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Report of the Technical Panel on Forestry Quarantine

20 – 24 September 2010

Queen Juliana Room, FAO Headquarters, Rome, Italy
1.
Welcome and opening of the meeting
The Secretary of International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) Secretariat opened the meeting. The Secretary noted the importance of the work done by the Technical Panel on Forestry Quarantine (TPFQ) and wished the participants a successful meeting. 
2.
Local information

The IPPC Secretariat provided the Panel members with details of the local area 

3.
Meeting logistics and arrangements

The IPPC Secretariat welcomed all the Panel members to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) headquarters. 

4.
Review and adoption of agenda
The Panel reviewed and adopted the agenda (see Appendix 1 to this report) and documents list (see Appendix 2 to this report).

5.
Introductions
The TP members introduced themselves (see Appendix 3 to this report for contact details). 

6.
Operation of the Panel
The Secretariat outlined the details related to the goals and operation of technical Panels within the international phytosanitary standard setting process and other activities of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM). 
7.
Selection of the chair

The Panel selected Mr Mamoru Matsui (Japan) as the Chair and Mr Mike Ormsby (New Zealand) as the rapporteur. 
8.
Update on other bodies 
The Secretariat presented guidance from the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) and the Standards Committee (SC) to the Panel, including specific directions related to the two standards that the TPFQ is currently developing. The Secretariat updated the Panel on the Guide to the implementation of phytosanitary standards in forestry, developed by the FAO Forestry Department. The TPFQ agreed that the guide was needed and will improve the implementation of phytosanitary standards internationally.
The Chair of International Forest Quarantine Research Group (IFQRG) advised the Panel that a steering committee has been established to guide the prioritization of IFQRG activities. This year’s meeting is intended to occur in Lisbon, Portugal at the end of September. The Chair of IFQRG reported that in relation to some of the previous technical requests for information provided by the TPFQ, the IFQRG had made some advances in many of the topics. The IFQRG will report these advances at the upcoming 2010 IFQRG meeting and will provide a written report to TPFQ following the meeting. The chair also indicated that future reports of technical developments could be provided more frequently (quarterly, semi-annually, etc.). 
The Secretariat noted that scientific information is still lacking for a number of treatment submissions, including some of which are very urgent (i.e. managing pests associated with wood packaging). The Secretariat asked IFQRG to coordinate some of the much-needed scientific research (e.g. sulfuryl fluoride), which could aid in expediting the treatment’s approval. The Chair of IFQRG supported the concept and was willing to coordinate with scientists to expedite the scientific research required. It was also noted that IFQRG has developed a joint work programme with the IPPC Secretariat to support the work of the TPFQ.
9.
Report of 2009 TPFQ meeting
The TPFQ reviewed the outstanding issues of the 2009-2010 work programme, of which a number of items requested of IFQRG were still outstanding. The Chair of IFQRG agreed to provide greater scrutiny in reporting back to the Panel on information requested. The Panel agreed that the joint work programme between the IPPC Secretariat and IFQRG to support the work of the TPFQ would be beneficial in ensuring timely reporting and development of the Panel’s work. The Panel also agreed that adding dates for expected outputs would ensure that outcomes are realistic and timely. 
One Panel member noted that Section 6.1.2 of the 2009 TPFQ Report misidentified that “not all pests may be killed” by the treatments in ISPM 15:2009. However, the Panel confirmed that the treatments will kill most pest species and it is only the occasional species that may escape treatment. 
10.
Update from TPPT

10.1
Status of new ISPM 15 treatments

The TPFQ reviewed the work of the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT). One TPFQ member, who is also a member of the TPPT, reported that the TPPT has improved the process to evaluate treatment submissions by clarifying the parameters for mortality assessments, environmental factors, scale of the treatment application, etc. provided by submitters.
The TPFQ noted that the TPPT received seven treatments for wood packaging for evaluation. The TPPT evaluated these treatments on the criteria established in ISPM 15. The TPPT recommended the microwave treatment and a limited portion of the sulfuryl fluoride (SF) treatment to the SC for approval. The TPPT requested additional data from the submitters for three treatments (Ecotwin, hydrogen cyanide and methyl iodide) and removed the proposed phosphine treatment from the work programme based on the limited testing undertaken. The TPPT recommended the microwave treatment at a treatment temperature of 60ºC for period of 1 minute for wood less than 20cm in diameter. The TPPT recommended the SF treatment for a limited range of temperatures (15-17.9ºC and above 30ºC) at specific dosages. The TPPT based the limitation to SF upon data which indicated that pine wood nematode (Bursaphelenchus xylophilus) survived treatment at temperatures between 18ºC and 30ºC regardless of dosage. However, the TPPT noted that the practicality of the acceptable limited temperature range for treatment should be carefully considered by the TPFQ. 
10.2
Relevance of sulfuryl fluoride treatment to practical application given temperature parameters and potential impacts as a greenhouse gas
The Secretariat noted that there is some available information suggesting that sulfuryl flouride (SF) is a greenhouse gas. If this is the case, the Secretariat noted that the TPFQ should carefully consider the practicality of the treatment. The Panel noted that the treatment developer has indicated that the science undertaken shows that the contribution to greenhouse gas emissions is very low. The Panel reviewed a number of technical papers on the impacts of sulfuryl fluoride with regards to greenhouse gas emissions. The Panel members suggested that the current information does not provide any substantial conclusion on the risks of sulfuryl fluoride as a significant greenhouse gas. The Panel did note that heat treatment is likely to produce higher levels of emissions. However, the Panel also noted that the approval of SF along with the existing use of heat treatment for wood packaging may exacerbate the issue of emissions. The Panel felt that the issue should continue to be monitored but at this time the TPFQ was not in a position to make any specific environmental recommendations in relation to SF use. 
The Panel noted the need to develop an evaluation tool to determine whether a chemical poses an environmental risk. The Panel requested that IFQRG consider developing such a tool. The members also noted that with all approved treatments, treatment applicators should be encouraged to make efforts to reduce environmental impacts or to utilize systems of re-capture. 
The Panel reviewed the practicality of the proposed schedule for SF recommended by the TPPT. The TPFQ noted that achieving the required 15ºC – 18ºC would only occur in a limited geographical range or for a very limited period of the year. Therefore, its use would be limited in many areas, particularly as a replacement for methyl bromide (MeBr). However, the TPFQ also noted that the treatment developer has suggested that the treatment can be practically applied under the proposed schedule in temperature controlled vessels at port. The TPFQ agreed that the SF treatment schedule should not be put forward for consideration by the SC until a wider treatment regime has been established. The TPFQ also expressed strong hopes that the developer could provide an amended, more practical, schedule before the deadlines for submission of documents for the May 2011 SC meeting.
10.3
Heat treatment efficacy
The TPFQ reviewed documents indicating that heat treatment of Emerald ash borer (Agrilus planipennis) may require higher temperatures to effectively kill the pest. The Panel agreed that the specific bark tolerances required in the production of ISPM 15:2009 compliant wood packaging reduces the risk of occurrence of the pest following treatment. However, the TPFQ suggested that IFQRG should consider whether the current treatment requirements specified under ISPM 15:2009 sufficiently reduce the risks associated with emerald ash borer moving in wood packaging. The IFQRG Chair suggested that the issue could be considered at the upcoming meeting of IFQRG and will be reported back to the TPFQ by December 2010, at which time appropriate advice regarding the risks of heat treatment for wood packaging can be provided to the SC. 

11.
Explanatory document for ISPM 15:2009
The TPFQ reviewed the structure and content of the draft explanatory document for ISPM 15:2009. The Panel considered the scope of the document and concluded that the document should contain guidance on the standard and methods for the proper application of the treatments. The Panel agreed that the expertise to draft the three components (guidance on the standard, methods for application of heat treatment and methods for the application of MeBr) requires several authors. The Panel suggested that members of the TPFQ draft these components separately and then a single editor bring the components together to create a final document. The Panel suggested finalizing the remaining text by email and submit it to the IPPC Secretariat in January 2011. 
12.
Development of guidance on heat treatment in ISPM 15:2009
The TPFQ noted its work programme requirements to add additional guidance related to the application of heat treatment. One member proposed that there may be some international variation in the application methods of heat treatment and universal guidance may fail to account for all of the variability and suggested that the TPFQ, through a questionnaire, could gather information related to methods used to implement the heat treatment component of the standard, and then establish appropriate guidance. The Steward of the Panel noted that the development of guidance was viewed as a critical need and should be completed without relying on the outcomes of a questionnaire.
The Panel agreed that further guidance similar to that prescribed for MeBr treatment in Annex 1 to ISPM 15:2009 is appropriate. The Panel suggested confining the guidance to appropriate minimum procedures for carrying out heat treatment under conventional methods for the application of heat (e.g. traditional “dry kilns”). One member noted that there are other types of heat treatment processes for which the specifications may not be applicable. However, the Panel concluded that the majority of heat treatment is carried out in heat chambers and the guidance provided in the annex would be applicable to most production facilities. The Panel also added a caution statement regarding the scope of the guidance and suggested that further information regarding other treatment approaches could be contained in the proposed explanatory document. The Panel assigned a member to finalize that document.
In conclusion, the Panel added a number of specifics related to chamber operating conditions and general treatment practices to the text of Annex 1 to ISPM 15:2009. 
12.1
Development of a technical manual
The Secretariat provided an update on progress in developing further explanatory guidance on MeBr fumigation. The TPFQ noted that the IFQRG had attempted to develop a manual, but had little success given the substantial size of the task. The Secretariat also had tried to obtain authors willing to update an existing FAO manual with little progress. The TPPT reported that the existing FAO manual is outdated and therefore insufficient to meet current needs. One TPFQ member noted that a more recent fumigation manual (Guide to fumigation under gas proof sheets) was produced on CD and posted to the FAO web at: 
www.fao.org/inpho/content/documents/vlibrary/ad416e/TopFrameset.htm?Introduction/advantages_and_disadvantages_of_fumigantsFrameset.htm~rightFrame 
The Panel agreed that this guide may be appropriate in addressing the needs for guidance on fumigation. Additionally, the technical manual could reference other available documents from countries (such as the USDA fumigation manual or a similar fumigation manual produced by Australia). These documents may suffice in providing sufficient guidance for treatment applicators. The Panel suggested that a reference be included in the explanatory document to the FAO web document and to other manuals if appropriate. The Panel assigned one member with reviewing the manual and developing the text of the explanatory document relative to MeBr fumigation. If member countries still felt that further guidance is required, the Panel could develop a purpose-designed manual. 
12.2
Options for addressing minor deviations in the standards

The TPFQ noted that text in Annex 1 to ISPM 15:2009 provides for extending the treatment time beyond 24 hours should a deviation occur. However, a preceding sentence in the Annex 1 indicates that the treatment should be completed within the 24-hour prescribed time interval. The Panel agreed that to achieve an effective treatment, the treatment exposure should be completed within the 24-hour period at the concentration-time product (CT) values specified. However, there may be situations where slight deviations in CT values occur. In these cases, the treatment may continue to be valid provided the treatment time is appropriately extended (see Appendix 6 for a further explanation). The Panel suggested that these situations should be outlined in the explanatory document, but also noted that some allowances in deviations should be included in the text of Annex 1 to ISPM 15:2009. The Panel adjusted the text of Annex 1 to ISPM 15:2009 to indicate that slight deviations may be permitted, provided that final concentrations are still achieved.
12.3
Technical guidance on determining CT values
The TPFQ reviewed a document produced by a Panel member summarizing the challenges in determining CT values throughout the treatment application. One member country proposed to CPM-4 (2009) that formulas could be used to determine CT values through the treatment. Formulas to calculate the actual CT values are unable to eliminate some errors and therefore misidentify the CT at the point of calculation. These errors are maximized when fewer concentration measurements are made during the treatment. The Panel considered the relevance of these errors and whether a numerical correction could be used to ensure that calculations identifying CT values are sufficient enough to confirm an effective treatment. 
The Panel noted that facilities vary in ability to achieve an optimal treatment with MeBr and, therefore, it is difficult to determine whether the facility is achieving adequate CT values during the treatment. The Panel considered whether it is possible to provide a number of schedules based on gas concentrations over time under various treatment conditions (tarpaulin, chamber, etc.) that could be used as alternatives to determining CT values during treatment. The Panel suggested that these treatment tables could be added to the explanatory note. The Panel requested that a member develop the explanatory document outlining a number of approaches that could assist NPPOs and treatment applicators in determining the CT values through the treatment. 
13.
Work on Specification 46: Management of phytosanitary risks international movement of wood
The TPFQ reviewed the Steward’s changes in response to guidance provided by the SC (May 2010). The Panel suggested a number of minor changes to the text of the document to clarify the text and also suggested a number of significant changes to address some concerns noted by the Panel:
· The Panel suggested that the drawing contained in Appendix 2 should identify more details. The TPFQ requested a Panel member obtain an artist’s rendering which could be added. 
· The Panel deleted details of pest families or species associated with the pest groupings in the main body text. The Panel added examples of the pests within the groups to Annex 2 to Specification 46. 
· The Panel noted that the SC had proposed the inclusion of bacteria within the pest groups. The Panel investigated and concluded that the scientific literature did contain reports of bacteria known to commonly move with wood. The Panel discussed whether bacteria, while being associated with wood as bacterial cankers, would represent a risk on the wood pathway and noted that for the greatest volume wood types, bacterial cankers are most likely not a problem. However, the scope of the standard includes many wood types traditionally considered horticultural (e.g. Malus spp., Rubus spp.), and tropical species, of which there are many. Therefore, the Panel suggested that bacteria should be considered in the standard, but could not conclude as to whether bacteria presented a phytosanitary risk.
· After considerable discussion, in order to ensure that readers clearly understood the distinction in risk between the pest groups listed, the Panel changed the list of pest organisms into several paragraphs in which the pest groupings were stratified:
· The Panel considered that a majority of pests groups represented a risk for both movement and establishment
· The Panel considered bacteria and water moulds represented organisms capable of spreading, but not well known to establish
· Other pests unlikely to establish.
· Although the SC had proposed that sawn wood should be included within the commodity class of mechanically processed wood, the Panel felt that mechanically processed wood is a unique commodity class distinct from sawn wood. The members returned the text to its original state so the reader can easily recognize the distinction between sawn wood, which is broadly recognized as a unique commodity (e.g. lumber, timber, etc.), and other mechanically processed wood, such as chips, sawdust, etc. 
· The Panel suggested that the text indicating that the use of wood chips as a horticultural product (which represents a unique risk for the spread of pine wood nematode), has not been substantiated and should be removed as it presents the risk too definitively to the reader. The Panel revised the text to indicate that the intended use should be considered and that there are differing risks between intended uses.
· The Panel noted that the ordering of phytosanitary measures listed in the standard may be interpreted as a listing by priority. The Panel added text to clarify that the text should not be interpreted in this manner. 
· The TPFQ proposed some changes to the text to provide greater clarity regarding the efficacy of specific measures. 
· A few Panel members expressed concern regarding a number of examples contained in the “chipping” section of the document. The members felt that the examples were not sufficiently clear and may give the impression that the specifications were more effective in controlling pests than was intended, as a result this section was adjusted.
· The Steward noted that the inclusion of intended use within the “chipping” section was applicable to many other measures to improve the effectiveness in controlling pests. The Panel revised the “systems approach” section to include “intended use” and removed references to “intended use” in other areas. 
· The SC had proposed that systems approaches should be included as a listing equivalent to the other phytosanitary measures described in the document. The Steward argued that systems approaches should be considered separately as it often includes the other measures listed.
· The Panel considered the use of irradiation as a measure to manage pests moving with wood. One member noted that the use of irradiation to sterilize is inappropriate in managing wood pests: to effectively confirm the treatment is successful, pests must be killed or inactivated (inactive organisms will eventually die). However, another member noted that when irradiation is used, variation in the treatment dosage may allow some individuals to remain alive, yet sterile. In general, the Panel felt that higher doses could be used to kill pests in wood, rather than sterilize them, which is common in fruit shipments, where considerations of the treatment’s impact to the product is more significant. The Panel removed the text regarding inactivation of organisms as a result of treatment by irradiation.
· One Panel member prepared a paper on the risks of bark to be considered for inclusion in the standard as Annex 2 to Specification 46. The TPFQ reviewed the paper and after some discussion and editing, added the information to the main body of the standard rather than as an annex. 

1. The Panel considered including an appendix which identifies the major forest pests of the world. The Panel noted that FAO Forestry Department has developed a guide to global forest pests which is appropriate for providing guidance on the subject. The Panel included a reference to the guide in Section 1 of Specification 46.
14.
Work under Specification 47: Reducing phytosanitary risks in the international movement of seeds of forest tree species
The TPFQ reviewed the specification in light of information provided by the Secretariat regarding a proposed general standard on seed movement. The Panel felt that the proposed general standard may address concerns related to the international movement of tree seed. The Steward noted that the measures likely to be prescribed under the seed standard may mirror many of those prescribed for the forest tree seed.
Members also noted that the industrial and forestry practices related to forestry seeds are very different from those used in other horticultural and agricultural seed. The members noted that in the agricultural environment, seed is produced in commercial managed operations, whereas in forestry, seed is harvested and as such contains unique pest concerns. The development of a unique standard may be more appropriate in addressing these unique aspects. 
The Panel suggested that it should continue to develop a unique standard for forest tree seeds, recognizing that there are other seed standards under development but only after the development of a draft standard on the international movement of seeds. 
15.
Close of the meeting

15.1
Work programme for 2010 – 2011
The TPFQ discussed the work process throughout the year and agreed to keep the work programme and other working documents on the IPP, Work Area. The Panel agreed to communicate electronically to achieve some of the tasks assigned to the TP. 

The Panel updated the TPFQ 2010-2011 work programme (see Appendix 4 to this report).
15.2
Review of the medium term work programme of the TPFQ
The TPFQ noted that the following topics identified in the work programme may be assigned to TPFQ members. If this is the case, the TPFQ noted the following tentative drafting completion dates: 
	Topic
	Assigned Steward
	Date of completion of drafting

	International movement of forest tree seeds
	Wang, Fuxiang (China)
	2011

	Forestry surveillance
	Aliaga, Julie (United States)
	2012

	Biological control for forest pests
	TPFQ member 
	2013

	Wood products and handicrafts made from raw wood
	Musa, Khidir Gibril (Sudan)
	2014

	International movement of bamboo
	Vacant
	2015


The Panel also noted that it has undertaken ongoing work in relation to: 
· Review and advice on the practical application of treatments in ISPM 15:2009
2. Review and advice related to emerging science that organisms tolerant of heat treatment

The Panel proposed that several additional topics should be considered in relation to international forestry:
· Medicinal plant movements (potential for plant product component to be included with wooden articles and handicrafts)

3. Official control of forestry pests
Given the proposed work programme, the Panel suggested that a potential commitment until at least 2015 is likely. Should the additional topics be accepted for the work programme and assigned to the TPFQ, an end date of 2017 should be anticipated. 

15.3
Reviewing the work process to ensure better performance of tasks.
The IPPC Secretariat and the Panel members discussed ways to improve the delivery of the TPFQ work programme.  The Secretariat requested Panel members to meet the deadlines as outlined with out being reminded and the Panel members agreed to meet the set out deadlines.  Updates from the IPPC Secretariat were welcomed as it helps keep the Panel members informed and reminds them of upcoming deadlines.
15.4
Joint work programme with IFQRG – performance measures
(see Appendix 5 to this report).
15.5
Date and location of next meeting
The Chair closed the meeting and thanked all the Panel members for their participation. The IPPC Secretariat thanked the Chair for the smooth conduct of the meeting and also thanked the Rapporteur for helping record the meeting.  The Secretariat also explained that due to lack of resources, several TP meetings might be cancelled in 2011 and as a result no TPFQ meeting has been planned for 2011.
SC recommendations

The SC is invited to:
1. Note that approval of the PT for SF along with the existing use of heat treatment for wood packaging may exacerbate the issue of the emissions of greenhouse gases.
2. Note the joint work programme with the IPPC Secretariat and IFQRG to support the work of the TPFQ

3. Note that the TPFQ agreed that the SF treatment schedule should not be put forward for further consideration until a wider treatment regime has been established

4. Note that the TPFQ provided input into the development of an ISPM 15:2009 explanatory document.

5. Note that the TPFQ worked on revising Annex 1 to ISPM:2009 and that further work would continue via electronic means

6. Note that the TPFQ worked on the development of a draft ISPM on Reducing phytosanitary risks in the international movement of seeds of forest tree species and that further work would continue via electronic means

7. Note that the TPFQ worked on the development of a draft ISPM on Management of phytosanitary risks international movement of wood and that further work would continue via electronic means

8. Note that TPFQ felt that the proposed general standard on the international movement of seeds may address concerns related to tree seed and that further work on a specific standard on tree seeds should only follow the general work on seeds

9. Agree to the TPFQ work programme.
TPFQ recommendations to IFQRG

IFQRG is invited to:

10. Develop a proposed joint work programme between IFQRG and the IPPC Secretariat for review by the TPFQ and IPPC Secretariat

11. Develop an evaluation tool to determine whether a chemical poses an environmental risk. 

12. Consider whether the current treatment requirements specified under ISPM 15:2009 sufficiently reduce the risks associated with emerald ash borer moving in wood packaging.

APENDIX 1: Agenda

Report of the Technical Panel on Forestry Quarantine

20 – 24 September 2010

Queen Juliana Room, FAO Headquarters, Rome, Italy

Agenda
	Agenda item
	Document no.
	Presenter

	1. Welcome and opening of the meeting
	--
	Host & IPPC Secretariat

	2. Local information
	2010-TPFQ-04
	Host

	3. Meeting logistics and arrangements
	
	IPPC Secretariat

	4. Review and adoption of agenda

5.1 Documents list
	2010-TPFQ-01

2010-TPFQ-02
	IPPC Secretariat

	5. Introductions
	2010-TPFQ-03
	Members

	6. Operation of the Panel 

6.1 Background on the TPFQ

6.2 Roles of participants, Chair, IPPC Secretariat, Steward, host, rapporteur 
6.3 Review of Specification 4
	2010-TPFQ-29
	IPPC Secretariat

	7. Selection of the chair
	--
	Members

	8. Update on other bodies 
	
	Steward & IPPC Secretariat

	8.1 Outcomes of the third session of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM-5, March 2010)
	2010-TPFQ-06
	

	8.2 Discussions and guidance from the Standards Committee (SC) (May 2010)
	2010-TPFQ-07

2010-TPFQ-28
	

	8.3 Update on related activities of the Forestry Department, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
	2010-TPFQ-38
	

	8.4 Update on IFQRG
	2010-TPFQ-08
	Chair of IFQRG

	9. Report of 2009 TPFQ meeting 

9.1 Review of 2009-2010 Work programme
	2010-TPFQ-05

2010-TPFQ-32
	Steward

	10. Update from TPPT
	
	

	10.1 Status of new ISPM No. 15 treatments
	2010-TPFQ-09

2010-TPFQ-35
	Mike Ormsby

	10.2 Relevance of sulfuryl fluoride treatment to practical application given temperature parameters
	2010-TPFQ-36

2010-TPFQ-40

2010-TPFQ-41

2010-TPFQ-42

2010-TPFQ-43

2010-TPFQ-44

2010-TPFQ-45

2010-TPFQ-47
	Mike Ormsby

	10.3 Heat treatment efficacy
	2010-TPFQ-25

2010-TPFQ-34
	Mike Ormsby

	11. Explanatory document for ISPM No. 15 
	2010-TPFQ-10
	Shane Sela

	12. Guidance related to methyl bromide treatment of wood packaging

12.1 Development of a technical manual 

12.2 Options for addressing minor deviations in the standards.

12.3 Technical guidance on determining CT values. 
	2010-TPFQ-17

2010-TPFQ-18

2010-TPFQ-26

2010-TPFQ-33

2010-TPFQ-37
	Eric Allen/Mike Ormsby

	13. Work on Specification 46: Management of phytosanitary risks international movement of wood
13.1 Revision based upon guidance provided by the SC
	2010-TPFQ-11

2010-TPFQ-12

2010-TPFQ-31
	Secretariat

	14. Work under Specification 47: Reducing phytosanitary risks in the international movement of seeds of forest tree species 
	2010-TPFQ-13
	Steward/ Secretariat

	14.1 Discussion papers
14.1.1 Identification of risks

14.1.2 Scope of trade

14.1.3 Potential methods for risk mitigation

14.1.4 Completion of drafting of the standard
	2010-TPFQ-14

2010-TPFQ-15

2010-TPFQ-16
2010-TPFQ-19

2010-TPFQ-20

2010-TPFQ-21

2010-TPFQ-22

2010-TPFQ-23

2010-TPFQ-24

2010-TPFQ-27

2010-TPFQ-30
	

	14.2 Outline of points for draft
	
	

	14.3 Develop text for draft
	2010-TPFQ-39
	

	14.4 Agreement on draft
	
	

	14.5 Work plan for finalization of draft
	
	

	15. Close of the meeting

15.1 Work programme for 2010 – 2011
15.2 Review of the medium term work programme of the TPFQ.
15.3 Reviewing the work process to ensure better performance of tasks.
15.4 Joint work programme with IFQRG – performance measures

15.5 Date and location of next meeting
	
	IPPC Secretariat


APPENDIX 2: Documents List

Report of the Technical Panel on Forestry Quarantine

20 – 24 September 2010

Queen Juliana Room, FAO Headquarters, Rome, Italy
Documents List

	Document number
	Agenda item
	Document title
	Date posted /distributed

	2010-TPFQ-01 (Rev. 8)
	5
	Provisional agenda
	14 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-02 (Rev. 8)
	5
	Documents list
	14 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-03
	4
	Participants list
	4 May 2010

	2010-TPFQ-04
	2
	Local information
	5 May 2010

	2010-TPFQ-05
	9
	Report of 2008 TPFQ meeting
	5 May 2010

	2010-TPFQ-06
	8.1
	Extracts from the Report of the Fifth Session of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures
	1 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-07 (Rev. 2)
	8.2
	Extracts from the Reports of the 2010 & 2010 SC Meetings
	15 September 2010

	2010-TPFQ-08
	8.4
	7th International Forestry Quarantine Research Group Meeting Report 
	8 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-09
	10.1
	Status of ISPM-15 Treatments in the TPPT Work Program
	8 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-10 (Rev. 1)
	11
	Explanatory Document on International Standard For Phytosanitary Measures No. 15 (2010) Regulation Of Wood Packaging Material In International Trade
	1 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-11
	13
	Specification No. 46, Management of the phytosanitary risks in the international movement of wood
	1 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-12
	13
	Draft ISPM – Management of phytosanitary risks in the international movement of wood
	14 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-13 (Rev. 1)
	14
	Specification No. 47, Reducing pest risks in the international movement of seeds of forest tree species.
	1 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-14
	14.1
	FAO/IPGRI Technical Guidelines for the Safe Movement of Germplasm No. 17 - Eucalyptus spp.
	1 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-15
	14.1
	FAO/IPGRI Technical Guidelines for the Safe Movement of Germplasm No. 20 - Acacia spp.
	1 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-16
	14.1
	Forest tree seed health for germplasm conservation
	1 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-17
	12
	Explanatory Document ISPM No. 15 – MBr Component
	2 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-18
	12
	Calculating CT values – Problems and Possible Solutions - TPFQ Paper for Discussion
	3 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ-19
	14.1
	Risk related to pest groups that affect forest seeds, Part I: micro fungi
	8 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 20
	14.1
	Seed Extraction
	8 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 21
	14.1
	International trade in forest tree seed
	8 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 22
	14.1
	Pest management without methyl bromide in a  Georgia forest tree nursery
	8 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 23
	14.1
	Evaluation of fungicides for control of species of Fusarium on longleaf pine seed 
	8 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 24
	14.1
	Non-chemical Treatments 6 – Heat, Forced Hot, Air -  Niger Seed
	8 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 25
	10.2
	Failure to Phytosanitize Ash Firewood Infested With Emerald Ash Borer in a Small Dry Kiln using ISPM-15 Standards
	8 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 26
	12
	Regarding additional measurement for Methyl bromide treatment on Annex 1 

of ISPM No.15 to include into Explanatory document
	14 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 27
	14.1
	Seedborne Bacteria
	14 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 28
	8.2
	Draft Appendix: Submission of new treatments for inclusion in ISPM 15
	16 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 29 (Rev. 1)
	6
	Specification for Technical Panel 4 (Rev. 2): Technical Panel on forest quarantine
	17 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 30
	14.1
	Seed Insects
	17 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 31
	13.0
	Kiln Drying Summary
	17 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 32
	9.0
	Joint IFQRG-TPFQ Work Programme
	17 June 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 33
	12
	USDA Fumigation Manual – Tarpaulin Treatments 
	30 August 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 34
	10.3
	Administrative action to change T314-a and add a new T314-c in the Treatment Manual - Treatment Evaluation Document
	02 September 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 35
	10.1
	Summary report of the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatment’s evaluation of Treatments for ISPM No. 15
	02 September 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 36
	10.2
	Draft treatment schedule for sulfuryl fluoride fumigation of wood packaging material
	02 September 2010

	2010-TPFQ-37
	12
	Calculating CT values – Problems and Possible Solutions TPFQ Paper for Discussion
	02 September 2010

	2010-TPFQ-38  (Rev. 1)
	8.3
	Guide to implementation of phytosanitary standards in forestry
	08 September 2010

	2010-TPFQ- 39
	14.3
	Draft ISPM - Reducing pest risks in the international movement of seeds of forest tree species
	09 September 2010

	2009-TPFQ-40
	10.2
	Andersen etal 2008 Atmospheric Chemistry of SF
	20 September 2010

	2009-TPFQ-41
	10.2
	AUSTRALIA: Views on the coverage of greenhouse gases - Submission to the AWG-LCA and AWG-KP
	20 September 2010

	2009-TPFQ-42
	10.2
	Hunt 12Mar09 New greenhouse gas discovered: Sulfuryl fluoride, 4800x worse than CO2
	20 September 2010

	2009-TPFQ-43
	10.2
	Muhle etal 2009 Sulfuryl Fluoride in the Global Atmosphere
	20 September 2010

	2009-TPFQ-44
	10.2
	Papadimitriou etal 2008 GWP of SO2F2 J Phys Chem
	20 September 2010

	2009-TPFQ-45
	10.2
	Article: Termite insecticide a potent greenhouse gas
	20 September 2010

	2009-TPFQ-46
	
	
	

	2009-TPFQ-47
	10.2
	Kollman 2006 Sulfuryl fluoride environmental fate
	20 September 2010


APPENDIX 3: Participants List
Report of the Technical Panel on Forestry Quarantine

20 – 24 September 2010

Queen Juliana Room, FAO Headquarters, Rome, Italy

Participants List

	Participant role
	Name, mailing, address, telephone
	Email address
	Membership Confirmed
	Term expires

	Steward
	Mr Fuxiang Wang

Director, Plant Quarantine Division

National Agro-Technical Extension and Service Center

Ministry of Agriculture

No 20 Mai Zi Dian Street, Chaoyang District

Beijing, China

Tel: (+86) 10 6419 4524; Fax: (+86) 10 6419 4726 

	wangfuxiang@agri.gov.cn;
	
	

	Steward (Management of the phytosanitary risks in the international movement of wood)
	Ms Marie-Claude FOREST

International Standards Advisor

Office of Chief Plant Health Officer

Export and Technical Standards Section

Canadian Food Inspection Agency

59 Camelot Drive

Ottawa, Ontario  K1A 0Y9

CANADA

Tel: (+1) 613 221 4359

Fax: (+1) 613 228 6602

	marie-claude.forest@inspection.gc.ca
	
	

	Member
	Mr. Victor Agyeman
Director, Forestry Research Institute of Ghana (FORIG)

University Box 63, KNUST, Kumasi, Ghana

Phone +233-24-4844171 +233-51-60122

Fax +233-51-60121

	agyemanvictor@yahoo.com;


	2009 (SC Nov)
	2014

	Member as Chair of IFQRG
	Mr. Eric Allen

Chair, International Forestry Quarantine Research Group, and Research scientist

Canadian Forest Service

Natural Resources Canada

Pacific Forestry Centre

506 West Burnside Road

Victoria, BC  V8Z 1M5, Canada

Tel: (+1) 250 363 0674; Fax: (+1) 250 363 0775

	eallen@nrcan.gc.ca; 
	2008 (CPM-3)
	2013

	Member
	Mr Marcos Beéche Cisternas
Servicio Agrícola y Ganadero

Division de Protección Agrícola

Subdepartamento de Vigilancia y Control de Plagas Forestales

Av. Bulnes 140, Piso 3

Santiago, Chile

Tel: (+56) 2 345 1200; Fax: (+56) 2 345 1203

	marcos.beeche@sag.gob.cl; 
	2008 (CPM-3)
	2013

	Member
	Mr Edson Tadeu Iede

EMBRAPA Centro Nacional de Pesquisa de Florestas

Estrada da Ribeira Km 111

CEP: 83.411-000 Colombo, Paraná, Brazil

Tel: (+55) 41 3675 5600 / 5727

Fax: (+55) 41 3675 5601 / 5737

	iedeet@cnpf.embrapa.br; 
	2008 (CPM-3)
	2013

	Member
	Mr. Michael Ormsby
Senior Adviser, Risk analysis

Biosecurity New Zealand, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry

P.O. Box 2526

Wellington, New Zealand

Tel: (+64) 4 894 0486; Fax: (+64) 4 894 0733

	michael.ormsby@maf.govt.nz; 
	2008 (CPM-3)
	2013

	Member
	Mr. Sven Christer Magnusson 

Research manager, Plant Health and Plant Protection Division

Department of Entomology Bioforsk Plantehelse

Fellesbygget, N-1432 Ås, Norway

Tel: (+47) 952 05 304

	christer.magnusson@bioforsk.no; 
	2008 (CPM-3)
	2013

	Member
	Mr. Mamoru Matsui

Senior officer, Kobe Plant Protection Station

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries

Kobe 2nd joint government building

Hatoba-cho 1-1, Chu-ou-ku

Kobe city, Hyogo prefecture 650-0042, Japan

Tel: (+81) 78 331 1350 / 2386

Fax: (+81) 78 391 1757

	matsuim@pps.maff.go.jp; 
	2008 (CPM-3)
	2013

	Member
	Mr. Thomas Schröder

Scientist/project manager

Julius Kuhn-Institut Federal Research Centre for Cultivated Plants

Institute for Plant Health

Messeweg 11/12

38104 – Braunschweig, Germany

Tel: (+49) 531 299 3381; Fax: (+49) 531 299 3007

	thomas.schroeder@jki.bund.de; 
	2008 (CPM-3)
	2013


APPENDIX 4: Work programme TPFQ 2010-2011

2010-2011 Work Programme for the TPFQ
	Date
	TPFQ Action 
	TPFQ Responsible Person

	2010 September

	9/20 – 9/24
	TPFQ meeting, Rome, IT
	

	2010 October

	9/27 – 10/1
	IFQRG meeting, Lisbon, PT
	Allen

	10/4 – 10/8
	Meeting of group developing a guide in forestry
	

	10/5
	Send to TPFQ revised version of ISPM 15 (2009) explanatory document
	Sela

	10/5
	Post current draft standard on international movement of forest seed on Google documents site. 
	Sela

	10/15
	Provide a revised drawing of a cross section of wood for consideration by the TPFQ for inclusion in the wood standard. 
	Ormsby
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	Provide clean copy of the draft standard on the international movement of wood standard
	Sela
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	Post revised draft document on the international movement of forest tree seed
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	Provide comments on ISPM 15 (2009) explanatory document to Sela
	TPFQ

	10/30
	Develop and provide HT explanatory document to TPFQ members for review
	Schroeder

	10/30
	Develop and provide MeBr document to TPFQ members for review
	Matsui/Ormsby

	2010 November

	11/1
	Identify location for 2012 meeting (Near East)
	Agyeman

	11/1
	Provide any remaining comments regarding movement of wood standard to the Secretariat (Sela)
	TPFQ

	11/7
	Incorporate comments and provide the movement of wood standard to the Steward.
	Sela

	11/30
	Provide comments on HT and MeBr explanatory documents back to authors. Authors review and incorporate comments as appropriate.
	TPFQ
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	12/1
	Provide ISPM 15 (2009) explanatory document to Secretariat for presentation to SC
	Sela
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	Provide copy of the draft report to the rapporteur for review.
	Sela
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	Review and return commented draft report 
	Ormsby
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	Provide revised copy of the draft report of the 2010 TPFQ meeting
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	Schroeder/ Ormsby/ Matsui
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	1/1
	Report on successes in getting more ISPM 15 implementation information posted to the IPP.
	TPFQ
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	Provide comments on the draft report of the 2010 Meeting
	TPFQ

	2011 February

	2/15
	Complete initial draft of text information related to international movement of forest tree seed. 
Identify information gaps missing from the standard. 
	TPFQ

	2/15
	Commence review and revision of initial draft of forest tree standard.
	Steward
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	2010 TPFQ report posted to IPP
	Sela
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APPENDIX 5: Joint Work programme of IPPC Secretariat and IFQRG in support of the TPFQ 2010-2011

	TPFQ Issue
	Expected Date
	TPFQ member responsible to report back to TPFQ
	Related IFQRG Action Items
	IFQRG members reporting
	Outcome

	Efficacy of heat treatment for controlling wood packaging pests
	September 30, 2010
	Allen
	Consider whether the current treatment requirements specified under ISPM 15 sufficiently reduce the risks associated with emerald ash borer moving in wood packaging
	
	

	Evaluation of treatments for impacts to the environment and biodiversity
	December 2010
	Allen
	Consider whether a tool can be developed to allow better evaluation of the impacts of specific treatments under consideration for approval.
	
	

	Sulfuryl fluoride as a greenhouse gas
	September 30, 2010
	Allen
	Provide any new information supporting or refuting the conclusion that sulfuryl fluoride may be a greenhouse gas
	
	


APPENDIX 6: Analysis of Methyl Bromide Fumigation Application and Time Extension
ISPM 15 (2009) approves the use of methyl bromide as a fumigant on wood packaging material (WPM) or wood to be used in the production of WPM to manage the pest risks associated with the international movement of WPM in trade.

The research that was undertaken to support the use of methyl bromide in ISPM 15 indicated that while the applied gas concentration over time (CT) was important, efficacy of the treatment was less sensitive to the actual time taken to achieve the required CT value.  In an effort to reduce the use of methyl bromide through having to repeat fumigations that fail to achieve an adequate CT value in the required time, it was considered acceptable to provide a degree of tolerance to the length of time allowed to achieve the target CT value.  As can be seen in the figure below, an extension of 2 hours can account for a higher-than-expected gas leakage rate (see red line (normal reduction) verses blue line (loss 5% greater than anticipated)).  It is worth noting that an extension of time to achieve the required CT may be unnecessary when the final gas concentration is less than that required, if initial application rates are increased to account for an expected higher leakage rate (see green line).
Figure: Gas concentration levels at different gas reduction rates over time and the affect on target CT value (650 g.h/m3 at 21°C)
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� The gas reduction curves are based on those recorded and published in methyl bromide efficacy trials on pine wood nematode (PWN) by 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
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