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Report Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine Meeting, Moscow, Russia
02-06 July 2007
______________________________________________________________________________________

1.
Introduction and welcome
The technical panel on forest quarantine (TPFQ) were welcomed to Moscow by Mr. Anton Gninenko on behalf of Mr. Sergei Dankvert, the Head of the Federal Service for Veterinary and Phytosanitary Surveillance of the Ministry of Agriculture of Russia. 
The IPPC Secretariat reminded the TPFQ of their role and the main expectations from the meeting, which were to finish the revision of ISPM No. 15 (Guidelines for regulating wood packaging material in international trade), to consider the criteria to be used to review treatment submissions for inclusion in ISPM No. 15 and to discuss the draft ISPM on debarked and bark-free wood. The TPFQ were informed of the financial difficulties of the IPPC, which could affect funding for future meetings. The IPPC Secretariat was investigating the possibility of sponsorship for the TPFQ. Meetings would not be held if further research was required in order to resolve technical issues.
Mr. Shane Sela was elected as chair. 
2.
Report of 2006 meeting, update on Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) and Standards Committee (SC) meetings
The TPFQ were informed about the outcomes of the CPM and SC meetings. The draft supplement to ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms) on debarked and bark-free wood had been recommended for adoption, but CPM had been unable to agree on the content and format of the text, so the draft ISPM had been returned to the SC for further consideration. After modification, the SC had sent it for member consultation as a supplement to the Glossary (ISPM No. 5) and had requested the TPFQ to review the draft and make recommendations for the SC to consider at their meeting in November 2007.
3.
Update from the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) meeting
At their meeting in December 2006, the TPPT had reviewed treatment submissions, but ISPM No. 15 treatments had not been evaluated fully, partly because they were not presented in accordance with the requirements in the draft ISPM on phytosanitary treatments (which is no longer a draft and has been adopted in March 2007 as ISPM No. 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests)). The TPFQ noted that at the time of submission to the TPPT the requirements for ISPM No. 15 treatments were not clearly defined and the formatting problems may have been due to the fact that ISPM No. 28 was still a draft ISPM at the time treatments had been submitted. The TPPT had recommended 14 irradiation treatments to the SC for the fast track process. 

The TPFQ were reminded of the relationship between the TPPT and TPFQ in the evaluation of treatments for inclusion in ISPM No. 15. The TPFQ will provide the criteria against which proposed ISPM No. 15 treatments will be evaluated, that being the target pests and the level(s) of efficacy required (section 5.3). Once the criteria and level of efficacy is decided by the TPFQ, they would also decide whether such treatments should be recommended for inclusion in ISPM No. 15 based on their practical use. The final stage would have the TPPT evaluate the treatment submissions to ensure the data supported the targeted efficacy.
4.
Report from the International Forest Quarantine Research Group (IFQRG)
The chair of IFQRG made a presentation on behalf of IFQRG and covered the major achievements during 2006. The TPFQ was reminded that IFQRG was an independent research group, which included approximately 50 representatives from the research community, industry and government policy makers from approximately 20 countries. New areas for research included: how to determine whether the presence of a pest after treatment was linked to a failed treatment or infestation after treatment; development of methods for treatment efficacy verification and standard testing protocols; and risks of forestry pests associated with plants for planting.
The TPFQ were informed of the progress in tasks that the TPFQ had requested IFQRG to work on. Most would be covered during the meeting, but the following were noted:
1. Authors of a paper from China on heat treatment, showing evidence that 56oC/30 mins is not sufficient to kill pine wood nematode, had been asked to submit the paper for peer review.
2. Guidelines on best practices for existing treatments (heat treatment and methyl bromide fumigation) were being developed and will include information on safety and best practice from several countries.
3. Bibliographies on methyl bromide fumigation and heat treatment were being produced. 
4. An explanatory document on building heat treatment facilities was being produced.
5. An assessment of risks of bark had been presented in attachment 1 of the report of the IFQRG meeting in October 2006.

The chair of IFQRG requested the TPFQ to send comments on which IFQRG activities were most useful and to provide guidance to make their work more effective.
5.
Actions from the previous meeting 
5.1
Provision of guidance for the Technical Panel on Diagnostic Protocols (TPDP) on Ips diagnostic protocol

The TPFQ considered that it would be impractical to develop a diagnostic protocol (DP) for all Ips species and proposed that the DP should focus on identification of the genus and those species that are most commonly intercepted and that are regulated or recommended for regulation by NPPOs and RPPOs. The TPFQ reviewed a document on Ips species associated with imported wood packaging material (WPM) based on interceptions in Chile before and after the implementation of ISPM No. 15 and recommended this should form the basis of a list of species to be covered by the DP. Members of the TPFQ agreed to consider which Ips species they felt should be included in the DP and send their recommendations to the chair of IFQRG. The TPFQ requested IFQRG to produce a priority list of Ips species for the DP based on interceptions, TPFQ recommendations and lists of regulated pests and send it to the IPPC Secretariat by 31 August 2007. This list would be then forwarded to TPDP for their consideration at their meeting in September 2007. 
IFQRG were also asked to ensure relevant experts in Ips species identification are nominated through NPPOs in the current call for experts. 
The TPFQ considered that the Ips DP could require further research and the chair of IFQRG informed the TPFQ that he had been contacted by researchers in Eastern Europe who had informed him that the cost of research in Eastern Europe was quite reasonable. The chair of IFQRG suggested this could be discussed at the next meeting of IFQRG.

5.2
Topics and priorities for standards
The steward of the TPFQ pointed out that he would have an impossible task if he had to deal with more than one draft ISPM proceeding through consultation in the same period. Members of the TPFQ volunteered to act as potential alternative stewards for the topics of forestry concern on the IPPC work programme (Annex 3) should this situation arise (i.e. Mr. Wolff will remain identified as steward for all TPFQ standards, and the potential alternatives will assume their role only if other standards for which Mr. Wolff is steward are proceeding through consultation at the same time). If this situation does not arise, these individuals may be called on to provide technical support to Mr. Wolff once each standard proceeds through consultation and when comments are processed. The TPFQ steward will propose the stewards to the SC at their meeting in November 2007. He will also draft specifications for the ISPMs in consultation with the proposed stewards and then circulate the drafts to the TPFQ in September 2007 before submission to the SC in November.
The TPFQ reviewed the priorities of the topics adopted on the IPPC work programme and agreed that the priorities had not changed. In discussing the topic on international movement of forest tree seed, the TPFQ noted there had been examples of introduction of pests with forest seeds and the International Plant Genetic Resource Institute (IPGRI)/Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) guidelines on the movement of seeds (including Pinus seeds) did not cover many forest tree species. In discussing the topic of forestry surveillance, the TPFQ considered that it may not be necessary to produce a stand alone ISPM on the topic, but rather a specific annex to ISPM No. 6 could be developed for each individual pest species. One task in the specification for this topic will be to make a recommendation on the format of the document (stand alone ISPM or specific annexes). 
The TPFQ noted that the CPM Bureau had considered “Pest risks associated with aircraft” to be a conceptual standard. In order to be adopted in the IPPC work programme, this topic should be proposed in response to the 2007 call for topics and priorities for standards. Canada will propose the topic and the TPFQ steward will circulate the proposal form to TPFQ members so they may also propose it through their NPPOs. The TPFQ considered other topics for the 2007 call and other issues of importance to forest quarantine. The TPFQ agreed 3 new topics and identified members of the panel to propose them through their NPPOs (Annex 3).
5.3
Criteria for evaluating ISPM No 15 treatments

The TPFQ discussed the criteria required for ISPM No. 15 treatments, including which pest species and/or pest groups should be tested and the efficacy of the treatments. The TPFQ also discussed what criteria should be considered when evaluating the ISPM No. 15 treatment submissions using microwaves and sulfuryl fluoride (section 6 of this report). The TPFQ identified the following issues:
· WPM was affected by a large number of factors (wood type, humidity of wood, temperature, size of remaining bark etc.), which would influence the testing requirements for new treatments.
· A very large number of pest species are potentially associated with WPM, including fungi, nematodes, wood borers, bark beetles and long horned beetles.
· In many cases NPPOs, companies and research institutes do not have access to certain pests for testing, due to the fact that some pest species are quarantine pests and may not be authorized to be imported even for testing purposes.
· Different life stages of pests would be present and could have different resistance to treatments.
· In some cases, full information might not be available on the resistance of pest species/stages to different treatments (especially new treatments).
· Data on the efficacy of adopted treatments (heat treatment and methyl bromide) were not available for all the pests or pest groups listed in Annex I of ISPM No. 15 for comparison with new treatments. 
· Although a treatment efficacy of 0.999968 mortality (similar to probit 9) may have been demonstrated for heat treatment against pine wood nematode, for many other pests it would not be possible to find sufficient individuals to be able to test at this level and setting such stringent criteria for all pests may be inappropriate.
The TPFQ recognized that a requirement in ISPM No. 28 was the necessity to state the efficacy of treatments against specified pests. The TPFQ noted that a possible solution for WPM was to select indicator species from more or less homogeneous groups of pests for testing treatments. This was already done for biowaste and compost (e.g. tomato seeds, Tobacco mosaic virus). An additional requirement was the necessity to determine the most resistant life stage of the pest (that would be present in the WPM). Within ISPM No. 28 extrapolation is possible, provided evidence is provided to justify this.
The TPFQ discussed a proposal to subdivide pests associated with WPM into the following groups:

1. Cerambycidae/Buprestidae/Siricidae/Cossidae
2. Scolytidae/Platypodidae/Curculionidae
3. Anobiidae/Bostrichidae/Lictydae/Isoptera

4. fungi (wood stain fungi and Heterobasidion)

5. pine wood nematode
The TPFQ recognized that the group 3 (Anobiidae/Bostrichidae/Lictydae/Isoptera) was treatment sensitive but could be hitchhikers and/or can infest treated wood. Their presence in marked WPM cannot necessarily be a sign of failure, or non-application, of the treatment. TPFQ decided to remove Isoptera from the target pests under the ISPM No. 15 as pests of old/dry wood but to keep the rest of the group because some could damage live plants (e.g. Bostrychids lack the enzyme cellulase and so they have to make use of starch and sugars in the wood; they are consequently unable to infest seasoned timber directly). 
The TPFQ discussed the issue of statistical threshold levels for efficacy of treatments and felt the need to consult statisticians and IFQRG on this matter. The TPFQ recognized that requirements for the new treatments should be consistent with requirements for the existing treatments and preferred to develop general guidelines rather than detailed guidance for individual pests. 

The TPFQ agreed:
· Testing should be done on “indicator organisms” representing homogeneous groups of pests and “critical organisms”. 
· Large scale testing should be done on the most resistant life stage and pests to the treatment, for example thermal tolerant pests for heat treatments, methyl bromide tolerant pests for methyl bromide treatments.
· Treatments should be tested for efficacy against fungi, but should not address post harvest colonists. 
The TPFQ agreed to complete the work on this issue by email in order to agree the pest groups, the critical parameters to be addressed during testing and the level of efficacy required for a treatment which may be included in ISPM No. 15 (Draft version 3, 16 October 2007, presented in Annex 4). 
The TPFQ considered the urgency for new treatments as alternatives to methyl bromide and considered the possibility that new treatments could be evaluated with reference to the original criteria presented in section 3.1 of ISPM No 15. They recommended that treatments submitted prior to adoption of the revision to ISPM No. 15 should be evaluated as described in section 6.2 of this report.

6.
ISPM No 15 treatment submissions
6.1
Microwave and sulfuryl fluoride treatment submissions

Two treatments were considered, the use of microwaves and sulfuryl fluoride. Submissions for these treatments had previously been submitted to the TPPT meeting in December 2006 and revised prior to submission to the TPFQ. The TPFQ noted that there was a call for treatment submissions for ISPM No. 15 treatments, with a closing date of 15th September 2007. Presentations were made on each of these treatment submissions.
Microwave

Research had been done in Europe (Italy) and in the USA (Pennsylvania) to investigate the efficacy of microwave treatments under the worst-case scenario for a range of pests (and range of life stages) and different kinds of wood. Initially, the work was set up to determine a time/frequency relationship to avoid confusion with the existing heat treatment. However, this had not been possible and a schedule of 62ºC for 1 minute at the external layer of WPM was recommended. Mortality (100%) was demonstrated for a range of nematodes, deep and shallow wood borers and bark pests, over a range of life stages, and a wide range of wood humidity. Adults were the most resistant life stages. The TPFQ noted that, in contrast to normal heating, with microwave treatments the core of the wood tends to be hotter due to surface cooling through evaporation. The TPFQ also noted the treatment had not yet been approved by any NPPO, although some NPPOs were approving microwave treatments to achieve 56ºC for 30 minutes in the wood core. The microwave treatment was found cheaper than existing heat treatments, easy to use, required little training, was cost effective, and did not have important impacts on the environment.
Sulfuryl fluoride
Research had been done in several countries and documents had been submitted by Germany. The submission had been derived from a larger document that had been previously submitted to the TPPT, which had included information from organisms not associated with WPM. This had demonstrated the range of organisms that were controlled by the treatment, but the TPPT had recommended the authors to focus on WPM-related pests. The panel noted there were limits associated with this treatment including the depth of penetration of the fumigant (10 cm), which would limit the size of WPM that could be treated to a maximum cross sectional width of 20 cm, and a minimum operating temperature (15oC). The TPFQ noted that sulfuryl fluoride fumigation was used as a phytosanitary treatment by several NPPOs.
The TPFQ decided to set up a subgroup of the TPFQ to evaluate the submissions and to ensure the data were considered with unquestionable impartially. The subgroup would also compare the proposed treatments with the existing approved treatments in relation to their discussion on criteria for evaluation of ISPM No. 15 treatments (section 5). 
Several outstanding issues were identified for each treatment and it was agreed to provide feedback to the submitters of these treatments on the outcome of the discussions. For the microwave treatment the following issues were identified:
· some of the experiments measured core temp, but the proposed treatment specifies a minimum temperature measured at the external layer of WPM. The basis for the extrapolation from core to exterior temperature should be included in the submission.
· the treatment was tested against some pest groups, but not all. 
· the authors should confirm whether testing of pine wood nematode was done on the most resistant life stage. 
· “non-thermal effects” were referred to and should be defined.
For the sulfuryl fluoride treatment:

· the authors were recommended to make reference to other published information on the efficacy of the treatment against wood pests.
· there was insufficient information for pine wood nematode on how the work was done to be able to determine the level of infestation by the nematodes and the life stages tested. 

The submissions would be followed up by the “lead” for the ISPM No. 15 treatments from the TPPT, by email correspondence with the authors. Authors will be encouraged to re-submit the treatments to the IPPC Secretariat for consideration by the TPPT at their meeting in December 2007.
The TPFQ were keen to include the two new treatments to the revised text of ISPM No. 15, particularly because they had proved to be practical under operational conditions. 

6.2
Evaluation of treatments prior to adoption of the revision to ISPM No. 15

In considering the treatment submissions received by the TPPT and those which will be submitted to the IPPC Secretariat in response to the 2007 call for treatment submissions, the TPFQ recognized that there was a risk of complaints from NPPOs and companies if these submissions were required to comply with the new criteria for evaluating ISPM No. 15 treatments. This could include complaints about a lack of guidance on the criteria to be met and consequent delays in the approval process. Submissions would have been made in good faith without clear instructions on the requirements for approval of new ISPM No. 15 treatments. However, it was noted that Annex I of ISPM No. 15 has a list of pest groups associated with WPM that are “practically eliminated” by the currently adopted treatments, which could be considered the current pest list and criteria for treatment efficacy.

The TPFQ also recognized that there was an urgent need to approve alternatives to methyl bromide and were concerned about the potential for complaints. Some members of the TPFQ pointed out that it would be possible, via a literature review, to identify the main pests that were eliminated by the ISPM No. 15 heat and methyl bromide treatments and their related efficacy. It would be appropriate to recommend proposed new treatments if they too eliminated those same pests to a similar level of efficacy. The TPFQ noted that many experiments had been done since the adoption of ISPM No. 15 to provide additional data on the efficacy of the adopted treatments against specified pests. The TPFQ therefore agreed that treatments submitted before the revision to ISPM No. 15 is adopted, should be evaluated against the pests identified in the literature review and accept treatments that were as effective as those stated in the literature.
The TPFQ requested IFQRG to compare the efficacies of the microwave and sulfuryl fluoride treatments with the efficacies of the approved treatments against pests and pest groups and to provide the results of the comparison and a recommendation, if appropriate, to the TPFQ by end October 2007 in order to determine whether these new treatment proposals could be considered equivalent to the ISPM No. 15 adopted treatments.
The TPFQ agreed that it would be beneficial if testing protocols could be formulated and noted that IFQRG is developing one for fungi. The TPFQ requested that IFQRG continue to produce such testing protocols.
7.
Revision of ISPM No. 15

7.1
Scope
The TPFQ changed the wording in the scope for “WPM … in use in international trade” to “WPM … moving in international trade” to take into account the need for regulations for WPM not only when associated with a consignment but also when moved in bulk in international trade.

7.2
Barrels, gift boxes and commodities with wooden boxes 
The TPFQ, at their last meeting, had identified that there were problems in determining whether gift boxes should be included in the scope of the standard, but recognized that some gift boxes might present risks. The panel believed that most gift boxes were made of wood that did not present any risks but some would fall under ISPM No. 15 requirements and could be regulated, for example by bilateral agreement. The TPFQ modified the exemptions from ISPM No. 15 based on the wording in ISPM No. 12 to exempt wine and spirit barrels that had been heated during the bending process and gift boxes made from wood that had been processed and/or manufactured in a way that renders them free from pests.

7.3
Table on methyl bromide fumigation in Annex I 
The TPFQ adjusted the text and the tables in Annex I to ISPM No. 15. They added information on the critical requirements for the methyl bromide treatment, but did not include details on fumigation procedures, which would be available in fumigation manuals. They requested IFQRG to consider whether the FAO guidelines on methyl bromide were suitable for reference in an Appendix of ISPM No. 15 and requested IFQRG to produce similar guidance on heat treatment for inclusion as an Appendix.
7.4
Marking of WPM
Several pictures of ISPM No. 15 marks found on WPM were presented to the TPFQ. The diversity of the mark was discussed. The Secretariat also distributed a recent FAO legal statement that had been posted on the IPP regarding the necessity to follow the mark as outlined in ISPM No. 15. Results of an informal survey on rejection of marks were also presented. The most important factor for rejection was the absence of the IPPC logo and the second was whether the figures were presented as illustrated in ISPM No. 15 (for example, in one rather than two rows). 

The panel recognized that the diversity of marking had led to confusion. The TPFQ believed that some flexibility should be allowed in the way the mark could be presented, but greater rigidity would mean there was less likelihood that there would be rejection of the marks. They proposed that the revision to ISPM No. 15 should specifically illustrate the permitted versions of marks. 

The TPFQ discussed two examples of plastic tags intended specifically for marking WPM and recognized that they had potential to meet the requirements contained in ISPM No. 15, and added corresponding text to allow labels that met the requirements.

The TPFQ recognized it was permissible to mark WPM before treatment for technical reasons, but this was under the responsibility of the NPPO.
The TPFQ discussed the necessity of treatment codes in the mark and recognized the possibility that there could be an increase in the types of treatments adopted in ISPM No. 15 (and their letter codes), which could lead to complications for marking in future. They noted that nothing would be lost if these codes were absent from the mark; the trace-back system would still work using the NPPO code. The panel decided to remove the treatment codes (currently “MB” and “HT”) from the mark.

Regarding the mark, the TPFQ recommended:

· there should be a box (frame) around the mandatory elements of the mark 

· the order of the elements was recognized to be important

· the IPPC logo should be to the left of the codes

· a line should separate the IPPC logo from the rest of the mark

· the box and lines did not have to be continuous (to permit stencilling)

· treatment codes (“MB”, “HT”, etc.) should not be included in the mark.

· the codes may be in one line or underneath each other but should be in the proper order 
· there should be a hyphen between the ISO code and the NPPO code. Note some NPPO codes are composite, with letters and numerals

· it would be permitted to have the IPPC logo rotated 90o (on its side for thin WPM)

· additional information and logos could be included but should be outside the box (frame)

· hand drawn marks would not be permitted.
The TPFQ recommended there should be a phase in period for the new requirements, which should be decided by CPM. The reason for changing the mark was to protect the ISPM No. 15 logo and make it simple for port/border inspectors to identify the mark. 
7.5
Use, repair and remanufacture of WPM
The TPFQ was reminded that the terms “reuse” and “recycle” were proposed to be excluded from the ISPM at the previous meeting and that “use”, “repair” and “remanufacture” should be used. “Use” (formerly “reuse”) should mean that wood packaging 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 and “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. 
The TPFQ had previously considered the issue of repaired and remanufactured WPM and had proposed that the wood piece(s) added to repaired WPM should be clearly marked (with an “R”) and the original marks would not have to be removed. However, there were concerns that this procedure could cause confusion regarding a pest’s origin if there was an interception, especially if the marking on the repaired wood piece was hidden by the consignment. The TPFQ had also previously considered that repaired WPM would not need to be re-treated. For remanufactured WPM, because it would be difficult to determine the identity of the component pieces of wood, the TPFQ had previously proposed that all marks should be removed and the WPM should be remarked with the remanufacturing company’s code. The TPFQ had indicated that NPPOs may require re-treatment of remanufactured WPM.
However, following discussion, the TPFQ proposed that existing marks should be permanently obliterated (including the removal of labels) from both repaired and remanufactured WPM and the resulting WPM should be remarked by the repair or remanufacturing company. 
The TPFQ discussed whether such WPM should be retreated. Panel members considered that the IPPC should not be seen to encourage additional use of energy and/or methyl bromide and, therefore, did not consider that re-treatment should be mandatory in every case, at least for repaired WPM, since the draft text requires that all repairs are made using only treated wood. They noted that there may also be problems for developing countries if re-treatment was a mandatory requirement, and that such countries should have the ability to repair pallets in a practical way. Two of the invited experts felt, however, that re-treatment would reduce risks further, especially from either fraudulent marking or accidental use of untreated components and, therefore, improve plant protection; others felt that this would not be the case and it would not increase the protection because marked WPM was allowed to move anyway, and the risk that such marked WPM may not have been treated correctly would be almost the same as for repaired marked WPM. The point was made that the integrity of the system could be in doubt because the boards used to repair or remanufacture WPM are difficult if not impossible to control. It was also pointed out that such a regulation would establish the incentive to only repair or remanufacture WPM, rather than to build new WPM. In that way a WPM facility could just remove stamps and remark with no treatment. Most panel members believed that tracing back the origin of wood after pest interceptions was not the aim of ISPM No. 15 and in the case of repaired and remanufactured WPM, the NPPO is responsible for ensuring pest risks were addressed and authorizing repair and remanufacturing companies. 
The TPFQ adjusted the wording in the revision to ISPM No. 15 to require marks on repaired and remanufactured WPM to be permanently obliterated and the WPM to be remarked. They also included wording indicating that it was up to each NPPO to require re-treatment after repair and remanufacture if they felt it was necessary for companies under their authority.
7.6
Appendix on good practice in applying ISPM No. 15 treatments

The TPFQ was informed that the document would be provided to IFQRG in September and a final version would be prepared by the end of 2007. The TPFQ would consider the text by email prior to inclusion in the revision to ISPM No. 15.

8.
Bark risks

The TPFQ were informed by the chair of IFQRG of the results of research that had shown that bark could become infested after ISPM No. 15 treatments. He also presented the results of the IPPC bark survey on WPM. Information had been received from 35 countries from WPM originating from 80 countries. Of the different WPM, 41% were pallets, 29% dunnage and 26% crates. The moisture content in the WPM ranged from 4 to 60%. Data on 8,626 pieces of bark had shown that most bark pieces had been small and relatively narrow and the number of insects associated with the bark had been very small. No findings of fungi had been reported, but the panel recognized that this may have been because most inspectors will have focused on insect pests.
The TPFQ agreed that a summary report of the findings of the IPPC survey should be prepared for CPM, but the raw data and emerging findings were not suitable for posting on the IPP because they could be misinterpreted. 
The TPFQ were informed of Swedish research that had shown that larvae of bark beetles which had laid eggs on bark strips 3 cm wide had been able to form some galleries but had been unable to develop to adults. An IFQRG study on the suitability of bark for beetle reproduction was also reported to the TPFQ. Key points of this research had been the following:

· there was a significant difference between the success of adult production from small pieces of bark remaining on untreated wood and bark on wood that has been treated.
· moisture content was the important factor in production of a reproducing population.
· wood and bark drying time differed according to location (in wetter places it took a 5.1cm (2 inch) board more than 500 days to reach 20% moisture content), wind, wood species (American beech took about 300 days, 350 days for Douglas fir and 140 days for ponderosa pine). In a worst case scenario it would take 4-12 months to dry for 5.1cm wood to 20% moisture content, but bark on the outside is likely to dry faster than the wood.
· air drying of bark patches of less than 50cm2 would likely render the bark unsuitable for bark beetle development.
· stacked wood packaging dried like stacked lumber; in containers and indoor spaces it dried faster.
· physical space constraints made bark strips less than 2.5cm wide unsuitable: insects needed to turn in the galleries (also these strips would dry out faster than wider ones).
· cerambycid larvae required moist phloem: credit card size bark pieces and less would dry out quickly and would not support two larvae (a mated pair).
· small pieces of bark are not big enough for bark insects to survive and complete their life cycles.
· after ISPM No. 15 treatment, risks associated with bark presence would be expected to be significantly reduced in comparison with pre-treatment levels.

Following the presentation and discussion, the TPFQ agreed that moisture content and space (size of bark pieces) were the most important factors and the highest risks were associated with freshly cut wood. It was noted that bark prevented penetration of fumigants, but for cut wood the fumigant can enter from different sides, this problem existed only for logs. The panel noted that bark in general attracted beetles and presented them with a place to lay eggs, but some beetles favoured low moisture content conditions (e.g. Anobiids), whereas others did not need bark for infestation and development (e.g. Bostrichids), and others needed bark only for infestation and initial development, then developed further in the wood (e.g. some Cerambycids).
The TPFQ recognized that good information on risks associated with bark and incidence of pests associated with bark on WPM had been collected.

The TPFQ discussed three options of bark management in relation to the revision of ISPM No. 15. Firstly, to allow countries to decide on how much bark would be allowed (as currently in ISPM No. 15); secondly to recommend tolerances for bark on WPM, or as a third option, to specify that there should be no bark. The panel was concerned that if there was no specific requirement for bark in the revision to ISPM No. 15, there would be an increase in bark presence on WPM in international trade and continued confusion among NPPOs on whether bark posed a risk.
Finally, the TPFQ agreed that the following levels of bark minimised the pest risk to an acceptable level:

· pieces of bark, of any length, should be less than 3cm in width, or 
· if wider than 3cm, the total surface area of the bark piece should be less than 50 square cm.

The panel noted that 72% of bark recorded on WPM in the IPPC bark survey was already within these limits.
The TPFQ included bark removal as a mandatory treatment prior to the other approved treatments (heat treatment and methyl bromide fumigation) in Annex I of ISPM No. 15.
9.
Draft ISPM on debarked and bark-free wood

The TPFQ was reminded of the background that led to development of the current debarked and bark-free wood draft supplement to ISPM No. 5 (section 2). It was noted that the next ISPM for development by the TPFQ was on international movement of wood (including round wood and timber) and, with the revision of ISPM No. 15 completed, these two ISPMs would realistically cover all of the international movements of wood for which risks related to bark would be a valid consideration. There was also a concern that the draft ISPM on debarked and bark-free wood could be misinterpreted to provide technical justification for debarking or bark freedom and it may be seen to be providing guidance on permitted tolerances.
The TPFQ considered two options: to add the definitions to the Glossary or to go forward with the ISPM. Some panel members proposed to go on with the ISPM. But finally, because the revision to ISPM No. 15 had been amended to address bark risks, and since certain terms defined in the draft debarking supplement had been removed from the draft revision to ISPM No. 15, the TPFQ recommended that only the definition for bark from the draft supplement should be added to the Glossary, perhaps along with the diagram of a cross section of wood if felt useful, and the remainder of the document should be used as background information to be considered during the development of the ISPM on international movement of wood. 
10.
Work programme and discussion on standard setting
The TPFQ agreed a work programme (Annex 5). 

In preparation for the focus group on standard setting, the steward asked the TPFQ about making documents publicly available on the IPP. The panel considered that, if the documents were to be made public, many scientists would not provide the TPFQ with research data before they are published in the scientific literature. The TPFQ were also concerned about problems of document control and misinterpretation of data, when it was presented in a raw form. However, the panel agreed that reports of its meetings, together with a list of the documents presented, could be put into the public domain. If anyone wished to access a particular document they could contact the author directly.
11.
Date of next meeting

The next meeting was proposed for June 30th - July 4th 2008 and the TPFQ requested the Secretariat to see if a venue could be arranged in China so that a field trip could be organised to see forest pests. It was also proposed that in 2009 the next meeting be held in February in Chile. 
12.
Recommendations for IFQRG

The TPFQ:

· noted that IFQRG will endeavour to ensure that appropriate authors are nominated through their NPPOs for developing the Ips DP
· requested IFQRG to provide a list of Ips species for the DP, based on species intercepted regularly and those regulated or nominated for regulation
· requested IFQRG to compare the efficacies of the microwave and sulfuryl fluoride treatments with the efficacies of the approved treatments against pests and pest groups and to provide the results of the comparison and a recommendation, if appropriate, to the TPFQ by end October 2007
· requested IFQRG to consider whether the FAO guidelines on methyl bromide were suitable for reference in the Appendix III of ISPM No. 15
· requested IFQRG to develop efficacy testing protocols for ISPM No. 15 treatments

· requested IFQRG to continue to develop treatments for inclusion to ISPM No. 15

· noted that IFQRG will continue further research on the rate of drying of bark for the final report on bark risks

· requested IFQRG to discuss risks associated with repaired and remanufactured WPM and the need for mandatory re-treatment

· requested IFQRG to produce guidelines on heat treatment for Appendix IV of ISPM No 15.

13.
Recommendations for the SC
The TPFQ requested the SC to:

· approve approach on potential alternative stewards for forestry topics on the IPPC work programme
· consider the draft specifications for these topics on the IPPC work programme
· note the proposed criteria for evaluation of treatments for inclusion in the revision to ISPM No. 15 and request guidance from the SC on how to make these criteria publicly available, yet allowing flexibility to modify as new research becomes available. 
· agree to the proposed procedure for recommending ISPM No. 15 treatments that have been submitted prior to adoption of the revision of ISPM No. 15

· note the proposed changes to marking of WPM, particularly the removal of a treatment code and the more stringent requirements for the mark

· consider the recommendation for repaired and remanufactured WPM

· consider the recommendations for the debarked and bark-free wood draft ISPM.
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	All to consider
	


Annex 4
DRAFT Treatment Criteria for ISPM No. 15

Version 3, 16 October 2007

(Drafted by e-mail after the 2007 meeting and submitted to the SC in November 2007)

Preamble

The Technical Panel for Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) was established by the Standards Committee (SC) of the Commission for Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) in 2004 to “Evaluate treatments and recommend which ones should be included in standards adopted by the CPM”. The Commission has adopted International Standard for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPM) No. 15: Guidelines for regulating wood packaging material in international trade (2002), which currently contains two phytosanitary treatments approved for use: a methyl bromide treatment and a heat treatment. However, contracting parties have identified, as a matter of urgency, the need to adopt further treatments for use under ISPM No. 15 in order to limit as far as possible emissions of methyl bromide into the environment.

Criteria used for the evaluation of adopted ISPM No. 15 treatments

ISPM No. 15 (2002) states that:

Any treatment, process, or a combination of these that is significantly effective against most pests should be considered effective in mitigating pest risks associated with wood packaging material used in transport. The choice of a measure for wood packaging material is based on consideration of:

· the range of pests that may be affected
· the efficacy of the measure
· the technical and/or commercial feasibility.
In 2007 the SC directed the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine (TPFQ) to “provide guidance to the TPPT on the likely requirements for ISPM No. 15 treatments”. The TPFQ was in effect directed to provide guidance on the following aspects of ISPM No. 15 treatment requirements:

· what is “significantly effective”?

· what are “most pests”?

· any information on treatment “technical and/or commercial feasibility”.

Criteria to be used by the TPPT to evaluate submitted phytosanitary treatments for ISPM No. 15 were subsequently drafted by the TPFQ. The International Forest Quarantine Research Group (IFQRG) were asked to further consider these criteria and to provide their comments.

The criteria for phytosanitary treatments for ISPM No. 15 (Annex 1) were agreed to by the TPFQ in October 2007 after considering the comments made by IFQRG in September 2007.

The Two-Stage Approach

The TPFQ considers that a two-stage approach should be taken in regards to the consideration and inclusion of new phytosanitary treatments for ISPM No. 15. The first stage should determine, through a screening process, the design parameters for a second stage full-scale laboratory and/or operational experiment(s). The second stage would be undertaken to confirm the efficacy, feasibility and applicability of a proposed treatment.

Stage one of the process would screen a range or selection of variables such as:

· Target pests likely to be associated with wood packaging material in international trade; and

· Pest life stages likely to be associated with wood packaging material in international trade; and

· Wood types and dimensions (e.g., hardwood vs. softwood, timber vs. logs) likely to be encountered at the time of treating wood packaging material for international trade; and

· Environmental conditions (temperatures, moisture content etc) likely to be encountered at the time of treating wood packaging material for international trade.
The results of this screening would then be used to identify the most resistant pest scenario (i.e., the most resistant pest, life stage, wood type and environmental conditions) for the stage two testing that would confirm the efficacy, feasibility and applicability of the proposed treatment.

Figure 1: Diagrammatic representation of the two stage approach to developing ISPM 15 treatments
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Each submission would, therefore, need to provide information on stage one-type screening to support the selection of organism, life stage, wood type and environmental conditions that are used in the full-scale testing of stage two.

A thorough review of published literature and ongoing collaborative research is encouraged to cover as many selected test organisms and environmental conditions as possible, in order to support the rapid and effective development of new phytosanitary treatments for ISPM No. 15.

Methyl Bromide Alternatives - Arrangements for treatment submissions for inclusion of new treatments in ISPM No. 15 made during 2006 and 2007
Due to the urgency of making available in ISPM No. 15 treatments that are alternatives to methyl bromide, the TPFQ felt that submissions of phytosanitary treatments made in 2006 and 2007 should be evaluated using the existing requirements laid out in ISPM No. 15, i.e., those in force at the time of submission. In particular, these submissions should be evaluated by the TPPT to determine whether they are equivalent in effectiveness and efficacy to the current ISPM No. 15 methyl bromide treatment. The TPFQ therefore recommends that the SC consider that such treatments should be subject to an alternative evaluation approach based on the following procedure, as used during adoption of ISPM No. 15. 

	ISPM No. 15 treatments submitted in response to the 2006 and 2007 call that are alternatives to methyl bromide should be evaluated for equivalence to the current ISPM No. 15 methyl bromide treatment. Based on its use in quarantine applications for over 50 years methyl bromide is generally accepted to be effective against most invertebrate forestry pests. More specifically, the current methyl bromide treatment has been shown to be at least 99.99683% effective against Anoplophora glabripennis (Barak et. al. 2005) and Bursaphelenchus xylophilus (Soma et. al. 2003).


Barak A. V., Wang Y., Xu L., Rong Z., Hang X. and Zhan G. (2005) Methyl Bromide as a Quarantine Treatment for Anoplophora glabripennis (Coleoptera: Cerambycidae) in Regulated Wood Packing Material. J. Econ. Entomol. 98(6): 1911-1916
Soma Y., Goto M., Naito H., Ogawa N., Kawakami F., Hirata K., Komatus H. and Matsumoto Y. (2003) Effects of Some Fumigation on Pine Wood Nematode Bursaphelenchus Xylophilus infesting Wooden Packages. 3. Mortality and Fumigation Standards for Pine Wood Nematode by Methyl Bromide. Research Bulletin Plant Protection Japan 39: 7-14
Criteria to be used to evaluate phytosanitary treatments for inclusion in ISPM No. 15

Stage One – Protocol Development
Each type of phytosanitary treatment will have its own physical and/or chemical attributes that may mean that particular scenarios of pests, life stages, wood types and environmental conditions (or combinations thereof) are likely to reduce the efficacy of the treatment to a greater or lesser degree. Known physical or chemical attributes of a treatment such as water solubility, wood diffusion rates, or natural pest resistance will provide indications to researchers on the pests, life stages, wood types or environmental conditions which are likely to be the most resistant to the treatment and should therefore be incorporated into stage one tests.

Stage one testing is undertaken to identify the likely limits of the proposed phytosanitary treatment so that the efficacy of the treatment can be defined and the most resistant pest conditions determined. While it may be possible to limit the use of an ISPM No. 15 treatment to only certain types of wood packaging material, no such limitation should be accepted for the target pests and life stages.

Test units can be either the individual pests themselves (in wood or equivalent) or infested/infected pieces or units of wood. Any survivors recorded from a unit of wood in unit testing would be considered a treatment failure (results are 0 or 1, i.e., success or failure). In all cases at least 5 replicates should be used in stage one unit testing to identify the most difficult pests to kill and to determine the dose required for mortality. These parameters will help determine experimental conditions for stage two testing.

At a minimum, the 14 pests listed in Table 1 should be tested in the stage one screening process. However, other wood-infesting species may be tested and used as surrogate test species if they are found to have an equal or greater resistance to the treatment. For example Bursaphelenchus mucronatus has the same host trees and the same vector, and is from a taxonomical point of view the closest related Bursaphelenchus species to B. xylophilus, but is believed not to be pathogenic. If it can be shown through testing or literature that one type or order of pest is significantly more resistant to the treatment than the other pest types or orders, fewer target species at stage one may be justifiable.

Table 1: Target pests and life stages for stage one testing
	Pest group
	Target species
	Target life stage

	Cerambycidae, Buprestidae
	Anoplophora glabripennis

Agrilus planipennis
	Larvae, Pupae

	Siricidae, Cossidae
	1 from each family
	Eggs, Larvae, Pupae

	Scolytidae, Curculionidae, Platypodidae
	1 phloem feeding species and 1 wood feeding species
	Eggs, Larvae, Adults

	Lychtidae, bostrichidae, anobiidae
	1 species from any family
	Eggs, Larvae

	Decay (in standing trees and/or green wood products)
	Heterobasidion annosum
	Isolates1 used must be of a type likely to be resistant (e.g. chlamydospore producing)2

	Canker causing/ root pathogens
	Leptographium wageneri

Phytophthora ramorum
	Isolates1 used must be of a type likely to be resistant (e.g. chlamydospore producing)2

	Wilt fungi
	Ophiostoma novo-ulmi

Fusarium circinatum

Ceratocystis sp.
	Isolates1 used must be of a type likely to be resistant (e.g. chlamydospore producing)2

	Nematodes
	Bursaphelenchus xylophilus
	Life stages found at time of treatment application3


Notes
1.
Where possible, fungal isolates from widely varied locations should be used as replicates.

2.
Isolates to be tested should be grown on wood following a protocol equivalent to that described in Uzunovic et. al. (2005).

3.
Mortality should be measured using a Baermann funnel at 6 and 21 days (of incubation) after treatment.

Stage Two – Efficacy Testing

Stage two testing should be completed on:

· The most resistant pest; and

· The most resistant life stage; and

· In a wood type and in wood dimensions most challenging for the treatment in question; and

· The environmental conditions (e.g., temperature, moisture content) most challenging for the treatment in question.

The limitations of treatment application (e.g. penetrability, water solubility) should be clearly documented and any restrictions on the use of the treatment shown.

Stage two testing can be completed either directly, using numbers of test individuals required to demonstrate statistically the target efficacy level, or through fitting dose-response data to known mortality curves. The efficacy data provided should also specify the statistical level of confidence supporting efficacy claims made for treatment of the specified pest and life stage.

When undertaking extrapolations, testing can be completed either on individuals or on units comprising wood pieces that have been naturally infested or infected. When using the wood unit approach, the nature and level of infestation or infection should be equivalent to that experienced during outbreak conditions to ensure a relatively worst-case situation is tested. The number of replicates required for extrapolation testing will depend on the fit of the mortality curves to theoretical population distributions (e.g., normal (probit), logistic, Gompertz, Weibull) and required sensitivity of the outcome at the 95% confidence level. It is suggested that at least 10 replicates are included initially. To ensure all outlier results are detected the range of treatment parameters tested should be several points higher and lower than that expected to be the critical level of efficacy.

It is recommended that the efficacy level required for stage-two testing be 99.99683% for all pests unless otherwise justified based on factors such as pest biology, wood infestation levels, and other pathway considerations that are relevant.

References

Uzunovic A, Tony Byrne T, Allen E, Morrell J, Ormsby M, Britton K (2005) Time-temperature schedules to kill wood inhabiting fungi: Proposed test method. Available at http://www.forestry-quarantine.org/Documents/2006_Uzunovic-HT-protocol.pdf
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Work programme TPFQ 2007-8
Updated 06-07-2007 by TP members, Moscow and modified by IPPC Secretariat 09-07-2007
	2007

	July
	31  TPFQ to send list of Ips species requiring diagnostic protocols to EA

	Aug
	5  MO and EI to circulate proposals to TPFQ on “criteria for ISPM No. 15 treatments”
15  IPPC Secretariat to send draft report to TPFQ

20  TPFQ to send comments on criteria to MO and EI 

25  EA to forward a document to TPFQ on common pests and the treatment efficacies (including most resistant life stage) treated by heat and MBr treatments together with a comparison of the data on the efficacy of microwaves and sulfuryl fluoride on these “indicator species”.

31  EA (IFQRG) to send recommendations for relevant species for diagnostic protocols on Ips species to IPPC Secretariat

31  GW to submit topic “pest risks associated with aircraft” and circulate to other TPFQ so they can submit topic via their NPPO

31  TPFQ send comments to IPPC Secretariat on draft report 

31  TPFQ send proposals for topics and priorities for standards to IPPC Sect. via their NPPO

	Sept
	1  GW to circulate draft Specifications on Certification of Wood, Pest Risks of Forest Seeds and Forestry Surveillance to TPFQ

1  MO and EI to send “criteria for ISPM No. 15 treatments” to IFQRG

5  TPFQ to send comments on document on indicator species to EA 

10-14  IFQRG meeting - EA to obtain guidance from IFQRG on FAO MBr guidelines for Appendix III 

15  deadline for submission of treatments for ISPM No. 15

15  TPFQ to respond with comments on Specifications

20  EA to submit document on “criteria for ISPM No. 15 treatments” to IPPC Secretariat for submission to TPPT for the evaluation of the treatment efficacies in the submissions. 

30  SS and EA to circulate document to TPFQ on bark risks for inclusion as an annex in the TPFQ report 

30  GW to submit TPFQ comments on draft debarking ISPM to IPPC Secretariat
30  EA to send recommendations on ISPM No. 15 treatment criteria ( including targeted pests and level of efficacy needed) from IFQRG to TPFQ

	Oct
	1  GW to send specifications to IPPC Secretariat for SC meeting
1-15  TPFQ review IFQRG’s recommendations on treatment criteria and respond to GW

20 GW to forward TPFQ agreed treatment criteria for TPPT for use in their evaluation of proposed treatments.
31  TPFQ to provide comment to SS and EA on the bark risks annex

	Nov
	1  EA to submit document on bark audit to IPPC Secretariat for publication as a CPM document

5-9  SC meeting

30  SS and EA to send final version of bark risks annex to IPPC Secretariat for inclusion in the report

30  Comments on draft ISPM 15 to GW

	Dec
	3-7  TPPT meeting. TPPT to evaluate submitted treatments against ISPM No. 28. IPPC Secretariat to forward the results of the evaluation to the TPFQ.
15  GW to submit draft ISPM 15 to IPPC Secretariat, including new treatments if appropriate

	2008

	Jan
	

	Feb
	

	Mar
	

	April
	7-11  CPM

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

	June
	30-4 July  TPFQ meeting (China?)
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Test to find the scenario (pest, life stage, wood type and environmental conditions) most resistant to the treatment being tested
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Test the most resistant scenario to to confirm the efficacy, feasibility and applicability of the proposed treatment
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