indicated that the upcoming IFQRG meeting will focus on scientific reporting of issues central to international phytosanitary policy. The group will present more scientific information rather than review national positions on specific phytosanitary issues as has been sometimes the case in the past. 

The panel noted the usefulness of IFQRG in developing and co-ordinating research that supports the development of International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs). The panel encouraged the Chair of IFQRG to ensure that IFQRG is a truly international organization by increasing the geographic representation of its membership, particularly to include more of those from developing countries. 

The members of the panel raised the issue that the some of the discussions of past IFQRG meetings have been focussed on specific industrial or national issues. The members noted that the IFQRG had set its mandate in support of international phytosanitary standard setting and as such, should focus on research issues important to the development of international standards. The panel also advocated that the IFQRG should avoid becoming a sounding board or advocacy for commercial issues. 

The next meeting of the IFQRG is planned for September 14 – 17, 2009. A number of TPFQ members planned on participating. A number of items requiring scientific input from the IFQRG were requested by panel during the meeting and are recorded within the panel’s work programme (Annex 4).

4. 
Report of 2008 Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine meeting 

The Chair reviewed the work programme contained in the 2008 TPFQ report with the panel members. A few incomplete assignments were identified and these were moved to the 2009-2010 work programme. Members were reminded to review the work programme regularly and make every effort to complete tasks on time. 
Most of the incomplete tasks were those related to Specification 47 Reducing pest risks in the international movement of seeds of forest tree seeds. Information related to the trade in seed is not readily available and as such the task was not completed. The International Seed Trade Association was contacted but was unable to provide useful trade or plant health information.  This lack of data does create difficulty in determining the extent of the issue; however the panel suggested NPPOs have reported the movement of tree seed and have intercepted pests on the seed. Some region information on pests of tree seeds is in Spanish and summaries in English have been developed. 

The task to produce a technical document supporting physical treatment measures for managing wood pests (such as debarking, chipping, sawing, etc.) was retained and moved to the 2009-2010 work programme. 
5. 
Report of 2008 Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments meeting
The Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) reviewed draft criteria for the treatment of wood and the treatment of wood packaging material which had been produced by the TPFQ in 2008. The TPPT did not provide any comments with regards top the documents. 

The TPPT also reviewed submissions for treatments to be included in ISPM No. 15 and concluded that the information provided by the various submitters was insufficient to accept any of the submissions. Two specific papers were provided to the submitters to be used to guide them in developing data in support of these treatments meeting the requirements for phytosanitary treatments established in ISPM No. 28 (2009) Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests. The guidance provided was believed to allow the submitters to complete the necessary research in support of their submissions relatively quickly. 

Some members of the TPFQ felt that the TPPT should provide prescriptive information regarding the TPPT’s expectations for submissions for treatments. Such prescriptive information, such as checklists, questions and answers, etc. would allow submitters to follow a more streamlined process in obtaining providing technical data. However, it was argued that providing such information may call into question the impartiality of the TPPT when subsequently assessing a submission against ISPM No. 28, if the provider followed the prescriptive guidance provided; but the treatment failed to be adopted by CPM. However, it was also suggested that an independent body such as IFQRG could develop appropriate guidance and technical support for treatment testing.

One of the chemicals seeking approval under ISPM No. 28, sulfuryl fluoride has been reported by several chemists as being a potential greenhouse gas. The Secretariat indicated that it would further investigate this potential problem with sulfuryl fluoride and report to the TPFQ.  

6. ISPM No. 15 related issues

The Chair reviewed the changes made to the draft version of ISPM No. 15 developed by the panel in 2007. The revised standard was adopted at CPM 4 in 2009. A number of changes had been made between drafting and adoption for a number of reasons and these were explained to the panel. The Chair noted that there was significant debate at CPM regarding the proposed provisions for the repair and remanufacture of wood packaging material. The resulting text in the adopted standard was significantly different from that proposed by the TPFQ. The panel members indicated that the tolerances proposed for requiring differing standards for repair versus remanufacture will be difficult to police given the volumes of wood packaging material being repaired in facilities. It was also noted that importing NPPOs may not be able to determine if individual units comply with the criteria for repair once multiple marks begin to appear on units. Additional complexities may be introduced once some facilities begin removing previous certification marks from units. The panel concluded that guidance should be provided in an explanatory document to encourage exporting NPPOs to focus attention on verifying general compliance with the repairing and remanufacturing specifications (e.g. verification of volumes of treated wood used, measured against volumes of packaging units repaired, etc.) rather than the actions of importing NPPOs determining compliance.  It was commented that Bursaphelenchus xylophilis (pinewood nematode) is known to have moved from wood to wood without a vector. Also B. mucronatus, which is a close relative of pinewood nematode, and has a similar biology, has been noted to move between pallets without vector assistance. Such movement creates greater complexity in identifying non-compliance where multiple marks appear on repaired material. Although such non-compliance is possible, these are not likely to occur in great numbers and NPPOs should be encouraged to consider theses complexities before reporting non-compliances to exporting NPPOs.

The adopted standard requires treatment codes as was the case in the former standard adopted in 2003, although the panel had proposed the removal of these codes during drafting. In further consideration, it was noted that the inclusion of treatment codes may facilitate to some extent tracking of MBr use in accordance with measures being proposed under the Montreal Protocol in regards to reporting requirements for the use of MBr for quarantine and pre-shipment uses. 

6.1 Treatment

6.1.1 Concerns raised at CPM-4 regarding methyl bromide treatment in ISPM No. 15. 
The panel reviewed the document provided to CPM-4 by Japan regarding three potential changes to the guidance on application procedures for MBr provided in Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15. The paper suggested: 

· including a specific formula for calculating the CT products; 

· a specification for extra time required for treatment should the treatment fail to achieve the prescribed parameters in 24 hours 

· the removal of guidance related to loading. 

The panel noted that when the example provided in Table 2 of Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15 is used in the formula proposed by Japan for calculating CT products, the resulting CT product is different from what is specified and required in Table 1 of the Annex. Since the CT products during treatment applications must meet those specified in Table 1, any formula used for calculating the products must result in answers is consistent with the requirements in the Annex. The Panel agreed that having access to a formula to determine CT products during fumigation applications would be seen as useful by treatment providers or NPPOs. The panel however felt that such information is better placed in an explanatory document rather than included in the standard. The panel also suggested that since the standard includes an example of the application of CT products as specified in Table 2 of the Annex, additional guidance in the way of a formula is not required. A small group was tasked with developing appropriate text for the explanatory document.
The panel noted that there have been reports that the ISPM No. 15 explanatory document is difficult to locate on the International Phytosanitary Portal (IPP). Several members reported that countries were unaware of the existence of an ISPM No. 15 explanatory document. The Secretariat reported that the IPP was being updated to permit greater visibility of these types of documents. The Panel also suggested that the addition if text was added to the standard indicating the location of an explanatory document it may allow NPPOs easier access to this additional guidance. The Panel suggested that although work in revising the standard is not specified on the work programme, the addition of a link from the standard to the explanatory document should be considered for future addition to the work programme.
It was noted that an increase in the treatment time of the schedule to accommodate a reduction in MBr concentration at the end of treatment, as proposed by the second suggestion, may result in changes to efficacy that have not yet been sufficiently studied. However without some flexibility, a treatment provider would be required to re-run the entire treatment should the MBr quantity decrease slightly below the CT products prescribed in Table 1. Such a requirement was perceived to be excessive. The standard also appears to include contradictory statements regarding the potential for applicators to extend of the schedule time beyond that which is prescribed in the Annex. At the end of the first paragraph of Annex 1, the text suggests that treatment may be extended beyond the 24 hour period. However the first sentence of the paragraph indicates that the treatment should not be extended beyond 24 hours. The Panel agreed that the text should be reworded to remove the contradiction and to address the practicalities of a situation where a treatment may fail to achieve the appropriate CT products, but is not required to be restarted from the beginning of the schedule.  

The panel considered the third change proposed by the Japanese paper. The suggestion to remove guidance regarding loading may result in misconceptions by treatment providers that 100% loading may be appropriate. Such loading would result in poor application of the fumigant. Although unnecessary, as indicated in the Japanese paper, the existing text provides appropriate guidance and may ensure an equivalent understanding by all parties involved in the treatment and certification process of the treatment parameters. 

The panel also noted that an FAO manual of fumigation is posted at http://www.fao.org/inpho/content/documents/vlibrary/ad416e/TopFrameset.htm. The manual may serve as a useful guide for the explanation of how to conduct an effective fumigation. When updating the explanatory document, the author should consider linking to the manual. FAO should also be requested to update the manual. 
6.1.2 Questions regarding the suitability of 56(C for a minimum of 30 minutes for certain wood inhabiting insects

Two documents were reviewed by the panel related to the efficacy of heat treatment in killing all organisms. The documents showed that some individuals within a population of Agrilus planipennis, the emerald ash borer (EAB) may survive the process of heat treatment specified in ISPM No. 15. It was also pointed out that some testing in China has shown that some individuals in populations of pinewood nematode in wood can also survive ISPM No. 15 heat treatment. One participant noted that a Chinese paper suggested that the current standard of 56(C for a minimum of 30 minutes was insufficient to ensure killing of all individuals of Bursaphelenchus xylophilus, pinewood nematode.  The panel noted that the standard does not argue that the treatments are effective in killing all individual pests, but rather reducing the risk to an acceptable level. The panel concluded that although some individuals may survive, these surviving organisms are unlikely to be sufficiently fit to reproduce. Such considerations should be further studied. Additionally, since heat treatment is measured throughout the profile of the wood including the core, treatment temperatures at the surface of the wood are much higher and certainly sufficient to kill EAB where it occurs generally at the surface of the wood. The inclusion of treatment codes in the ISPM No. 15 certification mark also allows for the examination of the efficacy of the two treatments over time. 
The panel suggested that IFQRG should consider the information in relation to EAB tolerance of heat and undertake further analysis. Should new data become available that indicates a failure of the ISPM No. 15 treatments, the information should be analysed by the panel and if appropriate new technical standards proposed. 
6.1.3 Heat treatment appendix in ISPM No. 15 
The panel reviewed the proposed text for an appendix to be added to ISPM No. 15 regarding guidance on the procedures for carrying out heat treatment.  Members commented that the wording of the proposed appendix reviewed by the panel contained a list of minimal requirements which may interpreted by treatment providers as being the sole elements required in operating a kiln which undertakes heat treatment. However, panel members felt that the unique conditions of each operation necessitate that additional requirements may be required to ensure effective treatment.  The panel agreed that any guidance should contain directions to certifying NPPOs to consider the unique nature of treatment chambers and prescribe additional requirements as necessary to guarantee efficacy of treatment.  

The panel suggested that the IFQRG should be asked to conduct an analysis of the types of processes used in heat treatment (e.g. conventional kilns, radio-frequency, etc; types of temperature measuring systems; approaches for treatments; etc.). Such an analysis may assist in broadening the guidance that could be included in an appendix. 

Members suggested that at the very minimum the Appendix should prescribe that at least 2 temperature monitoring sensors should be present in any heat chamber to ensure that there is always an ability to verify that the sensors are operating effectively. 

The panel agreed that a small working group should correspond by email to finalize the draft of the appendix and then circulate for TPFQ review.

6.2 Guidance to NPPOs for implementation of the revised ISPM No. 15

The panel considered the issues identified in the agenda and suggested that the panel members should provide comments to the author of the original explanatory document for inclusion in a re-drafting of the explanatory document. Once a draft has been developed the panel agreed t will then further review and provide comments.

6.3 Development of a questionnaire of NPPOs regarding the implementation of the revised standard

The Secretariat indicated that a small survey to determine information related to the implementation of ISPM No. 15 was being developed for publication on and obtaining feedback through the International Phytosanitary Portal. The panel was requested to consider what information should be collected in this regard. The panel suggested that the following information should be included in the survey:

· Whether the country has implemented ISPM No. 15, which version of the standard is being applied and under which version;

· Details regarding the country mark and perhaps an example of the mark;

· Any requirements in addition to those specified in ISPM No. 15;

· Links to legislation (this may not be easy to obtain from all NPPOs and may dissuade NPPOs from responding to a query for information);

· Some information could be separated from public accessibility;

The Chair of IFQRG indicated that during the implementation of ISPM No. 15 in 2003, IFQRG provided a moderated list serve to respond to enquiries from industry and NPPOs related to implementation.. With the implementation of the revised standard, it is unlikely that there will a substantial amount of requests for clarification. The panel suggested that a process should be developed to address enquiries which include an opportunity for panel members to input into responses. 

6.4 Criteria for the treatments included in ISPM No. 15

The panel reviewed the draft criteria for treatments to be added to ISPM No. 15 in light of guidance provided by the SC. The panel noted that the SC had requested that the panel reconsider the pest list in light of fact that wood packaging material is now required to be debarked. The panel agreed that it may not be necessary to test treatments for efficacy against all bark beetles. However some beetles are present below the bark and the Criteria should include a requirement to test these species.
The SC questioned the necessity of testing treatments against termites and carpenter ants, since these are likely to enter wood after treatment. Although termites and carpenter ants may infest wood after treatment, it is also likely that infestations may be present prior to treatment and as such treatment submissions should demonstrate an efficacy in killing these pests. 

The panel reviewed the necessity for criteria which includes testing at least one organism (the most resistant/tolerant) at an efficacy level of Probit 9. Probit 9 is a statistical standard in which testing verifies that 99.9968 percent of the pests are killed in a test of at least 100,000 individuals. Such a test was not seen as practical for all wood pests. It was noted however that the proposed criterion should be representative of all organisms that may occur in wood and as such the testing of one organism at Probit 9 provides reasonable confidence that all quarantine organisms may be killed. Although Probit 9 may not be required for every wood inhabiting species (some which occur in small numbers for example), to provide confidence that the treatment is effective across a broad range of organisms, testing at a level that is reflective of the most frequently occurring organisms in wood would be needed to provide adequate confidence. 

Members noted that since the criteria specifies the determination of the most tolerant species, it may not be possible to both identify the most tolerant and then obtain sufficient numbers to test at Probit 9 levels; given that wood can contain a multitude of pest organisms and that wide array of wood species move in trade. Regardless, it was felt that confidence in the treatment can only be obtained if testing sufficiently proves that tolerant species are killed in an efficacious manner. 

The panel also considered the potential for limited level testing of tolerance, then based upon the most tolerant organism testing efficacy against that organism at an efficacy level representative of organism frequency in wood. It was concluded that using smaller numbers of test individuals than is required by Probit 9 and extrapolating the mortality curve for the organism to Probit 9 achieves the same result as was done when heat treatment was tested for efficacy against pinewood nematode in the 1990s. Further examination of the feasibility of Probit 9 testing should be considered by the IFQRG.

The statistical relationships noted in the text of the criteria for “determining the efficacy against the target test species” were reviewed by the panel as requested by the SC. The panel noted that the statistics in the section were developed by experts who were involved in the establishment of the of the heat treatment specification for pinewood nematode and as such represent appropriate examples. The relationships were not changed.

The panel also reviewed the need for a decision-tree diagram as an appendix to the text as requested by the SC. The panel concluded that the text should be changed to reflect a step-wise process as proposed by the SC rather than the current flow-chart process. The need for a diagram is therefore less and as such the diagram was removed.

A paper was presented on the appropriate procedures for testing nematodes during treatment development. The panel agreed that the document was very useful for NPPOs in conducting testing for pinewood nematode during treatment. The panel recognized that the IFQRG may be an important to review and publish these papers, thereby making them more available to NPPOs. The Chair of IFQRG indicated that apublication process would be considered at the next IFQRG meeting. FAO may also be able to provide a mechanism for the publication of such documents. Several similar documents have been published by FAO Department of Forestry. The TPFQ agreed to review the paper in the inter-session and to provide specific technical comments to the author. 

7. 
Work under Specification No. 46: Management of phytosanitary risks in the international movement of wood 
The panel reviewed the existing text drafted by the steward and suggested a number of changes that were incorporated into the document. Notably, the panel agreed that the information contained in a table regarding practical measures that may be applied to manage pest risks should be converted to text so that more complete guidance on the information could be provided.

The panel noted that much of the technical support on the risks associated with the movement of wood internationally is more thoroughly examined in a paper being drafted by several Canadian scientists. The paper provides justification that the volumes of wood moving in trade can pose a risk for the movement of pests. Referencing the paper in the proposed ISPM may provide clarity regarding the basis of regulation. The Secretariat was not immediately aware of a method to reference such information but would review Secretariat procedures and report back to the TPFQ.

The panel noted that the specification had requested that the panel provide guidance on testing methods for wood. The panel was not aware of much testing being done for wood commodities. Most certification of wood products is done based upon inspection.  

The panel also considered providing guidance on methods for verifying treatments. Most treatments applied to wood can not be confirmed following treatment application.  Appropriate guidance regarding oversight of the certification processes and inspection for pests are the only means of confirming compliance with requirements.

The panel reviewed the risk profile for wood chips and noted that commercial specifications for wood chips do not generally correspond with the plant health understanding of wood chips posing minimal or reduced pest risks. For example, some commercial standards permit very large chip sizes that may present a significant risk of moving wood pests. Quarantine standards do not generally prescribe minimum tolerances for chip size and as such some products which may be referred to as wood chips, wood waste, etc. may still pose quarantine risks. End-use of the chips may additionally reduce or eliminate risks. The panel requested that the IFQRG review and provide clarification on the risks of wood chips moving internationally. 

8. Work under Specification No. 47: Reducing phytosanitary risks in the international movement of seeds of forest tree species 
The panel reviewed the specification and the tasks assigned. 

An analysis of imports of forest tree seed into the European Union (EU) suggests that although the value of imports is relatively unimportant, the volume of forest tree seeds being imported into the EU is quite substantial representing in some cases millions of individual plants. A participant reported that China has detected several fungi associated with forest tree seed imports. As such a standard that would provide guidance to manage risks is considered warranted.

The Chair reminded the panel that the SC had suggested considering whether the scope should include ornamental tree seed in addition to forest tree seed.  Several members suggested that the scope of the standard may become too broad if an ornamental seed is to be included. The breath of expertise required to effectively consider ornamental seed is also substantial. The panel suggested that instead the scope should consider the potential pest impacts related to the movement of tree seed. If it is the goal of the standard to protect forestry and/or the environment, then the scope should focus on the movement of those seeds that may result in impacts to these particular areas. A panel member noted that all of the introductions of Fusarium sp. may be attributed to movement of ornamental as well as forest tree seed.  The panel had some difficulty in reaching agreement on the scope of the standard as some felt the scope should be specific to a list of seeds; others that the scope should be narrowed to seeds related to commercial forests only and still others that consideration should be given to regulating broadly tree seed that may impact forests in general. Ultimately, the panel agreed to retain a scope that is somewhat broader than that which is proposed in the Specification. The members suggested that the scope include: 

· Those tree seeds that may carry regulated pests of risk to forests and are intended for propagation and use in urban, commercial and natural forests. 
· The scope does not include: seeds that are primarily used for fruit production; the seeds of species that are primarily propagated vegetatively or weed seeds.

· A list of tree seeds commonly considered to be forest species would be included in Annex.

The panel then considered the structure of the standard. The panel proposed that the standard should consider the climatic zones from which the seed originates.  Within each of these broad areas the standard could then provide guidance on the pre-harvest, harvest and post-harvest measures that manage the pests of concern and provide guidance on the efficacy of these measures. The panel suggested that FAO experts have already carefully considered the potential pest species and may be able to provide advice on these.  

The panel agreed to review existing literature for the pest groups and to identify relevant approaches in managing the risks. The work was apportioned amongst members and is listed in the work programme.

9. Discussion on new topics for IPPC work programme (steward)

The Chair indicated that he had drafted a specification regarding biological control in forestry. The panel reviewed the proposed specification. A member suggested that the specification should be very narrow in characterizing the scope of biological control agents to be considered by the panel given the debate undertaken regarding the scope of the proposed forest tree seed standard. He suggested that the definition of the pests to be considered in the standard should be clearly identified. The panel agreed that the development of a submission in response to the call for topics was appropriate. In addition the panel heard that both Canada and Chile were to submit similar requests regarding biological control in forestry. 

The TPFQ members proposed the submission of a topic on the risks associated with the international movement of bamboo.  A member agreed to draft a submission regarding the topic in response to the Secretariat’s call for topics. 

It was suggested that in the future the TPFQ should also consider the topic of on-line trading of plants and organisms and the movement of goods with passengers moving internationally. The panel agreed to consider these topics more thoroughly during the next meeting and members agreed to obtain preliminary information on the extent of the problem. 

The panel also reviewed a paper discussing the potential movement of invasive organisms on passenger aircraft. 

10. Work programme for 2009 – 2010

The panel drafted a work programme as appended as Annex 4. 

11. Date and location of next meeting

The panel proposed to meet from 28 June - 2 July 2010. The panel suggested that the meeting should facilitate the inclusion of experts related to forest tree seed and suggested that having a meeting in Denmark or Thailand would be favourable in accessing experts at centres of expertise in tree seeds. The Secretariat agreed to consider these locations, but also to consider other sites that may enhance regional participation from other geographic areas as well. 

12. Other business

A member noted that there was a work programme item that requested the identification of expertise to support the development of a diagnostic protocol on Ips spp. the TPFQ agreed to collaborate by e-mail to finalize a list of experts which may be provided to Steward. 

13. Field trip

The steward arranged a field trip to a wood packaging facility near Nanjing, China. The field trip occurred on July 15th. The panel members visited Chinese wood packaging certification operations where facility employees and regulatory authorities demonstrated production practices adopted in compliance with the standards prescribed in ISPM No. 15. The field trip was well received by panel members and the Secretariat.
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2009 Meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine
13 – 17 July 2009

Mandarin Garden Hotel, Nanjing, China
Tentative daily schedule: 08:30-12:30 and 13:30-17:00

Meeting opens Monday, 13 July 2009 at 10:00

PROVISIONAL AGENDA 

	agenda item
	document

	1. Opening of the meeting

· Local arrangements (Host)
· Background on the TPFQ (IPPC Secretariat)
· Roles of participants (IPPC Secretariat)
· Introduction of new steward for TPFQ (steward, IPPC Secretariat)
· Election of meeting chair
	2009-TPFQ-04 

2009-TPFQ-03

	2. Adoption of the agenda (Chair)

· Agenda

· Documents list 
	2009-TPFQ-01

2009-TPFQ-02 

	3. Update on other bodies  (steward & IPPC Secretariat) 
	

	3.1 Outcomes of the third session of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM-4, April 2009)

· Update on Revision of ISPM No. 15 (steward, IPPC Secretariat)

· Guidance by the CPM regarding the criteria for the evaluation of treatments for ISPM No. 15

· Outcome of  the statement regarding impact on biodiversity and environment proposed for ISPM No. 15

· Status of the registration of the ISPM No. 15 symbol 
	2009-TPFQ-16

2009-TPFQ-40

	3.2 Discussions and guidance from the Standards Committee (SC) (May 2009)

· Guidance by the SC regarding the criteria for the evaluation of treatments for ISPM No. 15
· Revision of Specification No. 4 (Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

· Additional guidance provided by SC regarding statements on biodiversity and environment
	2009-TPFQ-17

	3.3 Update on related activities of the Forestry Department, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
	2009-TPFQ-25

	3.4 Update on IFQRG
	

	4. Report of 2008 TPFQ meeting (steward, all)

· Review of 2008-2009 Work programme
	2009-TPFQ-05

	5. Update from TPPT (Mike Ormsby)

· Status of new ISPM No. 15 treatments

· Comments arising from the TPPT’s review of TPFQ’s Criteria for ISPM No. 15 treatments
	2009-TPFQ-24

	6. ISPM No. 15 related issues (IPPC Secretariat):
	2009-TPFQ-21

	
6.1 Treatment:

· Heat treatment appendix in ISPM No. 15 
· Japanese guidance for adjustments to methyl bromide treatment 
· Questions regarding the suitability of 56C/30min for certain wood inhabiting insects
	2009-TPFQ-23

2009-TPFQ-42

2009-TPFQ-22

2009-TPFQ-43

2009-TPFQ-44



	
6.2 Guidance to NPPOs for implementation of the revised ISPM No. 15

· Identification of compliance with bark requirements

· Uniformity in import requirements related to the identification of pests (e.g., saprophytic fungi, etc.)

· Procedures for inspection (identification of repaired vs. remanufactured pallets)
· Marking of wood packaging material
	2009-TPFQ-06 

2009-TPFQ-26

	
6.3 Development of a questionnaire of NPPOs regarding the implementation of the revised standard
	2009-TPFQ-38

	
6.4 Criteria for the treatments included in ISPM No. 15
	2009-TPFQ-37

2009-TPFQ-39

	7. 
Work under Specification No. 46: Management of phytosanitary risks in the international movement of wood (steward, IPPC Secretariat)

· Sampling and inspection methodologies for commodity types

· Technical protocol for testing nematodes

· Gap analysis/scientific justification of measures 

· Finalization of the standard

· Criteria for treatments 
	2009-TPFQ-07 

2009-TPFQ-06 

2009-TPFQ-14

2009-TPFQ-15

2009-TPFQ-45

2009-TPFQ-47



	8. Work under Specification No. 47: Reducing phytosanitary risks in the international movement of seeds of forest tree species (steward, Secretariat)

· Identification of risks

· Scope of trade

· Potential methods for risk mitigation

· Completion of drafting of the standard
	2009-TPFQ-08

2009-TPFQ-09 

2009-TPFQ-10

2009-TPFQ-11

2009-TPFQ-12

2009-TPFQ-18

2009-TPFQ-19

2009-TPFQ- 27

2009-TPFQ- 28

2009-TPFQ- 29

2009-TPFQ- 30

2009-TPFQ- 31

2009-TPFQ- 32

2009-TPFQ- 33

2009-TPFQ- 34

2009-TPFQ- 35

2009-TPFQ- 36

	9. Discussion on new topics for IPPC work programme (steward)

· TPFQ comments regarding movement of forestry pests associated with air transportation

· Draft specification on the use of biological controls in forestry
	2009-TPFQ -13

2009-TPFQ-20 

2009-TPFQ-41

	10. Work programme for 2009 - 2010
	2009-TPFQ-26

	11. Date and location of next meeting
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	8
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	8
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	6.4
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	6.3
	Proposed questionnaire to national plant protection organisations
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	2009-TPFQ-39 Rev.1
	6.4
	Testing protocol for testing nematodes during treatment development
	13 July 2009

	2009-TPFQ-40
	6.4
	Issues Associated with Technical Standards (Diagnostic Protocols and Phytosanitary Treatments)
	17 July 2009

	2009-TPFQ-41
	9
	Submission form for IPPC standard setting work programme topics
	17 July 2009

	2009-TPFQ-42
	6.1
	Minimum Standards in Achieving Heat Treated Wood


	17 July 2009

	2009-TPFQ-43
	6.1
	High Temperature tolerance of the Emerald Ash Borer Agrilus planipennis 
	17 July 2009

	2009-TPFQ-44
	6.1
	Effects of Chipping, Grinding, and Heat on Survival of Emerald Ash Borer, Agrilus planipennis (Coleoptera: Buprestidae), in Chips
	17 July 2009

	2009-TPFQ-45
	7
	Treatment Criteria for the Movement of Wood in International Trade
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	6.1
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Work programme TPFQ 2009-2010

	2009

	July 2009
	
	

	13-17 
	Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine, Nanjing, China
	All

	20-25 
	Pine Wilt Symposium, Nanjing, China
	

	20 
	TPFQ members to ensure their regional workshops to review draft ISPMs are aware of FAO Forestry guide (presentation is posted on IPP). Secretariat has provided the presentation to most regions where they have workshops; but COSAVE, EPPO and NAPPO have not workshops, so very important 
	Allen

Beeche

Iede

Schroeder

Magnusson

	20 
	Secretariat to continue to work on how to present technical information on the IPP, both official and not official.
	Secretariat



	20 
	Draft submission of topics for biological control and bamboo to be sent to TPFQ for review.
	Matsui and Wolff

	20 
	Submit to Secretariat an example of the operation of the treatment criteria 
	Ormsby

	22 
	Forward Sulfuryl fluoride paper regarding its impact as a greenhouse gas to Secretariat. 
	Ormsby

	29 
	Comments on bicontrol/bamboo back to Wang/Matsui
	All

	31 
	Eric to provide references on existing scientific information on chip size from IFQRG discussions to Secretariat
	Allen

	31 
	Deadline for submissions to call for topics
	

	31 
	Comments regarding ISPM No. 15 Questionnaire to Secretariat. 


	All



	
	Secretariat to incorporate survey form into IPP.
	Secretariat

	31 
	Secretariat to send out information to SC and TPFQ on the development plan for the Forestry guide focusing on IPPC involvement.
	Secretariat

	August 2009
	
	

	1 
	Comments on IPP questionnaire data for information on ISPM No. 15 implementation and for data to be pulled into a ISPM No 15 implementation global summary.
	All

	10 
	Provide comments to Magnusson regarding PWN paper
	All

	14 
	Develop a technical document supporting the measures in the wood standard (debarking, bark freedom, chipping [both size and processing], sawing, water storage, drying). 

TPFQ consultation on research needs should be forwarded to the Chair of IFQRG. 
	Ormsby

	14 
	Last day for adding agenda items to IFQRG. 

Questions proposed by TPFQ to IFQRG:

· Investigate the validity of heat treatment at 56(C/ 30 mins given the information regarding EAB 

· Ability to publish scientific/technical documents in support of quarantine processes and procedures 

· Cost-benefit analysis of increasing the temperature required for heat treatment 

· Summary of risks associated with chips transferring pinewood nematode to living trees without a vector (related to end-use being a limiting factor)

· Define chip size that would significantly reduce pest risk (e.g. less than 6mm in 2 dimensions) and consider current industrial practices and chip size (less than 3 cm in 2 dimensions)

· Summary of scientific information regarding modified atmosphere as a measure for wood (such as water storage, plastic wrapping logs). 

· Summary of scientific information regarding water spraying as a measure to protect against pest infestation.
	Allen

	15 
	Forward draft WP treatment criteria to TPFQ
	Wolff 

	15 
	Forward draft wood treatment criteria to Wolff
	Ormsby 

	15 
	Outstanding comments or input to the draft ISPM on International movement of wood to be provided to Greg Wolff.
	All

	15 
	Request IFQRG to develop a report scoping out the costs and benefits of implementing ISPM No. 15 internationally. Secretariat to check with FAO to assist with the study.
	Allen/Secretariat

	24 
	All scientific papers must be submitted to IFQRG
	All

	31 
	Draft TPFQ report from Nanjing meeting to TPFQ members
	Secretariat

	September 2009
	
	

	7 
	Investigate status of Sulfuryl fluoride with other UN organizations.
	Secretariat

	7
	Provide comments related to identification of compliance with bark requirements; Identification of compliance with bark requirements; uniformity in import requirements related to the identification of pests (e.g., saprophytic fungi, etc.); procedures for inspection (identification of repaired vs. remanufactured pallets) and marking of wood packaging material 
	All

	10 
	Provide paper regarding PWN sampling to IFQRG
	Magnusson

	11 
	TPFQ report finalized and posted on the IPP
	Secretariat

	10 
	Forward TPPT review of FAO fumigation manual to TPFQ
	Ormsby

	10 
	Develop and send to TPFQ a process for answering questions related to the implementation of ISPM No. 15 for posting on IPP. 
	Ormsby

	11 
	Comments on the TPFQ Nanjing report back to Secretariat
	All

	14-18 
	International Forest Quarantine Research Group (IFQRG) (Rome, Italy)
	All

	20 
	Revise HT best practices for ISPM No. 15 based on TPFQ meeting and circulate to panel for comments. 
	Secretariat

Schroeder



	20 
	Contact ISTA regarding quality controls, certification processes, trade data, and assistance in helping to identify the types of data that is required for establishing the standard.
	Schroeder

	October 2009
	
	

	18-23 
	World Forestry Congress, Buenos Aires, Argentina
	Secretariat

	20 
	In light of Japan comments on Annex 1 of ISPM No. 15:

· TPFQ to provide comments on FAO fumigation manual including comments provided by the TPPT review of the manual 
· Fumigation guidance on CT product calculations that could be added to the explanatory document to determine the type of recommendation that should be made to the SC to state that it provides useful guidance for ISPM No. 15 to be included in ISPM No. 15 when criteria and 
All comments to be forwarded to Wolff  for review then to Wang for presentation to SC.
	All

	25 
	Deadline for SC discussion papers


	

	25 
	Request SC to consider CT explanatory document to address Japan concerns for wood packaging material
	Wang

	30 
	Comments from TPFQ to Wolff regarding Treatment criteria for wood packaging material
	All

	30 
	Complete revision of the explanatory document for ISPM No. 15  
	Sela

	November 2009
	
	

	1 
	Revised  draft ISPM on International movement of wood and wood treatment criteria (one standard)
	Wolff

	1 
	HT best practices document completed and forward to TPFQ members for review.
	Wolff

	9-13 
	SC (Rome)
	

	15 
	Last comments to be forwarded to Greg Wolff regarding draft ISPM on International movement of wood 
	All

	December 2009
	
	

	1 
	Wood standard and wood treatment criteria to go to be provided to Secretariat
	Wolff

	1 
	Review existing ISPMs and formulate a structure for the proposed standard for forest tree seed and coordinate by email the initial drafting of the standard.
	Wang

	1 
	Deadline for submission of CPM-5 (2010) discussion papers to Secretariat
	

	1 
	Wood packaging material treatment criteria; HT best practices for wood packaging material and proposed amendments to ISPM No. 15 (i.e. FAO Fumigation manual and the problem with extending over 24hrs) to forwarded to the Secretariat
	Wolff


	2010

	January 2010 
	
	

	8 
	Deadline for submission of draft ISPMs to Secretariat for editing for May 2010 SC 
	

	8 
	Determine the extent to which forest tree seeds (kg.) are traded internationally (last 10 years) by the countries/regions represented by TPFQ members 
	All

	8
	Check on FAO data on forest seed trade
	Secretariat

	8
	Format for chapters provided to the TPFQ
	Secretariat

	8
	Collect data related to forest tree seed information based upon the broad outline (pest groups, harvest period, climatic zones) 


[image: image1]
	All

	15 
	Conduct a literature review of methods of collecting seeds the good and bad methods - Post-harvest elements.
	Allen/

Schroeder

	February 2010
	
	

	01 
	Stakeholder consultation begins on FAO Forestry guide
	All

	March 2010
	
	

	15
	Chapters of forest tree seed standard drafted as identified above and submitted to Secretariat for consultation with Wang.  Wang to begin compilation into draft standard/Secretariat to support.
	All

	15
	TPFQ to identify missing gaps related to forest seed standard and notify the Secretariat so that expertise required could be requested for the 2010 TPFQ meeting
	All

	15 
	Deadline for submission of discussion papers to the Secretariat for the May 2009 meeting of the SC
	

	20
	TPFQ chooses expert
	All

	22-26 
	CPM-5 (Rome, Italy)
	

	April 2010
	
	

	23
	Letters of invitation to identified experts to invite to the meeting
	

	26-30 
	Standards Committee (Rome, Italy)
	

	May 2010
	
	

	3-7 
	SC-7 (Rome, Italy)
	

	June 2010
	
	

	11 
	Deadline for posting documents for the TPFQ meeting
	All


	28 June - 2 July 
	Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine
	All

	July 2010
	
	

	26-30 
	Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (Tokyo, Japan)
	

	
	
	


Pest group�
Panel Member Responsible�
�
Insects (seed borne and seed transmitted)�
Iede lead, Beeche support�
�
Nematodes (seed borne)�
Magnusson lead�
�
Fungi  (seed borne and seed transmitted)�
Schroeder lead, Allen support�
�
Bacteria (seed borne and seed transmitted)�
Matsui lead, Allen support�
�
Virus (seed borne)�
Ormsby lead�
�
Phytoplasmas (seed borne)�
Ormsby lead�
�
Weed seed, cover debris and pests transmitted (ISTA)�
Schroeder lead�
�
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