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1. 
OPENING OF THE MEETING

1. Mr. Kenmore opened the meeting. He welcomed members of the Standards Committee (SC), and noted that there were five new members on the SC. He also welcomed five observers, including the Chairperson of the CPM.  

2. The Chairperson of the CPM noted that this was the first meeting of the SC that she had attended in her capacity as the Chairperson of the CPM, and noted that her role was to provide a linkage between the SC and the CPM Bureau, which would be meeting in June. 

2. 
ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

3. The SC considered the agenda and suggested some minor modifications. The SC adopted the modified agenda (Appendix 1).

4. The SC was also provided with a list of documents (Appendix 2). 

3. 
ELECTION OF THE RAPPORTEUR

5. The SC elected Mr Porritt (Australia) as rapporteur.

4. 
ITEMS ARISING FROM CPM-3 AND CPM-4

4.1 
Consultant’s report on reorganization of ISPMs

6. The Secretariat informed the SC that it had received the consultant’s report on the re-organization of ISPMs.  
4.2 
Summary of items arising from CPM-4

7. The Secretariat presented a brief summary of items arising from CPM-4 related to the SC.  The SC was informed that four new or revised ISPMs, and eight new phytosanitary treatments were adopted by the CPM. The SC was also informed that the CPM had requested the SC to consider technical concerns from members with regard to the revised ISPM No. 15 (2009) - Regulation of wood packaging material in international trade and ISPM No. 32 Categorization of commodities according to their pest risk. The SC was also informed that the CPM had agreed, in relation to consistency in ISPMs, to have any amendments reviewed by the SC and noted by the CPM. The SC was also asked to consider formal objections to six phytosanitary treatments received from members prior to the CPM (see Section 4.5 of this report). 
8. The SC was informed of the CPM decision on public officers which stated that “Members agreed that the term “public officer” is already sufficiently defined in Article V.2 (a) of the Convention and in ISPM No. 12 (Guidelines for phytosanitary certificates) and should not be modified or changed, nor should any change be made to ISPM No. 12 in this regard.”   Lastly, the SC was informed that the CPM had decided to maintain the topic of international movement of grain as a normal priority on the standard setting work programme, while also deciding that an open-ended workshop on the high priority issue of international movement of grain should be conducted, pending the availability of external resources. 

4.3 
Background paper and terms of reference for IPPC Open-ended workshop on the international movement of grain

9. The SC was informed about the history of this issue, in particular that the CPM decided that development of the topic of international movement of grain as an ISPM and the decision to have an open-ended workshop were distinctly separate.  The SC was informed that the Bureau would consider the terms of reference for the workshop but the SC would be provided this opportunity to give its inputs into the discussion paper and terms of reference for consideration by the Bureau.

10. The steward (Germany) introduced a discussion paper and draft terms of reference for the workshop and reminded the SC that the discussion paper had been circulated by email prior to the CPM for comment. The Chairperson of the SC also provided a revised version of this draft for consideration by the SC. The SC discussed the workshop, including the scope of the workshop, whether or not genetically modified organisms (GMOs) should be included, and the role of intended use.  The SC considered that GMOs are already addressed in ISPM No. 11 (2004) Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms and may not need to be addressed in the workshop and the mention of GMOs should be removed from the terms of reference.
11. The SC noted the importance of considering practical issues related to the international movement of grain and as well as maintaining a wide scope for the workshop so that all key issues can be considered by the workshop. A member noted that it was unusual to convene an open-ended workshop as part of the process of developing an ISPM and that this should not set a precedent. 
12. A small group was convened to discuss and revise the terms of reference for the workshop.  The group discussed all concerns expressed by the SC members and in particular whether phytosanitary risks associated with deviation from intended use should be included.  The group suggested, and the SC agreed, to retain this concept in the terms of reference without reference to phytosanitary risks The SC agreed to these proposed changes and approved the terms of reference to be forwarded to the CPM Bureau for its consideration (Appendix 3).

4.4 
Update on irradiation treatments presented for adoption at CPM-4

4.4.1
CPM-4: Formal objections to irradiation treatments presented for adoption

13. The Secretariat introduced the subject of irradiation treatments to the SC. Prior to CPM-4, formal objections were received on six treatments. The SC discussed whether or not the comments received in the formal objections should be sent back to the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT). The SC agreed to request the TPPT to consider options on how to resolve the technical issues and submit these options back to the SC with a recommendation on how to resolve these formal objections.

14. The formal objections were on the following draft treatments: 

· Irradiation treatment for Conotrachelus nenuphar
· Irradiation treatment for Cylas formicarius elegantulus 
· Irradiation treatment for Euscepes postfasciatus 
· Irradiation treatment for Grapholita molesta 
· Irradiation treatment for Grapholita molesta under hypoxia

· Irradiation treatment for Omphisa anastomosalis  
15. The SC was reminded that the technically based formal objections were received from two contracting parties, 14 days prior to the CPM. The objections related to the effective irradiation doses for both Grapholita molesta treatments, and the possibility of viable F1 progeny for Conotrachelus nenuphar, Cylas formicarius elegantulus, Euscepes postfasciatus, Grapholita molesta and Omphisa anastomosalis.

16. The SC discussed whether or not the comments received in the formal objections should be sent back to the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT). The SC agreed to request the TPPT to consider options on how to resolve the technical issues and submit these options back to the SC with a recommendation on how to resolve these formal objections. The formal objections will be referred to the TPPT and in particular the SC directed the TPPT to determine if the dosage should be amended for both Grapholita molesta treatments and that the TPPT provides advice to the SC on the other pests where, following irradiation, the insect may still produce F1 progeny.

5. 
UPDATE ON THE IPPC STANDARD SETTING WORK PROGRAMME
17. The Secretariat briefly introduced the paper on the IPPC standard setting work programme. It was noted that the work programme is decided by the CPM so the paper is provided to the SC for information only. 

18. The SC noted that new stewards needed to be appointed for specifications for used vehicles, machinery and equipment and for stored products. The SC nominated and agreed on new stewards (Appendix 4).

6. 
REPORT OF THE NOVEMBER 2008 SC MEETING

19. The Secretariat informed the SC that the report of the November 2008 SC meeting was available. 
7. UPDATE ON ISSUES FROM THE NOVEMBER 2008 SC MEETING

7.1
Summary of SC discussions and decisions by email since November 2008

20. The Secretariat informed the SC that it had maintained a record of all email discussions and decisions since the last SC meeting. A list of these decisions is attached as Appendix 5.  It noted that using this mechanism was difficult since in cases where there are one or two members who do not agree with other members, the decision making process may be blocked. The Secretariat requested the SC to consider this when they developed further guidance on how the SC would make decisions via electronic means.
8. 
SPECIFICATIONS

DRAFT SPECIFICATIONS FOR REVIEW OF MEMBER COMMENTS AND APPROVAL BY SC

21. The SC discussed some general considerations related to specifications. It noted that all specifications will have the “provision of resources” section amended to reflect that resources may come from sources other than the regular programme of the IPPC. In order to simplify the specifications, the SC decided to no longer list the steward in the specification but requested the Secretariat to maintain a list of stewards as an appendix to the SC report. In addition, in the reference section, it was agreed to include a general reference to all ISPMs rather than list them individually. 

8.1 Stored products

22. The SC noted that this was a complex topic and that it has the potential to overlap with existing ISPMs, specifically noting the potential overlap with the international movement of grain ISPM (under development). 

23. Several members noted that there is considerable literature on stored product pests and noted that any ISPM will need to complement existing literature. The Secretariat informed the SC that the assigned steward had left the SC at CPM-4 (2009).  The Secretariat also noted that the revised specification did not address all member comments received from the member consultation period.
24. The SC discussed the draft specification. The types of pests that occur in stored products tend to be widely distributed; in addition, there was a question as to whether the proposed standard on grain would also address the same issues that could be covered by a standard on stored products, including grain.  
25. The SC agreed to request the new steward to address comments from the consultation period and report back to the SC. The new steward was specifically asked to examine the broad, general comments received from countries during the member consultation period and to present the revised specification to the next SC meeting. 
8.2
International movement of used machinery and equipment

26. The Secretariat informed the SC that the assigned steward had left the SC at CPM-4 (2009).  The former steward had revised the specification based on comments received during the member consultation period. There was some discussion as to whether issues related to used machinery and equipment could be addressed as part of an inspection manual. There was also discussion about what type of machinery would be included in the standard, including used vehicles. The SC modified the specification to include used vehicles and also decided to modify the title of the specification to reflect this change. 
27. The draft specification was revised and approved by the SC (Appendix 6).

8.3
Forestry surveillance

28. The former steward (Canada) introduced the draft specification for forestry surveillance and noted that he had revised the specification based on comments received during the member consultation period. There was discussion as to whether or not this draft ISPM should be an annex or series of annexes to ISPM No. 6 (Guidelines for surveillance). It was decided to suggest the draft should be an annex, or series of annexes, but allow for the possibility that it could be a new standard if the drafting group decided that it should be a stand-alone document. 

29. There was also a question as to whether weeds should be included in forestry surveillance, but the specification did not include weeds. It was also suggested that the specification could include a task to consider biological control agents for forest pests. It was felt this would be outside the scope of this standard, but could be considered as a topic for a future standard. The steward also noted that the TPFQ had debated the inclusion of tropical forests in the specification. He noted that due to the complexity of surveying in tropical forests and/or areas of high biological diversity, a task to consider tropical forest surveys was not included in the specification. 
30. The SC also decided to include the report of a task force meeting for the Forest Invasive Species Network for Africa, conducted in 2004, (http://www.fao.org/forestry/media/8095/1/0/) as a reference in the specification. The SC noted that “forest products” only refers to products directly related to wood (e.g. timber, foliage). 
31. The draft specification was revised and approved by the SC (Appendix 7).

DRAFT SPECIFICATIONS FOR APPROVAL FOR MEMBER CONSULTATION

8.4
Inspection manual

32. A small group met during the meeting to revise the draft specification. Some members questioned the need for an inspection manual to be an ISPM as it was felt that countries develop their own procedures for inspection.  The feasibility of completing such an ISPM was also questioned. Others suggested that guidelines for inspection manuals would be an appropriate topic for an ISPM. The title of the specification was changed to say “General Guidelines for Inspection Manuals”. The tasks were modified to make them more general and concise.  
33. The draft specification was revised and approved by the SC for member consultation (Appendix 8)
8.5      Experimental protocol to determine host status of fruits to fruit fly (Tephritidae) infestation

34. A small group met during the meeting to revise the draft specification. The group modified the draft specification to replace the term “susceptibility” with the term “host status”.  The reason for the standard was also modified to reflect the importance of host status in PRA, including pest risk management.  The SC reviewed the changes and further modified the tasks to include more information on sampling natural hosts. 
35. The draft specification was revised and approved by the SC for member consultation (Appendix 9). 
MODIFICATIONS TO PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED SPECIFICATIONS

8.6
Summary of TPFQ experience addressing environmental and biodiversity impacts

36. The Secretariat introduced the issue of addressing environmental and biodiversity impacts by noting that CPM-3 had requested that these issues be included in ISPMs. Due to time constraints, the Secretariat informed the SC that the TPFQ had reported some difficulties in addressing environment and biodiversity in its work. The Secretariat asked the SC to consider this in the future. 
8.7
Inclusion of environmental and biodiversity considerations in all new standards

37. The Secretariat informed the SC that the task of considering these issues was now being added to new specifications. It was noted, however, that existing specifications did not include any such statement.  The Secretariat asked the SC if it should revise existing specifications to add this task.  The SC indicated that the Secretariat should insert this task into all approved, or draft, specifications for which an Expert Working Group (EWG) has not met and that future EWGs should take these issues into consideration when developing ISPMs.
9. 
TECHNICAL PANELS

38. The Secretariat introduced the topic of the work of the technical panels. As time was limited the SC decided to only review the work of Technical Panels that required SC direction. The Secretariat did note that guidance from the SC was needed with regard to the Technical Panel on Diagnostic Protocols (TPDP). 

39. The steward for TPDP noted that three diagnostic protocols were ready for member consultation. He noted the difficulties in producing diagnostic protocols due to the fact that most of the work takes place only through email, and that the TPDP had not been allowed to meet this year due to financial resource restrictions. The Secretariat informed the SC that the development of diagnostic protocols is extremely resource intensive, both in terms of staff and financial resources. The steward suggested that this issue be raised with the CPM Bureau when it meets next. 
40. In addition, the steward noted the increasing difficulty of getting appropriate and timely response from authors, probably resulting from lack of benefits for them. The SC requested that the Bureau consider the possibility of paying honorariums. 
41. The steward also noted that two protocols, although ready, may not be sent for country consultation. This creates a major obstacle for the ongoing work for the development of Diagnostic Protocols.  In this regard, the issue of translation of documents was also discussed. The steward suggested that developing diagnostic protocols in English only and translating them into all FAO languages after adoption by the CPM would result in a considerable time and financial savings to the Secretariat. The SC noted this point, but one member suggested that the CPM may not support distributing draft diagnostic protocols in English only. It was agreed to raise this issue with the CPM Bureau. 

42. The SC:
1. noted the amended instructions to authors of diagnostic protocols (Appendix 10)

2. noted the progress with development of diagnostic protocols 
3. recalled three draft protocols have been cleared by the SC (Thrips  palmi, Trogoderma  granarium and Plum pox virus)               
4. noted that these three draft protocols have been modified for consistency with the policy on use of brand names as requested by the SC in November 2008

5. noted that an additional call for authors for a diagnostic protocol for Striga spp. was issued.

43. A small group met to discuss a proposed phytosanitary treatment for cold treatment for Mediterranean fruit fly on lemons.  The small group discussed the status of lemons as hosts and decided to include in the draft treatment schedule that lemons are considered conditional hosts for Mediterranean fruit fly and noted that this information will be included in the draft treatment schedule. The draft treatment schedule will also note that the proposed cold treatment only applies to some varieties of Citrus limon and not to C. latifolia or C. aurantifolia.  
44. The small group also agreed that the common name “lemon” should not be used in the treatment schedule in order to avoid confusion between different Citrus species. It was decided that the scientific name Citrus limon would be retained in the document. The SC agreed, and the proposed treatment will be put into the special process for approval for member consultation via email. 
45. The SC discussed the suggestion from CPM-4 that the term “beneficial organism” be deleted from ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms) because it is a common term and does not need a specific definition. The SC approved the recommendation for deletion to be sent for member consultation.  
10.
FACTORS TO CONSIDER WHEN DETERMINING THE EQUIVALENT OF FIVE DRAFT ISPMS FOR MEMBER CONSULTATION

46. The Secretariat introduced the topic of factors to consider for determining ISPM equivalence in relation to the workload of draft ISPMs released for member consultation.  The SC was informed that both the number of draft ISPMs under development and the number of comments received are increasing. Both the Secretariat and the SC expressed concerns that the heavy workload may adversely affect the quality of standards under development. The Secretariat noted that several member countries had offered at CPM-4 to assist in compiling member comments on draft standards and that this would also assist in managing the overall workload for standard setting.  

47. The Secretariat informed the SC that it had endeavored to identify factors that could be used to evaluate volume of work each draft ISPM would generate. The SC discussed the factors as well as the priorities and various options for moving forward with different draft standards. The factors include text length, composition (text, tables, figures, etc.), complexity (technical and scientific information), amount of supporting documentation and the potential number of expected comments. The SC also discussed that a further factor that should be considered includes if the draft ISPM had previously been circulated for country comments as it would be expected that less comments would be received on these drafts. 

48. The SC decided it would determine which draft standards (including draft diagnostic protocols and phytosanitary treatments) should be submitted for member consultation after it had reviewed the drafts, bearing in mind the factors mentioned above and priority of the draft standards. 
11. 
DRAFT ISPMS FOR REVIEW IN PREPARATION FOR MEMBER CONSULTATION

11.1
Criteria for review of ISPM 15 treatments

49. A small group met during the meeting to provide comments and suggestions back to the SC on how this draft ISPM should be progressed.  The group drafted guidance to the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine (TPFQ). The group suggested that the TPFQ review the criteria critically to determine if the criteria as written are appropriate and report back to the SC. The SC considered the directions to the TPFQ from the group and agreed that this guidance should be sent to the TPFQ (Appendix 11).  

11.2
Revision of ISPM No. 12 Guidelines for phytosanitary certificates

50. The steward (Japan) introduced the revised draft ISPM. He noted that the EWG task was to examine ISPM Nos. 7 and 12 and to remove duplication or conflicting text. In particular, the EWG decided that ISPM No. 7 describes a framework for phytosanitary certification and ISPM No. 12 addresses the practical aspects of issuing phytosanitary certificates. He noted that now ISPM No. 12 deals with practical aspects of re-export issues and therefore the EWG decided not to include re-export issues in the ISPM No. 7 anymore.  The SC was reminded that the CPM had specifically noted that public officer was already sufficiently explained and that no changes should be made to ISPM No. 7 or ISPM No. 12 in this regard.

51. The steward highlighted that the major issues discussed in the EWG while developing the draft included that ISPM No. 12 would provide practical guidance on phytosanitary certificate issuance while ISPM No. 7 would provide more guidelines for the phytosanitary certification system.  The EWG also discussed and highlighted that non-phytosanitary information should not be included in the phytosanitary certificate. 

52. One member provided substantial general comments on the draft ISPM.  These comments suggested that further major revision would be needed to remove redundancy between ISPM Nos. 7 and 12.  The comments also stated that the revised draft is not reflective of current practices in international trade, nor does the draft provide sufficient guidance on re-export. The member also suggested that the model certificates should be updated, additional guidance on import permits should be provided and that the SC should reconsider combining ISPMs No. 7 and 12. 
53. The SC discussed whether countries should be encouraged to issue phytosanitary certificates in English.  Some members felt that it was simpler and more common to request one of the languages on the phytosanitary certificate to be English, while other members felt that countries should be able to use any of the official languages of FAO.  The Secretariat noted that all members of the expert working group had agreed that countries should be encouraged to use English as one of the languages in order to facilitate trade. The SC agreed to modify the text to reflect this approach. 

54. The SC discussed issues related to place of origin.  It was noted that in all cases, place of origin should include the name of the country of origin. The SC agreed to add explanatory text in the certifying statement section to address concerns related to live insects remaining in a commodity after irradiation treatment. 
55. The section on “Additional Declaration” was re-ordered to improve clarity. Also, the Additional Declaration section was modified to have the possibility to include the date of inspection.  The SC included more information on electronic certification and re-export of phytosanitary certificates. The SC agreed to maintain the Appendix on electronic certification as a placeholder, with specific text to be added later. The SC also agreed to modify Appendix 2 (Recommended wording for additional declarations) in particular to better address IPPC terminology.
56. The SC requested that work on the appendix on electronic certification remain on the work programme. 
57. The SC approved the draft ISPM to be sent for member consultation (Appendix 12).
11.3
Revision of ISPM No. 7 Export certification system

58. The steward (Japan) introduced the revised draft ISPM.  The SC discussed the issue of whether the ISPM should refer to countries or contracting parties. Because some countries are still not contracting parties, but may issue phytosanitary certificates, it was felt that leaving the broader term “country” was more appropriate in this case. The SC also discussed whether it was more appropriate to use the term “analyze” or “interpret” when referring to import requirements. The SC decided to use the term interpret when referring to phytosanitary requirements as this better reflected what is actually done by countries. 

59. The SC discussed whether or not to include an appendix to the ISPM No. 7. This would cover “best practices” related to the skills and qualifications of inspectors involved in phytosanitary certification and would be based on the document produced by RPPOs “Best practices for public officers issuing phytosanitary certificates” (See report of the 19th Technical Consultation among RPPOs, 2008). The SC agreed that the appendix was a good concept but could not be resolved during the regular meeting.
60. A small working group met and proposed options for the appendix. The group focused on the proposed content of the appendix rather than the title. It was agreed that the scope should focus on the skills and qualifications of public officers involved in export certification systems. The small group therefore suggested that the EWG continue with the scope as described in the current draft (i.e., skills and qualifications of public officers involved in export certification systems). 

61. The group also suggested that the EWG should analyze the RPPO document and revise it to describe skills and qualifications in a way that is globally applicable (modify descriptions in a way that apply internationally). The SC agreed and requested that work on this topic for the appendix remain on the work programme. The SC decided that the appendix could be added later pending additional work to be done by the EWG. It was felt that the work on the appendix could be done electronically and the group suggested members of the EWG to work on the appendix could be the steward Mr Motoi, Mr Unger (Germany), Guillermo Rossi (Argentina), Changmok Yoo (Korea), Peter Johnston (NZ), and Karen Bedigian (USA)
62. The SC approved the draft ISPM to be sent for member consultation (Appendix 13).
11.4
Integrated measures approach for managing risks associated with international trade of plants for planting

63. A small group met during the meeting to provide comments and suggestions back to the SC on how this draft ISPM should be progressed.  The SC reconfirmed the comments made by SC-7 in May 2008 (report section 4.11) and acknowledged that the current text generally has been drafted in line with those comments. The SC agreed with the groups recommendations that, although the current draft mentions a well-structured range of risk factors to take into account and also provides detailed guidance for setting up risk management systems, more specific guidance is needed on which management options are appropriate for various risk scenarios, maintaining the principle not to require more stringent measures than are actually needed. 

64. The small group suggested that two tasks should be pursued. As a first task, the section on risk factors should be amplified by providing a more detailed description and explanation to each of the risk factors listed (cf. section 1.2 where some details are already provided for irrigation water but not for growing conditions). As a second task, the ‘Plant-related risk factors’, i.e. various types of plants for planting (currently presented in sect. 1.1) should form the basis for a number of management ‘packages’. The assumption behind this approach is that for each of the approximately ten types of plants for planting it is possible to identify in more general terms a particular category of pest risk and thus establish pest risk management options. 

65. The concept of describing two levels of administrative control systems at and for production sites could be maintained, but modified according to the above points for redrafting. Simplified names for the two levels may be used as appropriate.  

66. The small group thought that the descriptions of tasks and responsibilities of the exporting and importing NPPOs respectively are generally appropriate, emphasising that the NPPO of the exporting country has the full jurisdiction of production sites in its territory. The SC-7 recommendation is recalled, that the text should provide guidance for the NPPOs even where no specific bilateral agreement is envisaged. Wording on non-compliance in the core text as well as in the appendix should be considerably simplified and reduced. The future draft should be descriptive rather than prescriptive.

67. The SC considered and agreed to the suggestions provided by the small group and agreed that they be sent to the steward, who is encouraged to continue the drafting work by email with the EWG that met in December 2008 if available. In addition, SC members from Zambia, Canada, United Kingdom, China and New Zealand volunteered to work with the EWG via email. Furthermore, SC members were encouraged to provide their specific comments to the steward of the draft ISPM via the Secretariat. 
11.5
Preclearance for regulated articles

68. A small group met during the meeting to provide comments and suggestions back to the SC on how this draft ISPM should be handled. The group suggested to the SC that several issues needed to be reconsidered and that these issues could be handled by the EWG through email.  The main concerns were over clarifying the scope of the ISPM and over the term and the definition of “preclearance”.  One member disagreed with the proposal to consider a new term instead of preclearance. The SC considered points outlined by the group and decided to consider those points further during its next meeting in November 2009. The discussion paper will be forwarded for review for the next meeting.
11.6
Design and operation of post-entry quarantine stations

69. The Secretariat introduced the draft ISPM.  The SC was informed that the draft had been re-organized after discussion by a small group over email.  The SC felt that text was ready for member consultation and no modifications were made.

70. The SC approved the draft ISPM to be sent for member consultation (Appendix 14). 
11.7
Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies

71. The SC considered the draft ISPM on Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies (Tephritidae). A need to distinguish phytosanitary treatments from post-harvest treatments was identified. Global changes were made to language in the draft ISPM: host susceptibility was replaced by “host status” throughout the draft ISPM in order to be consistent with this change in terminology made to the specification on host status, and “corrective action” was replaced by “corrective action plan” where relevant.  The term phytosanitary condition was amended throughout the draft document to refer to the information required as the SC felt that use of the term phytosanitary condition proposed in the draft ISPM may result in problems with definitions in future ISPMs. 
72. It was agreed to delete Appendix 1, Guidelines for Compliance Arrangements, because the SC considered there was enough information on compliance arrangements in the body of the standard. 

73. Appendix 2, Examples of Existing Systems Approaches for Fruit Flies, was discussed by the SC. It was initially suggested that the names of countries be deleted from Appendix 2. It was also suggested that the technical panel on phytosanitary treatments evaluate the examples of existing systems approaches in this appendix to confirm they were effective. It was explained that such an evaluation would relate more to efficacy of individual treatments rather than the whole system. The TPPT could evaluate treatments that may be part of a systems approach based on submission of supporting data. One member suggested putting the information in this appendix into an explanatory document. The SC decided to delete Appendix 2.     

74. The SC approved the draft ISPM to be sent for member consultation (Appendix 15)
.

12.
SC Priorities for ISPMs to send for member consultation in 2009 
75. The SC considered which ISPMs should be sent for member consultation in 2009. The Secretariat again noted that they have ongoing severe resource limitations and this has direct impact on the number of ISPMs that can be released for member consultation. The Secretary suggested that the SC should be concentrating on improving the quality of the ISPMs released for member consultation rather than quantity. After considering factors (workload) and priorities, the SC decided that the following drafts should be submitted for member consultation in 2009:
· Revision of ISPM No. 7 Export certification system
· Revision of ISPM No. 12 Guidelines for phytosanitary certificates
· Draft ISPM: Design and operation of post-entry quarantine stations

· Draft diagnostic protocol: Thrips palmi
· Draft phytosanitary treatments:  Cold treatments for fruit flies
· Deletion of the term “beneficial organism” from ISPM No. 5 Glossary of phytosanitary terms
13.
Calls
13.1
Call for Topics

76. The Secretariat informed the SC that the call for topics will go forward, with topics due by July 31, 2009.  The call will be posted on the IPP and sent by email to contact points.

13.2
Call for Experts

77. The Secretariat informed the SC that a call for experts for the Technical Panel on the Glossary, the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine and for a diagnostic protocol for Striga spp. has been made. Deadline for submissions is June 1, 2009. 
13.3
Selection of standby virologist TPDP

78. The Secretariat informed the SC that a new expert in virology was needed. After reviewing submissions of experts from countries, the SC selected Mr Delamo James (Canada).
13.4
Call for Treatments

79. The Secretariat informed the SC that a call for heat treatment for fruit flies is being made. The deadline for receiving treatments is October 15, 2009. The Secretariat informed the SC that CPM-4 had determined that a call for treatments in relation to the international movement of wood topic should not be made. The SC requested the TPFQ to consider if there is a need to develop criteria for the evaluation of any treatments that may be made in the future in relation to the international movement of wood and report back to the Nov. 2009 SC meeting. 
14.
Review of standard setting calendar

80. The Secretariat informed the SC that the tentative standard setting calendar for 2009 and 2010 was available for their information. The Secretariat noted that meeting room availability in FAO is limited due to FAO programmes meetings having priority for access to meeting rooms.  The Secretariat requested feedback from SC members as soon as possible in order to finalize dates of meetings. The SC noted that the proposed timing of the TPPT meeting would not allow newly approved treatments as alternatives to methyl bromide to go for 2010 member consultation. 
15.
Update on Online System for Compiling Member Comments
81. The Secretariat informed the SC that it had been developing an online system for compiling member comments. Both NPPOs and RPPOs had provided input into the development of user requirements. The system is being built to help both members and the Secretariat. Particular functionality was being built into the system to facilitate the needs of members, by facilitating continuous editing and sharing of comments as well as providing members a confirmation of their final submission.  The Secretariat noted that it was working to ensure that the system was both user friendly and robust.  Lastly the Secretariat encouraged members of the SC help ensure their countries used the system once it became available. 
16.
Information for Stewards on regional workshops for draft ISPMs 

82. The Secretariat informed the SC that funding had been received from both FAO regular program funding and the trust fund to fully or partially fund all regional workshops on draft ISPMs for 2009. The Secretariat noted that for the first time a regional workshop would be conducted in for the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and Central Asia.  
83. The Secretariat requested that stewards prepare presentations on draft standards submitted for member consultation by June 15. The SC members were encouraged to attend various regional workshops.  One member asked about criteria for funding attendance to workshops of both a national representative and an SC representative. The Secretariat noted that there was no special funding for SC members and organizers tried to fund as many country representatives as possible.
17.
Date and venue of the next SC meeting

84. The date and venue is tentatively FAO Headquarters, Rome, Italy from 9 to 13 November 2009.
18.
Adoption of the report

85. The report was adopted.

19.
Close

86. The Chair thanked the SC and representatives of the IPPC Secretariat for their cooperation. The Chair congratulated the SC on the work achieved and closed the meeting.
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Terms of Reference for the

Open ended IPPC workshop on the international movement of grain

Scope: The open ended workshop should collect information and provide clarity on the relevance and type of phytosanitary problems related to the international movement of grain. Furthermore the workshop should collect views and discuss options for the management of the risks identified that may require further action in the IPPC framework in order to minimize these risks and to protect countries from the introduction of quarantine pests associated with the international movement of grain. 

Tasks: The workshop should provide an opportunity to collect, consider and discuss relevant information. A report on the main results from the workshop including the different views expressed or if possible common conclusions will be made available to the CPM and SC following the workshop. In particular the workshop should: 

· Gather, analyze and discuss information in particular from NPPOs on pest risks related to the international movement of grain (including information on cases where the present systems failed to exclude the introduction of quarantine pests into new countries/areas or even continents) and discuss the factors that may have led to introductions. 

· Consider the different phytosanitary risk factors specific to the international movement of grain and if possible evaluate their relevance on a global scale.

· Consider and highlight the relevance of existing ISPMs and clarify whether further specific harmonized guidance for the international movement of grain is considered necessary (e.g.,  grain production, processing, handling and movement practices, traceability of grain, sampling and inspection (import and export), and grain storage) in order to minimize the risk of introduction of quarantine pests. 

· Consider and discuss the relevance of other specific issues (e.g. deviation from intended use).

· Develop an overview of existing standards (commercial, international organizations, RPPOs, NPPOs) that are relevant for the mitigation of the risks and collect and discuss commercial stakeholder views on the options for further international guidance for the mitigation of phytosanitary risks.

· Explore the need and feasibility of harmonized recommendations for phytosanitary requirements for some types of grain moved internationally. 

· Where possible develop common conclusions resulting from the discussions on the topics highlighted above.

Participation: Participants should include experts from NPPOs from all FAO regions and in particular from developing countries and from those who have been affected by or have experience with the introduction of pests of phytosanitary concern via imported grain. Furthermore representatives from trade, producers and international organizations involved in the international commercial movement of grain and food aid should participate. Individual experts with specific knowledge of pests that have been or may be introduced via grain may be invited. 

Funding: External resources 

The recent FAO congress on food security and the outcome of the discussions at the special session at the 4th Session of CPM will provide valuable background.

STEWARDS OF TECHNICAL PANELS AND ISPMs
(as of 8 May 2009)
[due to change in composition of the SC, possible changes to stewards are highlighted]
Stewards of technical panels

	Steward


	Spec no.
	Title of specification

	Chard, Jane (United Kingdom)
	TP3

Rev1
	Technical panel on phytosanitary treatments

	Hedley, John (New Zealand)
	TP5


	Technical panel on the Glossary of phytosanitary terms

	Ribeiro e Silva, Odilson (Brazil)
	TP2

Rev2
	Technical panel on pest free areas and systems approaches for fruit flies

	Unger, Jens (Germany)
	TP1

Rev2
	Technical panel to develop diagnostic protocols for specific pests

	Wang, Fuxiang (China)
	TP4

Rev1
	Technical panel on forest quarantine


Stewards of ISPMs

	Steward
	Spec no.

(priority)
	Title of specification

	Aliaga, Julie (United States)
	33

(high)
	Supplement to ISPM No. 5: Guidelines for the interpretation and application of the phrase not widely distributed in relation to quarantine pests

	Aliaga, Julie (United States)
	draft

(normal)
	Forest pest surveys for determination of pest status

	Aliaga, Julie (United States)
	draft

(high)
	Phytosanitary inspection manual

	Chard, Jane (United Kingdom)
	21

(high)
	Guidelines for regulating potato micropropagation material and minitubers in international trade

	Enkerlin, Walther (NAPPO)
	35

(high)
	Trapping procedures for fruit flies (Tephritidae)

	Enkerlin, Walther (NAPPO)
	draft

(high)
	Experimental protocol to determine susceptibility of fruits to fruit fly (Tephritidae) infestation

	Forest, Marie-Claude (Canada)
	43

(high)
	Movement of soil and growing media in association with plants in international trade

	Forest, Marie-Claude (Canada)
	--

(high)
	Systems for authorizing phytosanitary activities

	Gonzalez, Magda (Costa Rica) (Backup: Holtzhausen, Mike (South Africa))
	29

(normal)
	The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management of fruit flies (including fruit fly free places of production and production sites (Specification No. 41))

	Gonzalez, Magda (Costa Rica)
	--

(normal)
	International movement of cut flowers and foliage

	Hedley, John (New Zealand)
	32

(high)
	Review of ISPMs

	Holtzhausen, Mike (South Africa) (Backup: Sakala, Arundel (Zambia))
	42

(high)
	Pre-clearance for regulated articles

	Holtzhausen, Mike (South Africa)
	45

(normal)
	Import of plant breeding material for scientific research, education or other specific use

	Rossi, Guillermo (Argentina)
	draft

(normal)
	International movement of used machinery and equipment

	Haddad, Safwat A. El  (Egypt)

	draft

(normal)
	Minimizing regulated pests in common stored products in international trade

	Melcho, Beatriz (Uruguay)
	24

(normal)
	Post-entry quarantine facilities

	Nordbo, Ebbe (Denmark)
	44

(high)
	Pest risk analysis for plants as quarantine pests

	Nordbo, Ebbe (Denmark) 

(Backup: Hedley, John (New Zealand))
	--

(high)
	Minimizing pest movement by sea containers and conveyances

	Opatowski, David (Israel)
	34

(high)
	Pest risk management for plants for planting in international trade

	Opatowski, David (Israel) 

(Backup: Musa, Khidir (Sudan))
	39

(high)
	Suppression and eradication procedures for fruit flies (Tephritidae)

	Peralta, Ana (COSAVE)
	--

(normal)
	Terminology of the Montreal Protocol in relation to ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms)

	Porritt, David (Australia)
	--

(normal)
	Handling and disposal of garbage moved internationally

	Sakala, Arundel (Zambia)
	--

(normal)
	Use of permits as import authorization (Annex to ISPM No. 20: Guidelines for a phytosanitary import regulatory system)

	Sakamura, Motoi (Japan)
	38

(high)
	Revision of ISPMs No. 7 and 12

	Setiawan, Dwi (Indonesia)
	--

(normal)
	Wood products and handicrafts made from raw wood

	Unger, Jens (Germany)
	--

(high)
	Minimizing pest movement by air containers and aircrafts

	Unger, Jens (Germany)
	--

(normal)
	International movement of grain

	Wang, Fuxiang (China)
	draft

(high)
	Reducing phytosanitary risks in the international movement of seeds of forest tree species

	Wolff, Greg (Canada)
	46

(high)
	Management of phytosanitary risks in the international movement of wood

	Wolff, Greg 
	31

(high)
	Criteria for ISPM No.15 treatments (as part of Revision of ISPM No. 15) 


Summary of SC decisions from November 2008 to May 2009 by electronic means
Consistent with Rule 5 of the TORs and ROPs of the SC (approved in November 2008), the following summary of SC decisions and discussions that took place between November 2008 and May 2009 by electronic means are: 

1. Keeping the Criteria for ISPM 15 treatments on the IPPC work programme

The TPFQ, in revising ISPM No. 15, removed the criteria for the evaluation of phytosanitary treatments to be included in the standard. The TPFQ felt these criteria should be presented in the IPPC procedure manual where the criteria could be changed more easily.  However, the TPFQ at their meeting in December 2008 reviewed these criteria again and decided the criteria would benefit from a member consultation and that the criteria would be more transparent if they were annexed to ISPM No. 15. As a result the TPFQ requested the Secretariat to seek permission from the SC to allow this work to remain on the work programme after the adoption of the revised ISPM No. 15. This request was presented to the SC via e-mail, no objection was received by SC members and it was presented to the CPM- 4 (2009).

2. Inclusion of an environmental statement in ISPM No. 15

The TPFQ at their meeting in December 2008, took on the newly assigned task from the SC to consider the need for an environmental statement in the revision to ISPM No. 15 and if needed to suggest text for such a statement. A draft environmental statement was drafted by the TPFQ and submitted to the SC via e-mail. No objection was received by SC members and the environmental statement was added to the draft revision to ISPM No 15 presented to CPM-4 (2009).

3. Agreement on the contents of the CPM-4 paper prepared by the steward of the TPG on how to address consistency in ISPMs

As agreed at the November 2008 SC meeting, the steward for the TPG drafted a paper for the CPM, which proposed a method of how to address the inconsistencies found in adopted ISPMs. This CPM decision paper was circulated to the SC via e-mail. Some SC members submitted comments back to the steward who revised the paper and submitted it to CPM-4 (2009).

 

4. Request by the Secretariat to place the 14 irradiation treatments on the CPM-4 agenda under the special process

In an effort to move draft ISPMs that were in an advance state of development forward, the Secretariat, under the newly adopted standard setting process, requested the SC to consider submitting the 14 irradiation phytosanitary treatments to CPM-4 for adoption. These irradiation treatments had been previously submitted for member consultation but had been blocked by formal objections. Under the newly adopted process, the SC decides how to respond to comments. The formal objections and comments had been reviewed by the TPPT and adjustments to the treatments had been made. There were some objections to moving these irradiation treatments forward and a compromise on text in the footnote was finally reached which allowed these treatments to be submitted for adoption to CPM-4 (2009).

5. Comments on the concept paper on the international movement of grain were invited by the steward (Germany) of that topic

As agreed at the November 2008 SC meeting, the steward for the topic for an ISPM on the international movement of grain drafted a discussion paper to be presented to CPM. This discussion paper was circulated for comments to the SC via e-mail but no consensus could be reached and the SC decided to discuss this paper at their May 2009 meeting.

6. Formal objections prior to CPM-4 (2009)

Formal objections were received 14 days prior to CPM-4 (2009) on 6 irradiation phytosanitary treatments. Following the standard setting process, these formal objections were presented to the SC via e-mail. The SC decided that these matters were too complex to resolve in the 14 days prior to CPM and decided to discuss them further at their May 2009 meeting.

DRAFT SPECIFICATION  No. 48
Title: International movement of used vehicles, machinery and equipment. 

Reason for the ISPM: Used vehicles, machinery and equipment are articles frequently moved or traded between countries. They may have been used for many purposes such as for construction, industrial uses, and mining, as well as for agricultural or forestry purposes and may include used military vehicles, machinery and equipment. Depending on the use to which these articles are put prior to export, they may have become contaminated with  pests. When moved internationally, they can harbour and spread plants, parts of plants and soil and may present a phytosanitary risk to the importing country. Depending on their use in the country of import, they may introduce quarantine pests to agricultural, forested, wilderness or other areas. Specific guidance is needed for NPPOs in the exporting and importing countries to assess the risks associated with the movement of these articles and to determine phytosanitary measures that may be required to mitigate assessed risks in order to facilitate the safe movement of such articles.

Scope and purpose: The standard should provide guidance to NPPOs on the identification and assessment of pest risks associated with the international movement of used vehicles, machinery and equipment, and on the appropriate phytosanitary measures to mitigate the risks of introduction of quarantine pests and soil associated with them.

Tasks: The expert drafting group should:

1. Identify the categories of used vehicles, machinery and equipment to be addressed by the standard (such as used cars, construction, industrial, military and agricultural or forestry uses, and used parts of such equipment and machinery) and consider the need to include such categories in the standard.

2. Identify the phytosanitary risks associated with the movement of used vehicles, machinery and equipment (such as soil and soil borne pests, plant debris and plant pests egg masses, weed seeds or other reproductive parts of invasive species.

3. Identify phytosanitary measures, including procedures, appropriate for mitigating the pest risks associated with the international movement of used vehicles, machinery and equipment. These may include cleansing, treatment, inspection or certification.

4. Consider to include guidance on good practice for international movement of used vehicles, machinery and equipment.

5. Identify and assign the roles and responsibilities of NPPOs and different stakeholders, e.g. importers, exporters, etc. to implement mitigation measures for the risks. 

6. Identify equipment and facilities necessary for phytosanitary decontamination or disinfection of used vehicles, machinery and equipment.

7. In addition, consider whether the new or revised ISPM could affect in a specific way (positively or negatively) the protection of biodiversity and the environment. If this is the case, the impact should be identified, addressed and clarified in the ISPM.

Provision of resources: Funding for the meeting is provided by the IPPC Secretariat (FAO) except where expert participation is voluntarily funded by the expert’s government. As recommended by ICPM-2 (1999), whenever possible, those participating in standard setting activities voluntarily fund their travel and subsistence to attend meetings. Participants may request financial assistance, with the understanding that resources are limited and the priority for financial assistance is given to developing country participants.

Expertise: Five to seven experts that collectively have wide general phytosanitary knowledge, practical expertise in inspection, risk assessment, risk mitigation, andexpertise in the international movement of used vehicles, machinery and equipment.

Approval: Introduced into the work programme by CPM-1 (2006). Specification approved for member consultation by the Standards Committee in November 2007. Finalized and approved by the Standards Committee in May 2009.

References: 

The IPPC, relevant ISPMs and other national, regional and international standards and agreements as may be applicable to the tasks, and discussion papers submitted in relation to this work.
Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS) import conditions database (ICON). www.aqis.gov.au/icon.

Discussion documents: Participants and interested parties are encouraged to submit discussion papers to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org) for consideration by the expert drafting group. 

DRAFT SPECIFICATION  No. 49
Title: Forest pest surveys for determination of pest status
Reason for the standard: Standardised methods for surveys for forest pests are of importance for exporting and importing countries and their respective NPPOs in determining pest status in the area(s) concerned, in providing for related phytosanitary certification, and in conducting pest risk analysis as required. Survey activities undertaken in accordance with internationally-agreed practices would be conducive to official inspection activities and the recognition of pest-free areas and, hence, contribute to reducing risk and facilitating trade.Given some of the unique attributes of forests and their pests (e.g., large or vast areas, potentially high biodiversity, cryptic nature of some pests), and the international trade in wood and other forest commodities, it is important to develop specific guidance on forest pest surveys in the near future.

Scope and purpose: Either as an annex or a series of annexes (to ISPM No. 6, Guidelines for Surveillance) or as an independent standard, will be developed specifically to provide guidelines for surveys for forest pests suitable for application primarily in relation to temperate and cultivated forests, to address broad categories of pests, e.g.,  Lepidoptera, Coleoptera and other insects (including vectors), nematodes, bacteria, viruses and fungal pathogens. This standard (or annex(es)) should assist contracting parties and NPPOs in meeting their obligations for surveillance contained in Article IV of the IPPC, and should facilitate early detection of pests in endangered areas.

Tasks: The expert drafting group should:

1. Identify appropriate broad groups of forest pests for which specific guidance on surveys is appropriate and will be provided (e.g., fungal pathogens, Lepidoptera, Coleoptera and other insects (including vectors), nematodes, bacteria, and viruses);

2. Further to task No. 1, consider and decide whether, due to specific applicability of certain phytosanitary measures for certain groups of pests, and key differences in their biology, some organisms within broad groups (like fungal pathogens) may need to be treated separately in terms of how the guidance is presented. This could result in the presentation of the information in devoted/dedicated chapters or sections, or in separate annexes (depending on the response to task No. 5);

3. Consider and describe situations in which conducting surveys is feasible (i.e., indicate difficult or problematic survey scenarios such as forests with very high biodiversity, e.g., natural tropical forests);

4. Describe appropriate specific survey methodology for these groups of pests, considering where applicable and appropriate:

· Seasonal timing considerations

· Specific sampling patterns and plans

· Statistical considerations with regard to sample size and the number of samples for a given area

· Types of traps (including spore traps), lures, pheromones, etc., and trapping density and recommended spacing (if appropriate)

· Host plants, and symptoms that assist detection

· Use of non-quarantine indicator species to determine pest prevalence 

· Wood-type and material for inspection (including signs of vector activity), sampling procedures and testing

· Soil sampling criteria (if appropriate, depending on lifecycles of the pests concerned)

· Guidance on broad diagnostic procedures if appropriate (individual diagnostic protocols are developed by the Technical Panel on Diagnostic Protocols)

· Uniform reporting and recording templates (to be consistent with ISPM No. 8, Determination of pest status in an area)

· Other methodology (e.g., use of aerial and satellite imaging to determine infestations) and equipment as appropriate.

5. Consider and recommend whether this work should be presented preferably as an annex (or series of annexes) to ISPM No. 6 (Guidelines for surveillance) or as an independent standard;

6. In addition, consider whether the new ISPM could affect in a specific way (positively or negatively) the protection of biodiversity and the environment. If this is the case, the impact should be identified, addressed and clarified in the ISPM.

Provision of resources: Funding for the meeting is provided by the IPPC Secretariat (FAO). As recommended by ICPM-2 (1999), whenever possible, those participating in standard setting activities voluntarily fund their travel and subsistence to attend meetings. Participants may request financial assistance, with the understanding that resources are limited and the priority for financial assistance is given to developing country participants.

Collaborator: To be determined.

Expertise: Expertise on forest crop protection as contained in the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine.

Participants: Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine.

Approval: Added to the work programme of the TPFQ by the Standards Committee in November 2006. Specification approved for member consultation by the Standards Committee in November 2007. Included on the Work Programme adopted by the Third Session of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures in April, 2008. Finalized and approved by the Standards Committee in May 2009.

References: The IPPC, relevant ISPMs and other national, regional and international standards and agreements as may be applicable to the tasks, and discussion papers submitted in relation to this work.

Discussion papers: Participants and interested parties are encouraged to submit discussion papers to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org) for consideration by the expert drafting group.

DRAFT SPECIFICATION FOR MEMBER CONSULTATION 

[Approved for member consultation at the May 2009 meeting of the Standards Committee]

Title: General Guidelines for Inspection Manuals
Reason for the ISPM: Internationally agreed inspection guidelines will help to harmonize how countries carry out these activities for both exported and imported plants, plant products and other regulated articles moving in international trade. 

Scope and purpose: Guidelines are needed for countries to develop their inspection manuals. This standard will provide general guidance on phytosanitary inspection procedures to be used by NPPOs in developing guidelines on appropriate phytosanitary inspections on plants, plant products and other regulated articles moving in international trade.

Tasks: The expert working group (EWG) should:

1.
Consider inspection manuals currently in use by NPPOs and RPPOs and based on review, identify the most appropriate format for the General procedures and conditions for phytosanitary inspection

2
Develop a broad outline for the inspection process for general categories for types of inspections such as plants (cuttings, potted, seeds, etc.), plant products (fruits and vegetables, grains, root crops, cut flowers and foliage, etc.) and other regulated articles (containers, ships, warehouses, etc.). 

3. 
Consider using templates for each general category, containing generic procedures, brief and to the point.  Use decision tables and/or flowcharts, if necessary.

4.
Consider developing general inspection guidelines based on each category identified in the templates, to include subcategories (e.g. for fruits and vegetables, include subcategories for botanical fruits, leafy vegetables, root crops, etc), and target pests inspection procedures (e.g. for internal, external feeders, mites, hitchhikers, etc.) and the appropriate format of presentation

5
List equipment, facilities and other inspection support (e.g. identification keys, reference specimens) that may be needed.

6          Briefly describe actions to take during and after inspection, such as: documentation and safeguarding of infested material.

7
Identify methods for preserving pests or plant material and submitting such material for diagnosis.

8
In addition, consider whether the new draft standard could affect in a specific way (positively or negatively) the protection of biodiversity and the environment. If this is the case, the impact should be identified, addressed and clarified in the draft standard.

Provision of resources: Funding for the meeting is provided by the regular programme of the IPPC Secretariat (FAO) except where expert participation is voluntarily funded by the expert’s government. As recommended by ICPM-2 (1999), whenever possible, those participating in standard setting activities voluntarily fund their travel and subsistence to attend meetings. Participants may request financial assistance, with the understanding that resources are limited and the priority for financial assistance is given to developing country participants.

Expertise: 5-7 experts in phytosanitary inspection including at least one person with experience in the development of phytosanitary inspection manuals.

Approval:  ICPM-7 in 2005 added this topic to the IPPC standard setting work programme.

References:
The IPPC, relevant ISPMs and other national, regional and international standards and agreements as may be applicable to the tasks, and discussion papers submitted in relation to this work.

Participants and interested parties are encouraged to submit proposals for components of this draft or any other relevant discussion paper.  
DRAFT SPECIFICATION FOR MEMBER CONSULTATION 

[Approved for member consultation at the May 2009 meeting of the Standards Committee]

Title: Experimental protocol to determine host status of fruits to fruit fly (Tephritidae) infestation. 

Reason for the ISPM: Determination of host status is a fundamental element in PRA, including pest risk management. There is evidence to indicate that some fruits, although listed in scientific literature to be hosts to some fruit flies, are actually not hosts or are very poor hosts. This has resulted in the imposition of unnecessary or overly restrictive phytosanitary measures by NPPOs on such fruit commodities. Given this, there is need for an internationally harmonized protocol to determine host status in order to facilitate trade. This ISPM will have a highly beneficial impact for both importing and exporting countries. Finally, categorization of host status for hosts of fruit flies is a horizontal and fundamental concept to other ISPMs addressing fruit fly issues (e.g. PFAs, ALPPs, systems approaches, etc). As such, categorization of host status should be harmonized in this ISPM so that the harmonized terminology can be applied in other ISPMs.

Scope and purpose: The standard will provide guidelines for the conduct of a protocol to determine the host status of fruits to fruit fly. 

The guidelines should focus on the methodology, statistical design and procedures underpinning laboratory and field trials that may be adopted for use to ascertain the host status of fruits to fruit fly infestation. 

The results of such trials can have significant implications in facilitating trade as the host status of fruit to fruit fly infestation can be used as a risk management option, either as a stand alone measure or as part of a systems approach. 

Tasks: The Technical Panel on Fruit Flies (TPFF) is to:

1. Determine categories of fruit fly host status.

2. Draft a comprehensive procedures guideline for the determination of host status of fruit to fruit fly infestation that includes the following aspects:

a) Experimental outline for laboratory and field procedures used to determine host status including: 

-
fruit species and cultivars used

-
physiological stage of the fruit

-
fruit sampling under natural conditions

-
detection record at import and export inspections

-
relevant aspects of production of fruit

-
fruit fly source (wild or laboratory colony) used for forced infestations

- 
control hosts

-
fruit fly female age

-
fruit fly density used for forced infestations

-
experimental design.

b)
Define the parameters that should be taken into account in order to determine fruit fly host status 

c)
Criteria to determine host status in relation to fruit physiology and environmental conditions

d) Criteria to quantify and interpret the data to ascertain the host status under the experimental design outlined above

e) In addition, consider whether the new ISPM could affect in a specific way (positively or negatively) the protection of biodiversity and the environment. If this is the case, the impact should be identified, addressed and clarified in the ISPM.

3. Specific fruit fly surveys for the determination of fruit fly hosts under natural conditions

· fruit fly trapping layout (fruit species and varieties, phenological stages)

· fruit sampling (number of samples, size, etc.)

Provision of resources: Funding for the meeting is provided by the IPPC Secretariat (FAO). As recommended by ICPM-2 (1999), whenever possible, those participating in standard setting activities voluntarily fund their travel and subsistence to attend meetings. Members may request financial assistance, with the understanding that the priority for financial assistance is given to developing country representatives. Members should consider that resources are limited.

Collaborator: To be announced.
Expertise: Experience with or understanding of the methodology used in the determination of host status of fruit to fruit flies. Expertise with more than one genus of fruit fly and experience with fruit flies in several regions. Knowledge of ISPMs and good writing skills desirable.

Participants: TPFF and other experts if deemed necessary.

Approval: Introduced into the work programme of the TPFF by the Standards Committee in November 2006. 

References: 
The IPPC, relevant ISPMs and other national, regional and international standards and agreements as may be applicable to the tasks, and discussion papers submitted in relation to this work.

APPPC RSPM No 4. (2005). Guidelines for the confirmation of the non-host status of fruit and vegetables to Tephritid fruit flies, NAPPO RSPM No. 30 (2008) Guidelines for the Determination and Designation of Host Status of a Fruit or Vegetable for Fruit Flies (Diptera: Tephritidae), relevant ISPMs including ISPMs No. 26 and 28 and all technical and scientific literature on determination of host status.
Discussion papers: Participants and interested parties are encouraged to submit discussion papers to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org) for consideration by the expert drafting group.

DIAGNOSTIC PROTOCOLS FOR REGULATED PESTS
INSTRUCTIONS TO AUTHORS

[Status: noted by SC May 2009]
These instructions are based on International Standard for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPM) No. 27 (Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests) and are compiled to provide more specific explanatory guidance for authors of diagnostic protocols (DPs). Authors are encouraged to study ISPM No. 27 to ensure that the DP is consistent with the standard.

1.
General considerations

1.1
Minimum requirements for reliable diagnosis of regulated pests

Under the heading titled ISPM No. 27 states:

Diagnostic protocols may be used in different circumstances that may require methods with different characteristics. Examples of such circumstances grouped according to an increased need for high sensitivity, specificity and reliability are: 

-
routine diagnosis of a pest widely established in a country

-
general surveillance for pest status

-
testing of material for compliance with certification schemes

-
surveillance for latent infection by pests 

-
surveillance as part of an official control or eradication programme

-
pest diagnostic associated with phytosanitary certification 

-
routine diagnosis for pests found in imported consignments

-
detection of a pest in an area where it is not known to occur

-
cases where a pest is identified by a laboratory for the first time

-
detection of a pest in a consignment originating in a country where the pest is declared to be absent.

The ISPM also states:
Diagnostic protocols provide the minimum requirements for reliable diagnosis of regulated pests. This may be achieved by a single method or a combination of methods. Diagnostic protocols also provide additional methods to cover the full range of circumstances for which a diagnostic protocol may be used. The level of sensitivity, specificity and reproducibility of each method is indicated where possible. NPPOs may use these criteria to determine the method or combination of methods that are appropriate for the relevant circumstances. 

This means that the minimum requirement usually is applicable to one of the first indents (e.g. routine surveillance). Authors should provide information for the National Plant Protection Organization (NPPO) to make decisions on the methodology required for the relevant circumstances. 

If necessary, DPs may describe more than one method to take into account the varying capabilities of laboratories and the situations for which the methods are applied. Such situations include diagnosis of different developmental stages of pests, which require different methodologies, as well as the degree of certainty required by the NPPO. For some purposes a single method may be sufficient, for others a combination of methods may be necessary. This applies both to the minimum requirements for a diagnosis and where additional requirements are necessary (such as where a high degree of certainty in the diagnosis is required). In cases where morphological methods can be reliably used but appropriate molecular methods have been developed, the latter should be presented as alternative or supplementary methods.

1.2
Other general considerations
DPs are published as annexes to ISPM No. 27 (Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests). They describe procedures and methods for the detection and identification of pests that are regulated by Contracting Parties of the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) and relevant for international trade. They are addressed to diagnosticians/diagnostic laboratories performing official tests as part of phytosanitary measures. The DPs provide guidance on the diagnosis of specified pests. Information is provided on the specified pest, its taxonomic status and the methods to detect and identify it. As indicated in Section 1.1, DPs contain the minimum requirements for reliable diagnosis of the specified pest and provide flexibility to ensure the methods are appropriate for a range of circumstances of use. 

DPs may cover a species, taxa below species level, several species within a genus, or an entire genus, for example where several species within a genus are regulated pests.

Authors should draft DPs in accordance with the requirements given in the main text of ISPM No. 27.

General guidelines on the formatting of DPs are appended. By using these guidelines, authors will help ensure consistency between DPs and facilitate processing of draft DPs. These guidelines will be consolidated as more DPs are developed. Authors are also invited to refer, as a model, to the first DP (for Thrips palmi).

DPs are drafted by a group of authors called an editorial team co-ordinated by a lead author and overseen by a discipline lead from the TPDP. The editorial team, including the lead author, is recommended by the TPDP discipline lead and approved by the entire TPDP. To ensure global coverage of the protocol and to facilitate adoption, authors should consult relevant experts from different regions outside of the editorial team prior to submission of final drafts to the TPDP.  The names of the experts consulted and indications of major difficulties that have been encountered and not yet resolved should be submitted to the TPDP. A list of the experts consulted will be included in a cover letter for member consultation. 

2.
Definitions

-
Pest Diagnosis: The process of detection and identification of a pest.

-
Reproducibility: Ability of a test method to provide consistent results when applied to aliquots of the same sample tested in different conditions.

-
Sensitivity: Smallest detectable amount of the target (target may include live organisms, antibodies, nucleic acids).

-
Specificity: Characteristics of a test as concerns its performance with regard to cross-reactions with non-target (false positives) or lack of reaction with target (e.g. subgroups or individuals of the pest) (false negatives).

3.
Methodology

Each DP should contain the methods and guidance necessary for the named pest(s) to be detected and positively identified by an expert (i.e. an entomologist, mycologist, virologist, etc.). Authors should select methods on the basis of their sensitivity, specificity and reproducibility, also taking into account the availability of equipment, the expertise required for these methods and their practicality (for example, ease of use, speed and cost). 

All methods should be described separately in a consistent manner with sufficient detail (including equipment, reagents and consumables) to be able to perform the test without further reference to the literature. Brand names should not be given unless they are technically necessary and directly affect the result of the diagnosis. If the method is based on a commercial kit it is not necessary to repeat the manufacturer’s instructions. DPs should not be written in the form of standard operating procedures but should provide sufficient detail to allow NPPOs to develop such procedures. Where appropriate, reference may be made to methodology described in other adopted DPs annexed to the ISPM No. 27.

For all methods, information on their sensitivity, specificity and reproducibility, and specifications from multi-laboratory validation trials (when available) should be included. These data, as far as possible, should be quantitative, but in the absence of quantitative data, qualitative information may be provided. 
· The names of particular brands of chemicals, reagents and equipment should, as far as possible, be avoided and a correct designation or description of the chemical, reagent or equipment shall be given rather than a trade name (brand name)

· Brand names should only be included when the brand is considered to affect the level of specificity, sensitivity and/or reproducibility quoted in the diagnostic protocol. If this is the case, the brand name may be given in the text but shall be associated with a footnote as follows:

FOOTNOTE: “The use of ……in this diagnostic protocol implies no approval of them to the exclusion of others that may also be suitable. This information is given for the convenience of users of this protocol and does not constitute an endorsement by the CPM of the chemical, reagent and/or equipment named. Equivalent products may be used if they can be shown to lead to the same results.” 

· If it is known that only one chemical, reagent and/or equipment is currently available, that is suitable for the successful application of the protocol, the brand name may be given in the text of the protocol but shall be associated with a footnote as follows:

FOOTNOTE: “The use of ……in this diagnostic protocol implies no approval to the exclusion of others that may also be suitable. This information is given for the convenience of users of this protocol and does not constitute an endorsement by the CPM of the chemical, reagent and/or equipment named. Equivalent products may be used if they can be shown to lead to the same results.”

Guidance on positive and negative controls and reference material should be included in each of the tests. Methods where the inclusion of appropriate controls is essential (e.g. enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay [ELISA]) should be indicated. Sources and specifications of controls and reference materials (e.g. catalogue numbers of bacterial reference strains) should be provided.

Authors should provide information and guidance on methods that either singly or in combination lead to diagnosis of the pest. Guidance should also be provided on the interpretation of results, in particular the criteria for the determination of a positive or negative result for each method.

It is not necessary to include all methods which have been reported for a particular pest, only those which are reliable, currently available and considered to be of use for the purposes described in ISPM No. 27. 

If several methods are needed for the diagnosis, and / or if many alternative methods are included, a schematic flow diagram may be presented. The diagram should indicate the reliability of each method or combination of methods. It is not intended to be a decision-making tree but is intended to assist NPPOs in determining which method(s) are appropriate for use under different circumstances. When authors conclude that a combination of methods is needed, the reasons should be provided.

When several methods are mentioned, their advantages and disadvantages should be given (e.g. duration of the test, cost, availability of reagents, requirements for specialized knowledge or equipment, limited validation data available such as covering only some populations of an organism) as well as the extent to which the methods or combinations of methods are equivalent. 

If illustrations (e.g. photographs or line drawings) are essential to the diagnosis, they should be included in the protocol. Photographs that provide additional information but are not essential for the diagnosis may be posted on the IPP. In some cases links may be provided to other web sources for photographs. The lead author is responsible for obtaining any relevant permissions to use the photographs. 

4.
Structure and content of a diagnostic protocol

DPs should follow the layout of section 2 of ISPM No. 27 and should be arranged into the following sections, numbered as follows:

1. Pest information

2. Taxonomic information

3. Detection

4. Identification

5. Records

6. Contact points for further information

7. Acknowledgements

8. References

Each section should be divided into sub-sections as required (especially the detection and identification sections) and both sections and sub-sections should be numbered. An index of the sections should be included at the start of the DP and the pages of the DP numbered. As DPs themselves will be annexes to ISPM No. 27, they should not have annexes or appendices.

4.1 Pest information

Authors should provide brief information on the pest (generally less than one page of type-written text), including, where appropriate, its life cycle, morphology, variation (morphological and/or biological), relationship with other organisms, host range (in general), effects on hosts, present and past geographic distribution (in general), mode of transmission and dissemination (vectors and pathways). It is not necessary to include specific details about the epidemiology of the disease or its management.

Supplementary information, such as detailed information on the pest’s geographic distribution or hosts, should not be included except when directly relevant for diagnosis. The DP is not intended to be a pest data sheet but reference to such data sheets should be provided when publicly available and considered to provide useful background information.

4.2 Taxonomic information

Under this paragraph, the correct scientific name and authority should be given and an overview of the relevant taxonomic hierarchy (e.g. Kingdom, Phylum, Order, Family, Genus, Species, relevant below species taxon). Include synonyms and relevant former names (these may be taxonomically incorrect but relevant in relation to the literature) as appropriate. For fungi, the teleomorph name should be used; teleomorph synonyms may be included as appropriate. The anamorph name and its synonyms (as relevant) should also be presented. For viruses, internationally recognized acronyms should be included. Common names widely used in international scientific literature should also be included.

4.3 Detection

As stated in ISPM No. 27, this section provides information and guidance on:

-
the plants, plant products or other articles capable of harbouring the pest

-
the signs and/or symptoms associated with the pest (characteristic features, differences or similarities with signs and/or symptoms from other causes), including illustrations, where appropriate

-
the part(s) of the plant, plant products or other articles on/in which it may be found

-
the developmental stages of the pest that may be encountered, together with their likely abundance and distribution on/in the plants/plant products or other articles

-
the likely occurrence of the pest associated with developmental stages of the host(s), climatic conditions and seasonality

-
methods for discovering the pest in the commodity (e.g. visual, hand lens)

-
methods for extracting, recovering, and collecting the pest from the plants, plant products or other articles, or for demonstrating the presence of the pest in the plants, plant products or other articles. 

-
methods for indicating the presence of the pest in asymptomatic plant material or other materials (e.g. soil or water), such as ELISA tests or culturing on selective media

-
viability of the pest

The ISPM also states that guidance is also provided on resolving possible confusion with similar signs and/or symptoms due to other causes.

Methods for detection may be interpreted differently depending on the type of pest being considered. For example, detection of an insect may relate to observation of individuals or signs of damage in consignments, whereas detection methods for bacteria may involve culturing extracts of suspected plant material on differential or semi-selective medium.

When a detection method may also be used for identification, it is recommended that it is described in the detection section and then referred to in the following identification section. Any comments about its use for detection or identification should be included in the relevant section. Methods that detect a group of pathogens rather than a specific pathogen should be described in the detection section.

Sampling procedures for inspectors and inspectors’ instructions on recognition of the pest from signs and symptoms should not be included but essential information for diagnosis should be given. Procedures for inspectors are likely to be covered in an inspection manual. Additional information on the sample that may be relevant for proper diagnosis should be provided (e.g. storage conditions). 

4.4 Identification

In this section, in addition to a description, authors should provide information and guidance on methods that either used alone or in combination lead to the identification of the pest. Methods for quick, presumptive indications of identity (which will later need to be confirmed) may also be included.

Two main types of methodology are included in DPs, methodologies based on morphological, morphometric or biological characteristics of a pest and those based on biochemical and/or  molecular properties. Morphological characteristics may be investigated directly or may only be examined after culturing or isolation of the pest. This may also be required for biochemical and/or molecular assays. Where culturing or isolation procedures are necessary components of methods, details should be provided.

Where appropriate, methods for isolation of pests from asymptomatic plants or plant products (such as tests for latent infection) should be given as well as methods for extraction, recovery and collection of pests from plant or other material. Methods should similarly be provided for direct identification of pests using biochemical or molecular tests on asymptomatic material.

ISPM No. 27 states:
For morphological and morphometric identifications, details are to be provided, as appropriate, on:

-
methods to prepare, mount and examine the pest (such as for light microscopy, electron microscopy and measurement techniques)

-
identification keys (to family, genus, species)

-
descriptions of the morphology of the pest or of its colonies, including illustrations of diagnostic characters [as appropriate], and an indication of any difficulties in seeing particular structures

-
comparison with similar or related species

-
relevant reference specimens or cultures.

Guidance should be provided on resolving possible confusion with similar and related species or taxa.

For molecular methods, details should be provided, as appropriate, on: 

-
the target sequence (e.g. target gene, amplicon size and location) and reaction conditions (e.g. oligonucleotide sequence, enzyme source and thermal cycler)

-
nucleic acid extraction and purification (e.g. tissue sources, extraction and purification methods, and nucleic acid concentration

-
reverse transcription (e.g. reaction volume, concentration and volume of constituents, denaturation and incubation temperatures)

-
polymerase chain reaction (e.g. reaction volume, concentration and volume of constituents, thermocycling conditions)

-
restriction analysis (e.g. DNA preparation, reaction volume, concentration and volume of constituents, denaturation and incubation conditions)
4.5
Records

In this section, authors should refer to section 2.5 of ISPM No. 27 which lists the records required to be kept. There is no need to repeat section 2.5, only records that are required in addition to those detailed in ISPM No. 27 should be listed in the DP. However, in addition, authors should include a description of appropriate evidence of results where other NPPOs may be adversely affected by the results of the diagnosis and therefore the records and evidence of the results of the diagnosis should be retained for at least one year.

4.6
Contact points for further information

In this section, authors, in cooperation with the discipline lead, should provide contact details (name, address, e-mail, telephone, facsimile, etc.) of organizations or individuals with particular expertise on the pest(s), which may be consulted regarding any questions on the DP. These contacts must agree to act in this capacity prior to their inclusion in the DP.

4.7
Acknowledgements

In this section, the name and address of the experts who wrote the first draft of the DP are given, together with those of any others who made major contributions. In instances where these experts are the same individuals as those listed in the preceding section, the details should be cross-referenced. Only those significantly involved in the development of the draft should be included in this section.

4.8
References

ISPM No. 27 states: References to accessible scientific publications and/or published laboratory manuals are given that may provide further guidance on the methods and procedures contained in the diagnostic protocol.
In this section, relevant references to scientific publications and published laboratory manuals cited in the text should be given. The references should be kept to a minimum and should concern the diagnosis of the pest and species with which the pest may be confused, its symptomatology and methods for extraction, detection and identification. It is not necessary to include a complete list of references concerning geographic distribution, host lists, epidemiology and general biology, although reference may be made to key publications which review this information, e.g. pest data sheets. The number of references included will vary between DPs, but preferably the list should include fewer than 40 references.

See the guidelines in the Appendix to these Instructions to authors for the format of references.

Appendix - Guidelines on formatting of diagnostic protocols

General guidelines on formatting of ISPMs are given in “Administrative guidelines for the structure of standard-setting documentation” in the IPPC Procedural Manual, which can be found on the internet on the IPP (https://www.ippc.int). This Appendix partly uses these Administrative guidelines but also gives additional recommendations that are specific to DPs. 

1- Title and contentS page

The first page refers to ISPM No. 27 (Diagnostic Protocols for Regulated Pests) and gives the title of the protocol. At the drafting stage, only the title of the draft is needed i.e. the name of the organism/s for which the protocol is drafted. The formatting and other details will be added by the Secretariat at a later stage.

A table of contents is also included on the first page. It should be added below the title. It lists all sections, including all numbered headings and subheadings. At the drafting stage, such a table of contents should be included in the standard, but it is not necessary to indicate page numbers.

2- MAIN TEXT

Section on endorsement

The first section of the standard should be added as follows:

"Endorsement

This diagnostic protocol was adopted by the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures in ---- [to be completed after adoption]."

Numbered headings and sub-headings

Individual sections are detailed in the instructions on formatting of ISPMs above. Headings, sub-headings and further subdivisions should be numbered with Arabic numbers, for example: 1.1, 1.2.1, 1.3.2.2, etc.

Titles of level one (1., 2. etc) have a capital letter at the beginning of each word. Other numbered titles have only one capital letter at the beginning of the title.

Use of illustrations  and tables

All illustrations  (i.e. photographs, line drawings)  and tables should be numbered with Arabic numbers and should be referred to in the text.

Illustrations should be of a sufficient quality for printing. A high quality file of each illustration should be provided, separately from the text, to the IPPC Secretariat.

Terminology

· Phytosanitary terms should be used according to the most recent version of the ISPM No. 5: Glossary of phytosanitary terms.

· The general dictionary reference for English ISPMs is the Oxford English dictionary. 

· Use organize, authorize and recognize (and not organise, authorise or recognise).

· Use website and not Web site or Website.

Latin names

-
The species name should be written in full at its first occurrence, e.g. Thrips palmi, and shortened at others: T. palmi. If another species of the same genus are mentioned later in the text, it is not necessary to write the genus name in full, e.g. T. flavus.

-
Latin names are italicized (but not spp, sp. etc.)

Measurement units

-
When measurement units are abbreviated, the standard abbreviation should be used, e.g.:

m
meter

s
second

W
watt

min
minutes

Lists of items

· In a list of items, the first level should be indicated by a "-"and the following level by "(". Avoid using automatic bullet points.

-
If the list of items is composed of sentences, each item should start with a capital letter and end with a period.

-
If the list of items is word or expressions, but not sentences, each item should start with a lower case letter, and there should be no ";" or period at the end of each indent. The last item should end with a period.

Specific editorials

· There should be no comma before "and" in a list. e.g. "IPPC, NPPOs and RPPOs" and not "IPPC, NPPOs, and RPPOs".

-
When a term is used which has an acronym (e.g. PRA), the first occurrence in the introduction section, in the main text and in an annex or appendix should be written in full with the abbreviation between brackets (e.g. pest risk analysis (PRA)). Other occurrences should use only the abbreviation. In main titles, such terms should be written in full (and the abbreviation should not be mentioned).

List of references

References should be in alphabetical order. 

References to other ISPMs and the IPPC are detailed in the procedural manual. Regarding scientific references and other publications, some examples extracted from the DP for Thrips palmi are given below. Attention is drawn to the fact that the total number of pages should be included for references to books.

Article in a journal or proceedings:

Bhatti, J.S. 1980. Species of the genus Thrips from India (Thysanoptera). Systematic Entomology, 5: 109–166.

Brunner, P.C., Fleming, C. & Frey, J.E. 2002. A molecular identification key for economically important thrips species (Thysanoptera: Thripidae) using direct sequencing and a PCR-RFLP-based approach. Agricultural and Forest Entomology, 4: 127–136.

Murai, T. 2002. The pest and vector from the East: Thrips palmi. In R. Marullo, & L.A. Mound, eds. Thrips and Tospoviruses: Proceedings of the 7th International Symposium on Thysanoptera. Italy, 2–7 July 2001, pp. 19–32. Canberra, Australian National Insect Collection.

Book:

Mound, L.A. & Kibby, G. 1998. Thysanoptera. An Identification Guide. 2nd edition. Wallingford, UK, CAB International. 100 pp.

Nakahara, S. 1994. The genus Thrips Linnaeus (Thysanoptera: Thripidae) of the New World. USDA Technical Bulletin No. 1822. 183 pp.

Sakimura, K., Nakahara, L.M. & Denmark, H.A. 1986. A thrips, Thrips palmi Karny (Thysanoptera: Thripidae). Entomology Circular No. 280. Division of Plant Industry, Florida; Dept. of Agriculture and Consumer Services. 4 pp.

Section from a book:

EPPO/CABI. 1997. Thrips palmi. In I.M. Smith, D.G. McNamara, P.R. Scott & M. Holderness, eds. Quarantine Pests for Europe, 2nd edition. Wallingford, UK, CAB International.1425 pp.

CD-Rom:

Moritz, G., Mound, L.A., Morris, D.C. & Goldarazena, A. 2004. Pest thrips of the world: visual and molecular identification of pest thrips (CD-ROM), Centre for Biological Information Technology (CBIT), University of Brisbane. ISBN 1-86499-781-8.
ISPM No. 15 Criteria for Treatments--Guidance to the TPFQ

The SC would like careful review of the pest list taking into consideration: 

· relevance, considering whether wood packaging material is a significant pathway (e.g. scales); 

· that debarking is now part of the standard (so should the bark pests be included) and 

· the potential for reinfestation (e.g., perhaps don't include those pests which are more likely to reinfest, e.g., termites).  

This review should also take into account the fact that the current treatment submissions are being reviewed only in relation to Anoplophora sp. and Bursaphelenchus  sp.  Could this approach continue to apply to future treatments? In addition, the final criteria must make it absolutely clear which pests or pest group(s) must be included.

The SC has questioned whether Probit 9 for all pests is really a feasible criterion.  As a compromise, could the text make it clear that the extrapolation approach can apply to the Probit 9 efficacy requirement?  Also the aspects of practicability must be considered to avoid eliminating future submissions.  Note in this regard that the November SC report stated: 

105.   1. The SC agreed the following criteria should be used when considering treatment suitability for inclusion in ISPM No. 15:

that all treatments submitted in response to the 2006 and 2007 call for treatments for inclusion in ISPM No. 15 should be evaluated for equivalence to the current ISPM No. 15 methyl bromide treatment in the following manner. It must be demonstrated in compliance with ISPM No. 28 and to be at least 99.99683% effective against Anoplophora glabripennis (Asian longhorn beetle) and Bursaphelenchus xylophilus (Pinewood nematode) or appropriate surrogates.

106. Some members expressed their concern that the new system may be very strict in regard to the provision of data and these may limit the number of applications for the approval of treatments. The SC asks the TPFQ to consider carefully the feasibility of the efficacy trials and data required and to ensure that while safeguarding the required efficacy of treatments, administrative and technical burdens do not restrict applications for treatments unnecessarily.

The SC suggests that that the TPFQ consider whether a single level of efficacy (e.g. Probit 9) is appropriate for different organisms (e.g., for fungal pathogens, one component of one unit of wood packaging may contain representative population numbers, while for large beetles, the population density may be only a few per unit of wood packaging.)  

The SC suggests that the document be presented as an incremental step-wise approach, not as a series of questions.  In any case, what is presented is not a decision tree.  Some of the components may be better presented as generic components for several steps. In light of these simplifications, reconsider whether a follow chart adds to the understanding or could be removed.

The SC would like the introduction to be much shorter: remove historical text and repetitive sections.  This will be in an appendix attached to the standard, so a lengthy introduction is not necessary.

The SC notes that step 4 requires very careful review of the statistical relationships.

The text requires editorial cleanup as there is poor English and certain SC drafting guidelines have not been followed.  This text didn’t go through the steward prior to being presented to the SC.

The TPFQ report should provide reasoning for their recommendations, in particular regarding the issues on the pest list and validation criteria.

The SC wishes to ensure that treatments approved under ISPM No. 15 are both efficacious and appropriate for the international movement of wood packaging.
Member consultation- (regular process)- June 2009
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INTRODUCTION
[5]
SCOPE
[6]
This standard provides guidelines for the preparation and issuance of phytosanitary certificates, phytosanitary certificates for re-export, and their electronic equivalents.
[7]
REFERENCES

Categorization of commodities according to their pest risk, 2009. ISPM No. 32, FAO, Rome.

Consignments in transit, 2006. ISPM No. 25, FAO, Rome.

Export phytosanitary certification system, (2009 member consultation version)  ISPM No. 7, FAO, Rome.


Glossary of phytosanitary terms, 2009. ISPM No. 5, FAO, Rome.


Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action, 2001. ISPM No. 13, FAO, Rome.

Guidelines for the use of irradiation as a phytosanitary treatment, 2003. ISPM No. 18, FAO, Rome.


International Plant Protection Convention, 1997. FAO, Rome.
[8]
DEFINITIONS
[9]
Definitions of phytosanitary terms used in this standard can be found in ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms).
[10]
OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
[11]
This standard describes guidelines to assist National Plant Protection Organizations (NPPOs) with the preparation and issuance of phytosanitary certificates, phytosanitary certificates for re-export, and their electronic equivalents. Model certificates are provided in the Annex of the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) adopted in 1997 and are annexed to this standard for reference. Explanations are given on the various components of the model certificates indicating the information needed for their appropriate completion.
[12]
BACKGROUND
[13]
International trade in plants and plant products is facilitated by phytosanitary certification, which ensures the protection of plants, including cultivated and non-cultivated/unmanaged plants, wild flora and aquatic plants, in the importing countries.
[14]
REQUIREMENTS FOR PHYTOSANITARY CERTIFICATES
[15]
1.
General Considerations
[16]
Article V.2a of the IPPC (1997) states: “Inspection and other related activities leading to issuance of phytosanitary certificates shall be carried out only by or under the authority of the official national plant protection organization. The issuance of phytosanitary certificates shall be carried out by public officers who are technically qualified and duly authorized by the official national plant protection organization to act on its behalf and under its control with such knowledge and information available to those officers that the authorities of importing contracting parties may accept the phytosanitary certificates with confidence as dependable documents.” (See also ISPM No. 7: Export phytosanitary certification system.)
[17]
Article V.3 states: “Each contracting party undertakes not to require consignments of plants or plant products or other regulated articles imported into its territories to be accompanied by phytosanitary certificates inconsistent with the models set out in the Annex to this Convention. Any requirements for additional declarations shall be limited to those technically justified.”
[18]
As clarified by FAO Conference in 1997 at the time of the adoption of the IPPC: “It is understood that … ‘public officers who are technically qualified and duly authorized by the national plant protection organization’ include officers from the national plant protection organization” “Public” in this context means employed by a level of government, not by a private company. ”Include officers from the national plant protection organization” means that the officer may be directly employed by the NPPO, but does not have to be directly employed by the NPPO.
[19]
1.1
Purpose of phytosanitary certificates
[20]
Phytosanitary certificates are issued to attest that consignments of plants, plant products or other regulated articles meet specified phytosanitary import requirements and are in conformity with the certifying statement of the appropriate model certificate. Phytosanitary certificates should only be issued for this purpose.
[21]
1.2
Certificates
[22]
Certificates can be in paper or electronic form.
[23]
There are two types of model certificates: a phytosanitary certificate (see Annex 1) and a phytosanitary certificate for re-export (see Annex 2). These certificates provide a standard wording and format that should be followed for the preparation of official phytosanitary certificates. This is necessary to ensure the validity of the documents, that they are easily recognized, and that essential information is reported. NPPOs are encouraged to apply safeguards against falsification of printed phytosanitary certificates including for example special papers, watermarks, or special printing.
[24]
NPPOs are encouraged to post an example of their model phytosanitary certificates and stamps on the International Phytosanitary Portal (IPP: www.ippc.int).
[25]
The certificate issued for the first time is considered to be the original.
[26]
1.2.1
Attachments to certificates
[27]
Official attachments to the phytosanitary certificate should be limited to those instances where the information required to complete the certificate exceeds the available space on the certificate. All attachments should bear the phytosanitary certificate number and should be dated, signed and stamped by the NPPO on each page. The phytosanitary certificate should refer to the attachment in the appropriate section. If there are multiple paged attachments they should be numbered and the number of pages indicated on the phytosanitary certificate.
[28]
1.3
Changes to issued certificates
[29]
1.3.1
Replacement certificates
[30]
Replacement certificates are certificates that replace a phytosanitary certificate and should be issued only by the NPPO of the country issuing the original certificate and in exceptional circumstances. The same number should not appear on more than one phytosanitary certificate. 

[31]
When an original phytosanitary certificate is not presented (for example because it is lost or in another country), the number of the phytosanitary certificate being replaced should be referenced on the replacement phytosanitary certificate and its date of issuance. 
[32]
When an original phytosanitary certificate is presented and a replacement phytosanitary certificate is requested (for example because of damage), then a replacement phytosanitary certificate may be issued and the phytosanitary certificate being replaced is retained by the exporting NPPO and voided.
[33]
1.3.2
Certified copies 
[34]
A certified copy is a copy of the original phytosanitary certificate that is validated and countersigned by the NPPO to indicate it is a true representative of the original phytosanitary certificate and it does not replace the original. Such copies are used primarily for re-export purposes. 
[35]
1.3.3
Alterations to certificates
[36]
Alterations should only be made on the original phytosanitary certificate and should be avoided as they could create doubt on the validity of the phytosanitary certificate by the importing country. However if alterations are necessary, they must be authorized and countersigned by the NPPO.
[37]
1.4
Mode of issuance
[38]
The phytosanitary certificate may be issued as paper document or in an electronic equivalent issued by the NPPO for a consignment. 
[39]
When using electronic certification NPPOs are encouraged to develop systems that generate certificates based on XML messages and use standard exchange protocols. Appendix 1 [under development] provides information on standard XML schemes and exchange mechanisms. 
[40]
Where electronic certification is used the following conditions apply:

-
The mode of issue, transmission and security is acceptable to the importing countries.

-
The intent of phytosanitary certification under the IPPC is realized.

-
The identity of the issuing authority can be adequately established.

[41]
1.5
Mode of transmission
[42]
The phytosanitary certificate may accompany the consignment or, in the case of an electronic certificate, it may be made available to the relevant officials. In both cases the certificate is presented to the relevant officials upon the consignment’s arrival in the importing country. 
[43]
1.6 
Duration of validity 
[44]
As the phytosanitary security of the consignment can be lost over a period of time, the phytosanitary certificate should remain valid for a limited period of time after issuance. The issuing NPPO is encouraged to assess the situation and define an appropriate period of validity. The loss of phytosanitary security depends in particular on the likelihood of the consignment becoming infested or contaminated. This likelihood is related to for example packaging (sealed carton vs loose packing) and storage environment (open air vs enclosed).
[45]
2.
Considerations for Importing and Exporting Countries
[46]
Importing countries should require phytosanitary certificates only for regulated articles. These include commodities such as plants, bulbs and tubers, seeds, fruits and vegetables, cut flowers and branches, grain, and growing medium. Phytosanitary certificates may also be used for certain plant products that have been processed where such products, by their nature or that of their processing, have a potential for introducing regulated pests (see ISPM No. 32: Categorization of commodities according to their pest risk). A phytosanitary certificate may also be required for other regulated articles where phytosanitary measures are technically justified (e.g. empty containers, vehicles and organisms).
[47]
Importing countries should not require phytosanitary certificates for plant products that have been processed in such a way that they have no potential for introducing regulated pests, or for other articles that do not require phytosanitary measures (see ISPM No. 32: Categorization of commodities according to their pest risk).
[48]
NPPOs should agree bilaterally when there are differences between the views of the importing country and exporting country regarding the technical justification for requiring a phytosanitary certificate. Requirements for a phytosanitary certificate should respect the principles of transparency and non-discrimination.
[49]
2.1
Unacceptable certificates
[50]
Importing countries should not accept certificates that they determine to be invalid or fraudulent. The NPPO in the claimed country of issuance should be notified as soon as possible regarding unacceptable or suspect documents following ISPM No. 13 (Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action). The NPPO of the exporting country should take necessary corrective action and maintain systems for vigilance and security to ensure that a high level of confidence is associated with phytosanitary certificates issued by that authority.
[51]
2.1.1
Invalid phytosanitary certificates
[52]
Phytosanitary certificates are invalid if, for example, they have or they are:
-
illegible

-
incomplete

-
an expired period of validity 

-
uncertified alterations or erasures

-
conflicting or inconsistent information

-
wording that is inconsistent with the model certificates 

-
phytosanitary certification of prohibited products

-
non-certified copies.

[53]
These are also reasons for rejecting a phytosanitary certificate and/or for requesting additional information.
[54]
2.1.2
Fraudulent certificates
[55]
Fraudulent certificates include those: 
-
not authorized by the NPPO

-
issued on forms not authorized by the issuing NPPO

-
issued by persons or organizations or other entities that are not authorized by the NPPO

-
containing false or misleading information.

[56]
2.2
Importing countries’ requirements for the preparation and issuance of phytosanitary certificates
[57]
Importing countries frequently specify requirements that should be observed with respect to the preparation and issue of phytosanitary certificates. They commonly include requirements of language, period of validity or format, for example:
-
Countries may require that certificates be completed in a specific language or one of the importing countries’ listed languages. However, countries are encouraged to include one of the official languages of FAO, preferably English.
-
Importing countries may specify the period of time allowed for issuance after inspection and/or treatment, dispatch of the consignment from the country of origin after issuance, and validity of certificate.
-
Countries may require that the certificate be completed by typing, or in handwritten legible capital letters.
-
Countries may specify the units of measurement to be used in the description of the consignment and for other declared quantities.

- 
In the case where certificates are issued after dispatch, countries may require that the inspection date be indicated in the additional declaration section.
[58]
3.
Specific Principles and Guidelines for the Preparation and Issuance of Phytosanitary Certificates
[59]
Phytosanitary certificates and phytosanitary certificates for re-export should include only information related to phytosanitary matters. They should not include statements or references related to non-phytosanitary requirements such as animal or human health matters, pesticide residues or radioactivity, or commercial information (e.g. letters of credit).
[60]
All components of the phytosanitary certificates and phytosanitary certificates for re-export should normally be completed. Where no entry is made, the term “None” should be entered or the line should be blocked out (to prevent falsification).
[61]
On application from exporters, the NPPO of the country of origin may add phytosanitary information (e.g. field inspection) additional to that required by the importing country. Such information may be necessary for the issuance of re-export certificates. This information should be added in the AD section, but should be clearly separated from the text of any additional declaration that may be required by the country of re-export.
[62]
3.1
Requirements for completing the various components of a phytosanitary certificate
[63]
[Headings in bold refer to the components of the model certificate]

The specific components of the phytosanitary certificate are explained as follows:

[64]
No. __________
[65]
This is the certificate identification number. It should be a unique serial number associated with an identification system that allows trace-back, facilitates audits and serves for record keeping.
[66]
Plant Protection Organization of ____________
[67]
This component requires the name of the official organization and the name of the country that is issuing the certificate. The name of the NPPO may be added here if it is not part of the printed form.
[68]
TO: Plant Protection Organization(s) of ____________
[69]
The name of the importing country should be inserted here. In cases where the shipment transits through a country that has specific transit requirements, including the need for phytosanitary certificates, the names of both importing country and country of transit may be inserted. Care should be taken to ensure that the import and/or transit regulations of each country are met and appropriately indicated. In cases where the shipment is imported and re‑exported to another country, the names of both importing countries may be inserted, provided the import regulations of both countries have been met.
[70]




I. Description of Consignment
[71]
Name and address of exporter: ____________
[72]
This information identifies the source of the consignment to facilitate trace-back and audit by the exporting NPPO. The name and address should be located in the exporting country. The name and address of a local exporter’s agent or shipper should be used where an international company with a foreign address is the exporter.
[73]
Declared name and address of consignee: ____________
[74]
The name and address should be inserted here and should be in sufficient detail to enable the importing NPPO to confirm the identity of the consignee. The importing country may require that the address be a location in the importing country.
[75]
Number and description of packages: ____________
[76]
Sufficient detail should be included in this section to enable the NPPO of the importing country to identify the consignment and its component parts, and verify their size if necessary. The number of containers and/or railcars may be included.
[77]
Distinguishing marks: ____________
[78]
Distinguishing marks (e.g. container numbers, railcar numbers) may be indicated at this point on the phytosanitary certificate, or else on a stamped and signed attachment to the certificate. Distinguishing marks on bags (e.g. lot numbers), cartons (e.g. serial numbers or brand names) or other distinguishing marks should be included where they assist in identifying the consignment. Where no entry is made, the term “None” should be entered or the line should be blocked out (to prevent falsification).
[79]
Place of origin: ____________
[80]
The place of origin refers to place(s) where the commodity was grown, i.e. where it was possibly exposed to infestation or contamination by a regulated pest(s). In all cases, the name of the country of origin should be stated. Normally a consignment gains its phytosanitary status from the place of origin. Countries may require that the name of the pest free area, pest free place of production or pest free production site be identified in sufficient detail in this section.
[81]
If a commodity is repacked, stored or moved, its phytosanitary status may change over a period of time as a result of its new location through the possible infestation or contamination by a regulated pest(s). In specific circumstances, a commodity may gain its phytosanitary status from more than one place. In such cases, each place and/or country should be declared with the place of origin in brackets. 
[82]
If different lots within a consignment originate in different places and/or countries, all places and/or countries should be indicated.
[83]
If plants were imported to or moved within a country and have been grown for a specific period of time (depending on the commodity concerned, but usually one growing season or more), these plants may be considered to have changed their country or place of origin, provided that the phytosanitary status is predominantly determined by that country or place of further growth.
[84]
Declared means of conveyance: ____________
[85]
Terms such as “sea”, “air”, “road”, “rail”, “mail” and “passenger” should be used. The ship’s name and voyage number or the aircraft’s flight number should be included if known. This is the means of conveyance as declared by the exporter. Often this will be only the first means of conveyance used directly after issuance of the phytosanitary certificate. Trade is arranged often in such a way that means of conveyance can change, for example a container that is transferred from a ship to a truck. If the distinguishing marks identify the consignment, it is sufficient to declare only the first means of conveyance. This is then not necessarily the means of conveyance used when arriving in the country of import.
[86]
Declared point of entry: ____________
[87]
This should be the first point of arrival in the country of final destination, or if not known, the country name. The point of entry of the first country of importation should be listed where more than one country is listed in the “TO:” section. The point of entry for the country of final destination should be listed in cases where the consignment only transits through another country. If the country of transit is also listed in the “TO:” section, the points of entry into the transit country as well as the final destination country may be listed (e.g. point A via point B). 
[88]
This is the point of entry as declared by the exporter at the moment of issuance of the phytosanitary certificate. In trade this point of entry may change for various reasons. When importing countries specifically prescribe the point of entry in their import requirements in legislation or in import permits, then the declared point of entry should be the point of entry actually used for import.
[89]
Name of produce and quantity declared: ____________
[90]
The information provided here should be sufficiently descriptive of the commodity (which should include the commodity class, i.e. fruit, plants for planting etc.) and the quantity expressed as accurately as possible to enable officials in the importing country to adequately verify the contents of the consignment. International codes may be used to facilitate identification (e.g. Customs codes) and internationally recognized units and terms should be used where appropriate. Different phytosanitary requirements may apply to the different end uses (e.g. consumption as compared with propagation) or state of a product (e.g. fresh as compared with dried); the intended end use or state of the product should be specified. Entries should not refer to trade names, sizes or other commercial terms.
[91]
Botanical name of plants: ____________
[92]
The information inserted here should identify plants and plant products using accepted scientific names, at least to genus level but preferably to species level.
[93]
It may not be feasible to provide a botanical description for certain regulated articles and products of complex composition such as stock feeds. In these cases, NPPOs should agree bilaterally on a suitable common name descriptor, or the words “Not applicable” or “N/A” may be entered.
[94]
Certifying statement
[95]
“This is to certify that the plants, plant products or other regulated articles described herein have been inspected and/or tested according to appropriate official procedures and are considered to be free from the quarantine pests specified by the importing contracting party and to conform with the current phytosanitary requirements of the importing contracting party, including those for regulated non-quarantine pests.
[96]
“They are deemed to be practically free from other pests. [Optional clause]”
[97]
In instances where specific import requirements exist and/or regulated pests are specified, the certificate is used to certify conformity with the regulations or requirements of the importing country.
[98]
In instances where import requirements are not specific and/or regulated pests are not specified, the exporting country can certify for any regulated pests believed by it to be of regulatory concern.
[99]
The exporting countries may include the optional clause on their phytosanitary certificates or not.
[100]
The phrase “appropriate official procedures” refers to procedures carried out by the NPPO or persons authorized by the NPPO for purposes of phytosanitary certification. Such procedures should be in conformity with ISPMs where appropriate. Where ISPMs are not relevant or do not exist, the procedures may be specified by the NPPO of the importing country.
[101]
The phrase “considered to be free from quarantine pests” refers to freedom from pests in numbers or quantities that can be detected by the application of phytosanitary procedures. It should not be interpreted to mean absolute freedom in all cases but rather that quarantine pests are not believed to be present based on the procedures used for their detection or elimination. It should be recognized that phytosanitary procedures have inherent uncertainty and variability, and involve some probability that pests will not be detected or eliminated. This uncertainty and probability should be taken into account in the specification of appropriate procedures.
[102]
In some cases where irradiation treatments have been used, live stages of target pests may be present in the consignment. Providing the treatment has been applied in accordance with ISPM No. 18 (Guidelines for the use of irradiation as a phytosanitary treatment) and the appropriate treatment has been applied to achieve the required response, the validity of this part of the certifying statement is not compromised because the irradiated pest should no longer be considered a quarantine pest.
[103]
The term “phytosanitary requirements” means officially prescribed conditions to be met in order to prevent the introduction and/or spread of pests. Phytosanitary requirements should be specified in advance by the NPPO of the importing country in legislation, regulations or elsewhere (e.g. import permits and bilateral agreements and arrangements).
[104]
The term “ importing contracting party” refers to governments that have adhered to the IPPC. 
[105]





II. Additional Declaration
[106]
Additional declarations should be kept to a minimum, and be concise. The text of additional declarations may be specified in, for example, phytosanitary regulations, import permits or bilateral agreements. Treatment(s) should not be indicated in this section but in section III.
[107]
In principle, additional declarations should be only those containing information required by the importing country and not otherwise noted on the certifying statement or in the treatment section. In cases where there is more than one additional declaration option to comply with the importing country’s requirements, the NPPO should specify which option has been applied. 
[108]
Appendix 2 provides examples of text for different types of additional declarations that are often required by importing countries. When NPPOs consider it necessary to require an additional declaration they are encouraged to use the standard wording as provided for in this appendix. 
[109]
In the case where an import permit is required by the importing country, the import permit number should be referred to here.  
[110]
Where additional official phytosanitary information is requested by the exporter for future phytosanitary certification purposes, such as re-export, such information may be included here. This information should be clearly separated from the required information and should follow the added subheading “Additional official information”.
[111]
Importing countries should review the necessity for requiring additional declarations. Note that in many current requests for additional declarations the required wording is similar to the certifying statement on the phytosanitary certificate and its inclusion as an additional declaration could therefore be avoided. 
[112]
In special cases as referred to in section 2.2, where a phytosanitary certificate is issued after the consignment’s dispatch, the date of inspection should be added to this section of the certificate. 
[113]


III. Disinfestation and/or Disinfection Treatment
[114]
Treatments indicated should only be those that are acceptable to the importing country and are performed in the exporting country or in transit to meet the phytosanitary requirements of the importing country. 
[115]
Stamp of organization
[116]
This is the official seal, stamp or mark identifying the issuing NPPO. NPPOs should normally use a uniform stamp model within a country. It may be printed on the certificate or added by the issuing official upon completion of the form. Care should be taken to ensure that the mark does not obscure essential information.
[117]
Name of authorized officer, date and signature
[118]
The name of the issuing official is typed, stamped or handwritten in legible and where applicable in capital letters. The date is also to be typed, stamped or handwritten in legible capital letters (where applicable). Only text abbreviations may be used to identify months, so that the month, day and year are not confused.
[119]
Although portions of the certificate may be completed in advance, the date should correspond to the date of issuance. If the phytosanitary certificate is issued after dispatch of the consignment the NPPO should ensure that the identity and integrity of the consignment is secured. Upon request of the importing country the NPPO of the exporting country should be able to verify the authenticity of signatures of authorized officers.
[120]
When electronic certification is used the certification data should be authenticated by the issuing NPPO. This authentication process is equivalent to the signature of the authorized officer. NPPOs are encouraged to publish a list of authorized officers on the IPP.
[121]
Financial liability statement
[122]
The inclusion of a financial liability statement in a phytosanitary certificate is optional.
[123]
4.
Specific Principles and Guidelines for the Use of Phytosanitary Certificates for Transit and for Re-export Consignments
[124]
The components of the phytosanitary certificate for re-export are the same as for the phytosanitary certificate except for the text covering the certifying statement. Instead of a certifying statement, the NPPO indicates by inserting ticks in the appropriate boxes whether the certificate is accompanied by the original phytosanitary certificate or its certified copy, whether the consignment has been repacked or not, whether the containers are original or new, and whether an additional inspection has been done.
[125]
If the consignment is split up and the resulting consignments are exported separately, then phytosanitary certificates for re-export and certified copies of the original phytosanitary certificate will be required to accompany any such consignments.
[126]
4.1
Conditions for issuing a phytosanitary certificate for re-export
[127]
When a consignment is imported into a country, then exported to another, the NPPO on application from exporters may issue a phytosanitary certificate for re-export (see model in Annex 2). The NPPO should issue such a certificate only if it is confident that the importing country’s regulations are met. Re-export phytosanitary certification may still be done if the consignment has been stored, split up, combined with other consignments or repackaged, provided that it has not been exposed to infestation or contamination by pests. The original phytosanitary certificate or its certified copy should also accompany the consignment.
[128]
When a phytosanitary certificate for export is used, the NPPO of the exporting country determines the phytosanitary status in accordance with the certifying statement. When a phytosanitary certificate for re-export is used in addition, the NPPO of the re-exporting country provides some assurance related to the handling (e.g. splitting, combining, storage) of the consignment in the country of re-export.
[129]
Before issuing a phytosanitary certificate for re-export of a consignment, the NPPO should first examine the original phytosanitary certificate that accompanied the consignment upon import and determine whether the requirements of the country of destination are more stringent, the same or less stringent than those satisfied by the phytosanitary certificate. 
[130]
If the consignment is repacked, additional inspection should be carried out, whatever the stringency of the requirements. If, however, the consignment is not repacked and it has not been exposed to contamination or infestation by pests, two cases arise. If the requirements are the same or less stringent, an additional inspection may not be necessary. If the requirements are more stringent, an additional inspection should be carried out.
[131]
If the country of destination has special requirements (e.g. field inspection) that cannot be fulfilled by the country of re-export, no phytosanitary certificate for re-export can be issued unless this special item has been included or declared on the original phytosanitary certificate or if equivalent laboratory tests in accordance with the import requirements of the country of destination can be done on samples. When regular re-export exists, or is started, suitable procedures for satisfying these special requirements may be agreed between the NPPOs of the countries of origin and re-export.
[132]
4.2
Conditions for issuing a phytosanitary certificate for an imported consignment
[133]
If the country of re-export does not require a phytosanitary certificate for the commodity in question but the country of destination does, and the requirements can be fulfilled by visual inspections or laboratory testing of samples, the country of re-export may issue a phytosanitary certificate with the country of origin indicated in brackets.
[134]
If the consignment has been exposed to infestation or contamination by pests, or has lost its integrity or identity, or has been processed to change its nature, the NPPO, on application from exporters, may carry out appropriate phytosanitary procedures and if the NPPO is confident that the importing country’s regulations are met, may issue a phytosanitary certificate and not the phytosanitary certificate for re-export. The country of origin should still be indicated on the phytosanitary certificate.
[135]
4.3
Transit
[136]
If a consignment is in transit through a country, the NPPO of the country of transit is not involved unless risks for the country of transit have been identified and ISPM No. 25 (Consignments in transit) is applicable. 
[137]
Where an NPPO receives a request to become involved, the NPPO may issue certificates in accordance with sections 4.1 and 4.2.
[138]
The change of means of conveyance during transit or the transport of two or more consignments in one conveyance is not considered a reason to issue phytosanitary certificates unless the integrity or the phytosanitary security of the consignment is compromised.
[139]











ANNEX 1
[Original annexed to the IPPC]
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Model Phytosanitary Certificate

No. 

Plant Protection Organization of 


TO: Plant Protection Organization(s) of 


[141]




I. Description of Consignment
Name and address of exporter: 


Declared name and address of consignee: 


Number and description of packages: 


Distinguishing marks: 


Place of origin: 


Declared means of conveyance: 


Declared point of entry: 


Name of produce and quantity declared: 


Botanical name of plants: 


This is to certify that the plants, plant products or other regulated articles described herein have been inspected and/or tested according to appropriate official procedures and are considered to be free from the quarantine pests specified by the importing contracting party and to conform with the current phytosanitary requirements of the importing contracting party, including those for regulated non-quarantine pests.

They are deemed to be practically free from other pests.*

[142]




II. Additional Declaration
[143]



III. Disinfestation and/or Disinfection Treatment
Date ________ Treatment ___________ Chemical (active ingredient)


Duration and temperature 


Concentration 


Additional information 



Place of issue 


(Stamp of Organization)
Name of authorized officer 



Date 





(Signature)

No financial liability with respect to this certificate shall attach to ____________ (name of Plant Protection Organization) or to any of its officers or representatives.*

* Optional clause

[144]











ANNEX 2
[Original annexed to the IPPC]
[145]



Model Phytosanitary Certificate for Re-Export

No. 

Plant Protection Organization of 
(contracting party of re-export)

TO: Plant Protection Organization(s) of 
 (contracting party(ies) of import)

[146]




I. Description of Consignment
Name and address of exporter: 


Declared name and address of consignee: 


Number and description of packages: 


Distinguishing marks: 


Place of origin: 


Declared means of conveyance: 


Declared point of entry: 


Name of produce and quantity declared: 


Botanical name of plants: 


This is to certify that the plants, plant products or other regulated articles described above _____________ were imported into (contracting party of re-export) ___________ from ______________ (contracting party of origin) covered by Phytosanitary certificate No. ________, *original , they are considered to conform with the current phytosanitary requirements of the importing contracting party, and that during storage in _______________ (contracting party of re-export), the consignment has not been subjected to the risk of infestation or infection.
 and additional inspection  containers, that based on the original phytosanitary certificate  *new  in original  repacked  of which is attached to this certificate; that they are packed  certified true copy 
* Insert tick in appropriate  boxes

[147]




SEQ level0 \h \r0 

SEQ level1 \h \r0 

SEQ level2 \h \r0 

SEQ level3 \h \r0 

SEQ level4 \h \r0 

SEQ level5 \h \r0 

SEQ level6 \h \r0 

SEQ level7 \h \r0 II. Additional Declaration
[148]


III. Disinfestation and/or Disinfection Treatment
Date ______ Treatment _______ Chemical (active ingredient) 


Duration and temperature 


Concentration 


Additional information 



Place of issue 


(Stamp of Organization)
Name of authorized officer 



Date 





(Signature)

No financial liability with respect to this certificate shall attach to _________ (name of Plant Protection Organization) or to any of its officers or representatives.**

** Optional clause
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Appendix 1
[150]
Electronic certification, information on standard XML schemes and exchange mechanisms
[Under development]
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Appendix 2
[152]
Recommended wording for additional declarations

[153]
1.
The consignment* was inspected and found free from (name of pest or soil or other [to be specified]).
[154]
2. 
The consignment* was tested and found free from (name of pest).
[155]
3. 
The soil in which the plants were grown was tested prior to planting and found free from (name of pest).
[156]
4.
(Name of pest) is absent from (name of country).
[157]
5.
The consignment* was produced in a 


pest free area for (name of pest)**


pest free place of production for (name of pest)**


pest free production site for (name of pest)**.”
[158]
6.
The place of production**/production site/field was inspected during the last growing season and found free from (name of pest).
[159]
7.
The plants/mother plants were inspected during the last growing season and found free from (name of pest).
[160]
8.
The plants were produced in vitro.
[161]
9.
The plants were derived from mother plants that were tested (method may be specified) and found free from (name of pest).
[162]
10.  This consignment* was produced and prepared for export in accordance with (name of programme/reference to specific import requirement).

* May be specified if this applies only to parts thereof.
** If applicable add: “including the surrounding buffer zone”.
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[4]
INTRODUCTION
[5]
SCOPE
[6]
This standard contains requirements for an export phytosanitary certification system to be addressed by NPPOs involved in phytosanitary certification. 
[7]
REFERENCES

Glossary of phytosanitary terms, 2009. ISPM No. 5, FAO, Rome.


Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action, 2001. ISPM No. 13, FAO, Rome.

International Plant Protection Convention, 1997. FAO, Rome.


Guidelines for phytosanitary certificates, 2001. ISPM No. 12, FAO, Rome.

[8]
DEFINITIONS
[9]
Definitions of phytosanitary terms used in this standard can be found in ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms).
[10]
OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
[11]
The IPPC requires its contracting parties to make arrangements to issue phytosanitary certificates certifying compliance with the phytosanitary regulations of other contracting parties. This standard describes an export phytosanitary certification system to produce valid and credible phytosanitary certificates. Exported consignments certified under these systems should meet the current phytosanitary requirements of the importing country.
[12]
The basic elements of the phytosanitary certification process include ascertaining the relevant phytosanitary requirements based on official information from the importing country, verifying that the consignment conforms to those requirements at the time of certification and issuing a phytosanitary certificate.
[13]
The requirements for an export phytosanitary certification system to fulfil these functions comprise both the legal authority and the management responsibility, including resources, documentation, communication and a review mechanism.
[14]
REQUIREMENTS
[15]
The framework for an export phytosanitary certification system includes the following components.
[16]
1.
Legal Authority
[17]
The National Plant Protection Organization (NPPO) should have the sole authority by legislative or administrative means to conduct phytosanitary activities related to exports, including phytosanitary certification.
[18]
In using this authority, the NPPO should:
-
bear the legal authority for its actions

-
implement safeguards against potential problems such as conflicts of interest and fraudulent use of certificates.

[19]
The NPPO may have the authority to prevent the export of consignments that do not meet an importing country’s requirements. 
[20]
2.
NPPO Responsibility
[21]
An NPPO involved in phytosanitary certification should:
-
have a management system that ensures that all related requirements, including phytosanitary certification specifications and legislative and administrative requirements, are satisfied

-
identify a person or office responsible for the export phytosanitary certification system

-
identify the duties and lines of communication of all personnel involved in phytosanitary certification

-
employ or authorize personnel who have appropriate qualifications and skills

-
ensure that adequate and sustained training is provided

-
ensure that adequate personnel and resources are available.

[22]
3.
Resources and Infrastructure
[23]
3.1
Personnel 
[24]
The NPPO should have personnel with the level of expertise appropriate for the duties and responsibilities of the positions being occupied. NPPOs should have (or have access to) personnel with training and experience to undertake the following functions:
-
sampling, performing inspection and testing of consignments of plants, plant products and/or other regulated articles for purposes related to phytosanitary certification 
- 
detection and identification of pests 

-
identification of plants and plant products
- 
performing or supervising phytosanitary treatments required for the certification in question

-
survey, monitoring and control activities
-
interpreting importing countries’ requirements and documenting and maintaining such information where needed for export certification and incorporating it in instructions for personnel
-
production of operational instructions to ensure that importing country phytosanitary requirements are satisfied

-
developing and implementing the export phytosanitary certification systems 

-
development of bilateral or multilateral protocols if necessary

-
dissemination of phytosanitary certification-related information
-
completion and issuance of phytosanitary certificates

-
auditing of authorized personnel and export phytosanitary certification systems, where appropriate

-
verification of the authenticity and integrity of phytosanitary procedures

-
document storage and retrieval

-
training

-
review of the effectiveness of export phytosanitary certification systems

-
investigation of non-compliant consignments.
[25]
All personnel performing these tasks should be technically qualified and skilled and have no financial interest in the outcome. Best practices for NPPOs issuing phytosanitary certificates are specified in Appendix 1 [under development]. 
[26]
Except for the issuance of phytosanitary certificates, which can be issued only by public officers, non-governmental personnel may be accredited by the NPPO to carry out specified certification functions. To be accredited, such personnel should be qualified and skilled, and responsible to the NPPO. To ensure independence in their exercise of official functions, they should be subject to restrictions equivalent to those for government officials and have no financial interest in the outcome.
[27]
3.2
Information on importing country phytosanitary requirements
[28]
The NPPO should, to the extent possible, have available official current information concerning the import requirements of its trading partners. Phytosanitary certification should be based on official information from the importing country. This may also be made available by Regional Plant Protection Organizations (RPPOs) or on the International Phytosanitary Portal (IPP: www.ippc.int). The NPPO may request exporters to provide such information and encourage them to inform the NPPO about any changes in such requirements. 
[29]
3.3
Technical information on pests
[30]
The NPPO should provide the personnel involved in phytosanitary certification with adequate technical information concerning regulated pests for the importing countries including:
-
their presence and distribution within the exporting country

-
the biology, surveillance, detection and identification of the pests

-
pest management, where appropriate.

[31]
3.4
Equipment
[32]
The NPPO should ensure that adequate equipment and facilities are available to carry out sampling, inspection, testing, treatment, consignment verification and other phytosanitary certification procedures.
[33]
4.
Documentation
[34]
In order to adequately support the export phytosanitary certification system, the NPPOs should have a documentation system in place for the relevant procedures and records that allow the traceability of consignments. 
[35]
4.1
Phytosanitary certificates 
[36]
Phytosanitary certificates are the main output of the export phytosanitary certification system. Specific guidance is provided in ISPM No. 12 (Guidelines for phytosanitary certificates). The model phytosanitary certificates as described in the Annex of the IPPC should be used. 
[37]
4.2
Procedures
[38]
The NPPO should maintain guidance documents, procedures and work instructions as appropriate covering every aspect of the export phytosanitary certification system.
[39]
Key export procedures include:
[40]
-
instructions relating to phytosanitary certificates:
•
control over issuance (manual or electronic)

•
identification of issuing officers

•
inclusion of additional declarations 

•
completion of the treatment section of the certificate

•
completion of phytosanitary certificates

•
issuance of phytosanitary certificates

•
authorization for the replacement of, issuing certified copies of, or making alterations to phytosanitary certificates

•
verifying certificate data where appropriate

[41]
-
instructions or procedures relating to other components:
•
working with industry

•
sampling, inspecting, testing and verifying consignments

•
security over official seals/marks

•
traceability of consignments including their identification and security (as appropriate) through all stages of production, handling and transport prior to export

•
investigation of notification from importing countries of non-compliant consignments, including, if requested by the importing country, a report of the outcome of such an investigation (this procedure should be in line with ISPM No. 13: Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action)

•
record keeping

•
system review.

[42]
4.3
Records
[43]
In general, records should be kept concerning all activities mentioned in this standard. The NPPO should be able to retrieve these records when required, over an appropriate period of time. The use of secure electronic storage and retrieval is recommended for standardized documentation of records.
[44]
A copy of each phytosanitary certificate should be retained for purposes of validation and trace-back.
[45]
For each consignment for which a phytosanitary certificate is issued, records should be kept as appropriate on:
-
any inspection, testing, treatment or other verification that was carried out 

-
any samples taken 

-
the names of the personnel who undertook these tasks

-
the date on which the activity was undertaken

-
the results obtained.

[46]
It may be useful to keep equivalent records for those non-conforming consignments for which phytosanitary certificates were not issued.
[47]
5.
Communication
[48]
5.1
Within the exporting country
[49]
The NPPO should have procedures in place for timely communication to relevant government personnel and to industry concerning changes in:
-
importing country phytosanitary requirements

-
pest status and geographical distribution

-
operational procedures. 

[50]
5.2
Between NPPOs
[51]
NPPOs should designate an IPPC contact point (IPPC, Article VIII.2). This contact point is where official communications should be sent. However, if bilateral arrangements exist, an NPPO may designate an alternative contact point.  
[52]
In order to clarify and confirm phytosanitary import requirements, the exporting NPPO should liaise with the importing country’s IPPC contact point. Communication between IPPC contact points is considered to be authentic unless the NPPO of the importing country designates alternative official sources.
[53]
If cases of non-compliance have been identified, or if after certification the exporting NPPO becomes aware that an exported consignment may not have complied with the importing country’s phytosanitary requirements, the IPPC contact point or designated alternative contact point in the importing country should be so advised as soon as possible.
[54]
6.
System Review Mechanism
[55]
The NPPO should periodically review the effectiveness of all aspects of its export phytosanitary certification system and implement changes to the system if required.
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[3]
INTRODUCTION
[4]
SCOPE
[5]
This standard describes general guidelines for the design and operation of post-entry quarantine (PEQ) stations for holding in quarantine consignments of plants that may be infested with quarantine pests. 
[6]
The guidelines described in this standard may be relevant for holding other organisms in quarantine (e.g. quarantine pests, beneficial organisms, biological control agents) but other specific requirements may also be needed. 
 [7]
REFERENCES

Framework for pest risk analysis, 2007. ISPM No. 2, FAO, Rome.

 
Glossary of phytosanitary terms, 2009. ISPM No. 5, FAO, Rome.


Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms, 2004. ISPM No. 11, FAO, Rome.


Phytosanitary principles for the protection of plants and the application of phytosanitary measures in international trade, 2006. ISPM No. 1, FAO, Rome.
 [8]
Definitions
 [9]
Definitions of phytosanitary terms used in the present standard can be found in ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms).
 [10]
OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
 [11]
Pest risk analysis (PRA) is required to determine the quarantine requirements for a specified consignment of plants. For certain consignments of plants, the National Plant Protection Organization (NPPO) may decide that post-entry quarantine is required to manage pest risks identified by PRA.
 [12]
For a PEQ station to function successfully, the design and management of the station should ensure that any quarantine pests associated with consignments of plants are suitably confined and do not enter and/or establish in the area. The PEQ station should also ensure that consignments of plants are held in a manner that best facilitates the observation or further inspection, testing and/or treatment of the plants.
[13]
PEQ stations should be appropriately located and comply with physical and operational requirements based on both the biology of the plants and the biology of the quarantine pests that may potentially be associated with the plants. The impacts of such pests should also be considered.
[14]
Operational requirements to meet specified quarantine conditions include appropriate policies and procedures relating to staff requirements, technical and operational procedures, and documentation. PEQ stations should have systems to detect and identify quarantine pests and treat, remove or destroy infested plant material. The NPPO or NPPO-approved body should audit the PEQ station on a regular basis.
[15]
The plants may be released from quarantine at the conclusion of the PEQ period if they are found to be free of quarantine pests and meet all other regulatory requirements of the importing country.
 [16]
BACKGROUND
 [17]
Imported consignments of plants have the potential to introduce quarantine pests. When considering phytosanitary measures for such consignments, National Plant Protection Organizations (NPPOs) should apply measures based on the principle of managed risk (ISPM No. 1: Phytosanitary principles for the protection of plants and the application of phytosanitary measures in international trade). In order to assess the pest risks and identify appropriate measures for particular pathways, pest risk analysis (PRA) is carried out. For many commodities that are traded internationally, importing NPPOs identify risk management measures that mitigate pest risk without the need to apply quarantine after entry. For some commodities, NPPOs may decide that a quarantine period is part of the import requirements or is necessary for certain consignments after entry into the country because of uncertainty about the presence of pests in that consignment. This allows for testing for the presence of pests, time for the expression of signs or symptoms, and appropriate treatment if necessary. 
 [18]
The purpose of PEQ station is to contain both the plants and any quarantine pest potentially associated with them so that neither can escape from the station before the required inspection, testing, treatment and verification activities have been completed, and the consignment is released or destroyed, as appropriate.
[19]
REQUIREMENTS
[20]
2.
General Requirements for PEQ
[21]
PRA is required to determine the quarantine requirements for a specified consignment of plants as described in ISPM No. 2 (Framework for pest risk analysis) and ISPM No. 11 (Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms). The PRA determines the pest risk associated with the plants and identifies measures, which may include PEQ, to manage the risk. The physical and operational characteristics of a PEQ station determine the level of confinement provided by the station.

[22]
The specifications of PEQ stations for consignments of plants should reflect both the biology of the plants and the biology of the quarantine pests that may potentially be associated with the plants. The potential impacts of such pests should also be taken into account. Successful quarantine of consignments of plants requires measures to prevent any associated quarantine pests from escaping, and where appropriate, to prevent organisms in the area outside the PEQ station from entering the station and transferring or vectoring quarantine pests.
 [23]
Once the quarantine requirements have been determined by the NPPO in the importing country, the NPPO then needs to determine whether these requirements can be provided by any of the following:

-
an existing PEQ station

-
a modification of structural or operating conditions of an existing station

-
quarantine in a different area

-
a new station designed and constructed to meet the requirements.

[24]
2.
Specific Requirements
[25]
2.1
PEQ stations

[26]
PEQ stations may consist of a field site, screen house, glasshouse and/or laboratory, amongst others. The type of PEQ station to be used should be determined by the type of imported plants and the quarantine pests that may be associated with them.

[27]
NPPOs should consider the location, physical and operational requirements of the PEQ station as well as systems for diagnosis and treatment of quarantine pests and auditing of the station. Annex 1 provides specifications for PEQ stations based on the biology of different types of quarantine pests.

[28]
2.2
Location

[29]
In determining the location of the PEQ stations the risks of accidental escape of quarantine pests should be addressed. PEQ stations should provide adequate isolation and stability (e.g. with minimal exposure to severe climatic events, not in earthquake-prone areas), and some separation from related plant species (e.g. location away from agricultural or horticultural production, forests or areas of high biodiversity) and suitable separation from susceptible plants.

 [30]
2.3
Physical requirements

[31]
The physical design of the PEQ station should take into consideration the growth requirements of the plants, the biology of any potentially associated quarantine pests, the work flow in the station and specific emergency requirements (e.g. in the event of loss of electricity). Office facilities and supporting service infrastructure should be available as required and have suitable separation from the PEQ stations. 

 [32]
Physical requirements to consider include:

-
delimitation of the station

-
external structural materials (for walls, floors, roof and windows)

-
size of the station (to ensure effective operation of the PEQ station and associated procedures) 

-
access to the station (to avoid areas where plants are being grown)

-
design of openings (for doors, windows, air vents, drains and other conduits)

-
treatment systems (for air, water, solid and liquid waste)

-
equipment (e.g. specialized safety cabinets, backup generators, autoclaves)

-
access to water supply

-
signage.

 [33]
2.4
Operational requirements

[34]
PEQ stations should either be operated by or be authorized by the NPPO.

[35]
Operational requirements to meet specified quarantine conditions involve appropriate policies and procedures relating to management review, training of personnel, general operation of the PEQ station, record keeping and traceability of plants, contingency planning, health and safety, and documentation.

 [36]
Specific procedures are required in the operation of the station to manage the identified risks associated with the consignments of plants in the PEQ station. A procedural manual, approved by the NPPO, should show how the station meets the quarantine requirements. 

[37]
2.4.1 
Staff requirements
[38]
Staff requirements may include as appropriate:

-
a qualified  manager who has overall responsibility for maintaining PEQ and for all PEQ activities

-
key responsibilities concerning the maintenance of the PEQ stations and activities described and attributed to staff members

-
a means to control and register entry of authorized staff

-
all access to the station restricted to authorized persons

-
a procedure to ensure that all staff are adequately qualified, including training where appropriate.
[39]
2.4.2
Technical and operational procedures

[40]
Technical and operational requirements may include as appropriate:

-
provision for the number of plants in a PEQ station not to exceed the capacity of the station in a way that could impede inspection or compromise quarantine

-
provision of disinfestations of the station before introduction of material for screening or in the event of pest occurrence

-
adequate spatial separation of different consignments or lots within the station as appropriate

-
a procedure to enable full traceability of the consignments through the PEQ station (the traceability system should use a unique identifier throughout the process of plant arrival, handling, treatment and testing to release)
-
use of specific containment equipment (e.g. biological cabinets)

-
appropriate handling and sanitation procedures to prevent the spread of organisms on hands, cutting tools, footwear and clothing, as well as procedures for disinfections of surfaces

-
provision for monitoring for pest occurrence in station using traps etc.
-
appropriate inspection and/or testing to detect quarantine pests that may be associated with the plants 

-
a procedure that describes how plants are sampled and transported to diagnostic laboratories for the testing of quarantine pests

-
criteria for what constitutes a breach of quarantine confinement, and a reporting system to ensure that any breaches are reported without any delays to the NPPO or authorized body

-
provision for assessment and control (e.g. maintenance and calibration) of critical equipment (e.g. autoclaves and safety cabinets)

-
effective contingency plans for disruptions to or failures of quarantine (e.g. through fires, accidental release of plants or pests from the station, electrical outages or other emergencies)
-
a schedule for internal audits to check that the station meets the PEQ requirements (e.g. structural integrity and hygiene requirements) 

-
a procedure for dealing with non-compliances including the appropriate treatment or destruction of plant material infested with quarantine pests

-
a procedure to control risks related to visitors (e. g. records of visitors)

-
provision for disposal of infested consignments

-
procedures for decontamination of waste

-
procedures that describe how quarantine documents are reviewed, amended and controlled.

[41]
2.4.3
Documentation

[42]
The following documents may be required:

-
a list of staff authorized to enter the station

-
a site plan of the PEQ station showing the location of the PEQ station on the site and all station entrances and access points

-
a register of visitors

-
a record of all PEQ activities conducted in the station (e.g. staff activities, treatments and disposal of consignments in quarantine)

-
a register of all consignments of plants in the station

-
records of training and skills of staff

-
records of inspections and testing.
 [43]
2.5
Diagnosis and removal of infestations of quarantine pests or vectors

[44]
PEQ stations should have systems in place to detect and identify quarantine pests or potential vectors of quarantine pests. It is essential that diagnostic expertise be held by staff within or associated with the PEQ station.

[45]
PEQ stations should have access to expertise and facilities or equipment to treat, remove or destroy as quickly as possible any infested plant material detected in the PEQ station.

[46]
2.6
Audit of PEQ stations

[47]
The NPPO or an NPPO-approved body should audit the PEQ station on a regular basis to ensure that the station meets the physical and operational requirements.

[48]
3.
Conclusion of PEQ

[49]
If plants are found to be free of quarantine pests, and meet the other regulatory requirements of the importing country, they can be released from quarantine.

[50]
If plants are found to be infested with quarantine pests they should either be treated to remove infection or be destroyed. In special circumstances infested or potentially infested plants may be shipped to another area for release or to another PEQ station for further inspection, testing or treatment.


Annex 1

[51]
SPECIFICATIONS FOR PEQ STATIONS

[52]
One or more of the following requirements may be considered by NPPOs when determining the requirements for consignments of plants. The specifications are based on the biology of quarantine pests potentially associated with the plants.

	    [53]
	General specifications for PEQ stations
	

	    [54]
	· Physical separation of plants from other areas, including offices used by personnel

· Adequate security to ensure plants are not removed from the PEQ station without appropriate authorization 

· Appropriate signage
· Restricted access to the site 
· Growth of plants in pest-free growing medium (e.g. sterilized potting mix or soil-less growing medium)

· Labelling or otherwise suitable identification of consignments

· Provision of good growing conditions for the imported plants, e.g. temperature, light and humidity

· Provision of conditions conducive for the development of signs and symptoms of pests to be expressed

· Regular pest and pest vector monitoring at specified intervals by use of appropriate methods (e.g. sticky insect traps)
· Control of local pests (e.g. rodents, white flies) and exclusion from the PEQ station by sealing all the points of penetration, including electrical and plumbing conduits (except for open ground facilities)

· Regular maintenance and calibration of equipment used in the PEQ station (e.g. autoclaves and biological safety cabinets) 

· Sterilization or decontamination of waste and equipment (e.g. cutting implements) before removal from the station

· For glass houses and screen houses: accessible surfaces constructed of smooth and impervious material for cleaning and effective decontamination

· A means and system for destruction of waste including infested plants
	· 

	    [55]
	Biological characteristic (of quarantine pests)
	
PEQ station specifications

	[56]

	    [57]
	Pests that are exclusively graft-transmitted e.g. some viruses or phytoplasmas
	· Type of station: field site, screen house or glasshouse

· PEQ area clearly delineated

· Appropriate separation from potential hosts

· Host material restricted to PEQ site only, and no grafting performed unless part of testing procedures
	[58]

	    [59]
	Pests spread by soil or water only, or in vectors that themselves are spread by soil or water only e.g. cyst nematodes
	· Type of station: screen house or glasshouse constructed of regular glass or twin-skin plastic

· Entry through two doors separated by a vestibule or anteroom

· Windows and doors locked shut when not in use

· Appropriate treatment of water (entering and leaving station) to eliminate quarantine pests

· Prevention of drainage water reaching water sources used to irrigate host plants

· Protective clothing (e.g. a laboratory coat and dedicated footwear or shoe covers) to be worn by all staff and visitors
	[60]

	    [61]
	Pests or pest vectors that are airborne or mobile and are greater than 0.2 mm in size e.g. aphids, mealybugs
	· Type of station: screen house or glasshouse constructed of regular glass or twin-skin plastic

· Self-closing and tight-fitting doors, with appropriate seals and sweeps

· Entry through two doors separated by a vestibule or anteroom

· Anteroom with insecticidal spray 

· 0.2 mm mesh over vents to prevent pest or vector entry or escape 

· Alternative host material for the quarantine pest not within the expected pest or vector dispersal distance from the PEQ station (in any direction)

· A heating, ventilation and air-conditioning system capable of preventing the movement into or out of the station of small (but greater than 0.2 mm) aerially dispersed organisms or organism life stages

· Installation of insect monitoring devices such as sticky traps or light traps 

· Protective clothing (e.g. a laboratory coat and dedicated footwear or shoe covers) to be worn by all staff and visitors
	[62]

	    [63]
	Pest or pest vectors that are airborne or mobile and less than 0.2 mm in size e.g. some mite or thrips species
	· Type of station: screen house or glasshouse constructed of regular glass or twin-skin plastic

· Self-closing and tight-fitting doors, with appropriate seals and sweeps

· Entry through two doors separated by a vestibule or anteroom

· A sink with hands-free operation in the anteroom

· High-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filtration (to remove particles greater than 0.3 microns with 99.97% efficiency)

· Negative air pressure

· Protective clothing (e.g. a laboratory coat and dedicated footwear or shoe covers) to be worn by all staff and visitors

· Sterilization or decontamination of waste and equipment (e.g. cutting implements) before removal from the station

· A shower (may be required for staff members on leaving the station)
	[64]

	    [65]
	Pests that are highly mobile or easily dispersed e.g. rust fungi, airborne bacteria
	· Type of station: screen house or glasshouse constructed of breakage-resistant glass or twin-walled polycarbonate

· No direct access to the station from the outside of the building

· Entry through two doors separated by a vestibule or anteroom

· Interlocked vestibule doors so that only one door at a time can be open

· HEPA filtration (to remove particles greater than 0.3 microns with 99.97% efficiency)

· Negative air pressure

· Protective clothing (e.g. a laboratory coat and dedicated footwear or shoe covers) to be worn by all staff and visitors

· Sterilization or decontamination of waste and equipment (e.g. cutting implements) before removal from the station

· Where stations have supply air systems, interlocking of the supply air and exhaust air systems to ensure inward flow at all times

· All waste air, including from fume hoods that discharge to the outside atmosphere, filtered through HEPA filters

· Installation of a security alarm 

· A shower (may be required for staff members on leaving the station)

· Monitoring systems for operational processes such as pressure differentials and wastewater treatment to prevent failure of essential systems

· A backup electricity supply system for air systems to maintain negative air pressure gradients and for other critical equipment
	[66]
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INTRODUCTION

SCOPE

This standard provides guidelines for the establishment and use of systems approaches as an option for pest risk management of fruit flies to facilitate trade of fruits. This standard applies to fruit flies (Tephritidae) of economic importance.

REFERENCES

Establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (Tephritidae), 2008. ISPM No. 30, FAO, Rome.
Establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies (Tephritidae), 2006. ISPM No. 26, FAO, Rome. 
Framework for pest risk analysis, 2007. ISPM No. 2, FAO, Rome.

Glossary of phytosanitary terms, 2009. ISPM No. 5, FAO, Rome.

Guidelines for inspection, 2005. ISPM No. 23, FAO, Rome.

International Plant Protection Convention, 1997. FAO, Rome.

Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms, 2004. ISPM No. 11, FAO, Rome.
Requirements for the establishment of pest free places of production and pest free production sites, 1999. ISPM No. 10, FAO, Rome.

The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management, 2002. ISPM No. 14, FAO, Rome.

DEFINITIONS

Definition of phytosanitary terms used in the present standard can be found in ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms). 

OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
For the establishment of a fruit fly systems approach (FF-SA), the relationship between host, target fruit fly species and specified area for the site, place or area of production of the host commodity should be defined. The pest risk should have been assessed and options for pest risk management measures determined by means of pest risk analysis (PRA).

An important requirement for the establishment of an FF-SA is a low pest population level in the area of production of the host commodity in combination with other measures (such as host status, crop management practices or post-harvest and shipping measures) that are available to be integrated into the FF-SA to reduce pest risk to an appropriate level.

An FF-SA may include a number of independent measures, which may be applied throughout the three stages of the process, namely during pre-harvest and harvest, post-harvest and shipping, and entry and distribution within the importing country, if appropriate. 

For establishment and maintenance of the FF-SA, operational procedures should be required. Supervision activities may be agreed between the importing and exporting contracting parties. Guidelines on corrective action plans are described in Annex 1. 

The establishment and maintenance of the FF-SA should be adequately documented and the documentation reviewed and updated regularly.

BACKGROUND

Fruit flies are pests of economic importance affecting trade of hosts and their movement may pose a pest risk for endangered areas. To identify and manage the risk, a pest risk analysis (PRA) should be conducted and risk management measures should be applied. (ISPM No. 2: Framework for pest risk analysis; ISPM No. 11: Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms). 

Contracting parties are obliged to: 

“… institute only phytosanitary measures that are technically justified, consistent with the pest risk involved and represent the least restrictive measures available, and result in the minimum impediment to the international movement of people, commodities and conveyances.” (Article VII.2g of the IPPC, 1997)
In many cases, the only phytosanitary measures used by contracting parties for import and/or movement of fruit fly host commodities have been single measures such as phytosanitary treatments or pest free areas for fruit flies (FF-PFAs) (ISPM No. 26: Establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies (Tephritidae)). In other cases, prohibition of the trade of certain host commodities has been the only phytosanitary measure applied. In some cases, based on pest risk assessment, less stringent phytosanitary measures integrated into a systems approach may be sufficient to reduce the risks to an appropriate level. 

A systems approach requires two or more measures that are independent of each other, and may include any number of measures that are dependent on each other (ISPM No. 14: The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management). Required phytosanitary security can be achieved through a combination of independent measures, for example a combination of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (FF-ALPPs) (ISPM No. 30: Establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (Tephritidae)) with fruit fly free places of production (FFF-POP) and fruit fly free production sites (FFF-PS) (ISPM No. 10: Requirements for the establishment of pest free places of production and pest free production sites).

Systems approaches have been developed as pest risk management options to meet the appropriate level of phytosanitary protection of importing contracting parties in situations where a single measure is not available or practicable, or in cases where a systems approach is more cost-effective than the single measure available. Requirements for the development and evaluation of systems approaches are given in ISPM No. 14 (The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management). 
Systems approaches include a combination of measures that interact and that may be applied in different places at different times (i.e. in the exporting country, during transportation or in the importing country). They may therefore involve a number of organizations, individuals and measures. Their successful implementation will depend on effective coordination of actions among participants. 

In many cases, exporting contracting parties have developed and established fruit fly systems approaches (FF-SAs) in association with importing contracting parties. The FF-SAs may be equivalent to or alternatives to single measures such as phytosanitary  treatments or FF-PFAs. In cases where an effective FF-SA has been applied, the same components could be used by other importing and exporting contracting parties in another area with similar conditions. These FF-SAs have facilitated the export and movement of fruit that are fruit fly hosts into endangered areas. 

In addition to the facilitation of trade, the advantages of implementing an FF-SA may include: 

-
increased fruit production and quality

-
promoting the use of environmentally friendly pest control methods

-
development of phytosanitary capacity

-
increased sustainability of horticultural production systems

-
increased cost-effectiveness in achieving an appropriate level of protection

-
decreased dependency on chemical pesticides.
An area eligible for the establishment of an FF-SA can be as small as a production site (for further details refer to ISPM No. 10: Requirements for the establishment of pest free places of production and pest free production sites) or as large as an entire country or region.

The target pests for which this standard was developed include insects of the order Diptera, family Tephritidae, of the genera Anastrepha, Bactrocera, Ceratitis, Dacus, Rhagoletis, Toxotrypana and other genera of economic importance.

REQUIREMENTS

1.
General Requirements

1.1
Pest risk analysis

PRA determines whether a pest should be regulated and identifies the measures for pest risk mitigation. As a result of PRA, a National Plant Protection Organization (NPPO) may consider that the integration of measures in an FF-SA may reduce the pest risk to an appropriate level (ISPM No. 2: Framework for pest risk analysis; section 3 of ISPM No. 14: The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management). 

The decision to use a specific FF-SA relates to a particular relationship between host, target fruit fly species and specified area, and is closely linked to trade opportunities, and economic and operational feasibility.

Basic information required for the establishment of an FF-SA includes the following: 

-
The host should be identified to the species level. In some cases, when the cultivar is important as a risk mitigation factor, such as resistance to infestation, it is important to identify the host to cultivar level.

-
Data on the target fruit fly species associated with the host should be available (such as population density and fluctuation, host sequence).

-
The area proposed for an FF-SA should be described and adequately documented. 
In practice, FF-SAs may be specific or broad depending on the host-fruit fly species-area relationships. Systems approaches can be applied to one or more host and/or fruit fly species in the same area.

Measures may be applied at different stages of the production and distribution chain. Some of the measures to be applied under an FF-SA may include FFF-POP, FFF-PS, FF-ALPP, host status and limited distribution in the endangered area.

1.2
Documentation and record keeping

The establishment and maintenance of an FF-SA should be documented and properly recorded. Control points and stakeholders should be identified. The roles and responsibilities of the NPPOs of the exporting and importing contracting parties and of the producers and exporters should be specified and documented. Corrective action plans should also be documented. (Annex 1 provides guidelines on corrective action plans for an FF-SA.) The documentation and records should be reviewed and updated regularly. Documents should be maintained for at least 24 months and made available to the NPPOs of the importing contracting parties upon request.

Documentation may include:

-
pest risk analysis

-
operational procedures developed to establish and maintain the FF-SA

-
description of corrective actions

-
reviews of the FF-SA and any agreed amendments

-
details of operational procedures that allow traceability.

1.3
Supervision

The FF-SA should be operated in accordance with the officially approved procedures and should be checked to ensure the system achieves its objectives. 

Compliance with the FF-SA should be verified by the NPPO of the exporting contracting party, through review of documentation and operational procedures. Supervision can also be done by the NPPO of the importing contracting party. 

2.
Specific Requirements

2.1
Establishment of an FF-SA

Establishment of an FF-SA should require consultation and cooperation between the NPPOs of the exporting and importing contracting parties. It is also advisable to involve in this process the interested and affected groups (e.g. other stakeholders) of both contracting parties.

Once the basic information has been gathered  and the required appropriate level of protection is established, the available measures should be determined. The number and combination of the appropriate measures should be agreed by the contracting parties involved. Measures chosen should be feasible, cost-effective and the least trade-restrictive.

During this process, it is useful to identify the control points in the FF-SA (Appendix, ISPM No. 14: The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management). The appropriate number and combination of measures should be selected and their efficacy agreed upon by the importing and exporting contracting parties.

Based on the place and time of their application, there are three stages where measures can be applied from production of the host within the exporting country to its distribution within the importing country. These stages are: 
-
pre-harvest and at harvest 

-
post-harvest and shipping

-
entry and distribution.

2.1.1
Pre-harvest and at harvest

Measures applied in this stage are used to minimize infestation in the production area, such as selection of resistant cultivars, harvesting time, pest exclusion structures and specified pest population levels. Specified pest population levels are required for establishing the FF-SA under a different relationship between host, target fruit fly species and specified area. 

2.1.1.1
Low level of pest population

In many cases, a requirement for establishing an FF-SA is a specified pest population level of the target fruit fly species in the defined area, for example an ALPP, among others. This may be as a result of a naturally occurring pest population or as a result of the implementation of control measures. Evidence to support the stated pest population level may be required and, if so, should be obtained as a result of surveillance using the methods described in the draft annex on trapping of ISPM No. 26 (Establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies (Tephritidae)). Surveillance of population levels of target fruit flies may be conducted not only during the production phase of the host commodity but also during non-production periods.

Nevertheless, areas with low pest population levels may not conform to the requirements of FF-ALPPs. If so, the measures used to achieve a specified pest population level may include:

-
growing hosts in areas not suitable for the target fruit fly (e.g. because of geographic location, altitude, climate)

-
growing hosts at specific periods when the pest is at low levels

-
crop management including cultural control practices and other measures, such as:

· fruit stripping

· collection and destruction of mature and fallen fruit

· elimination or replacement of other host plants by non-host plants where appropriate

· discouraging intercropping with fruit fly host plants

· flowering control and management of time of fruit production

· management of non-commercial hosts within the production area

· chemical control such as insecticide bait treatments, bait stations and male annihilation technique

· biological control such as natural enemies or sterile insect technique

· bagging and mass trapping

· other practices found suitable by the contracting parties that may help in achieving a specified pest population level

-
control of movement of host material into the area.

2.1.1.2
Fruit fly free places of production and fruit fly free production sites
FFF-POP and FFF-PS are important risk mitigation measures that, when used in conjunction with other independent measures, can provide the appropriate level of protection. They have been shown to be feasible and sustainable, and are widely used as components of an FF-SA.  

They may assure localized or temporal fruit fly freedom (ISPM No. 10: Requirements for the establishment of pest free places of production and pest free production sites) and may include the following activities:

-
growing products in specific fruit fly proof conditions such as pest free production structures (e.g. protected environments such as greenhouses with double doors, air curtains etc.)

-
growing products in FFF-POP and FFF-PS geographically isolated from fruit flies

-
growing products in seasons not suitable for fruit flies.

For maintenance of FFF-POP and FFF-PS, the critical activities are:

-
surveillance to confirm fruit fly freedom and to apply control measures in case of fruit fly detections (see ISPM No. 26: Establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies (Tephritidae))

-
phytosanitary certification to confirm compliance with the requirements of the FFF-POP or FFF-PS 

-
implementation of roles and responsibilities of NPPOs and stakeholders

-
public awareness to assist in the maintenance of the status of FFF-POP and FFF-PS.

2.1.1.3
Status of the host

Host status is an important risk mitigation measure that, when used in conjunction with other independent measures, can provide the appropriate level of protection. Measures to prevent fruit fly host infestation may include:

-
selection of less susceptible fruit fly hosts 

-
selection of specific resistant varieties or cultivars

-
harvesting at a less susceptible stage or at a particular time.

2.1.2
Post-harvest and shipping

A range of measures may be applied in this stage, which may include post-harvest treatments and other post-harvest measures to ensure mitigation of risks in the consignment from harvest until arrival at the point of entry. 

2.1.2.1
Post-harvest measures

Measures at the post-harvest and shipping stage may include:

-
activities to prevent infestation (e.g. processing in screen-protected packing rooms and warehouses, using cold storage, wrapping of fruit)

-
selection and packing of commodities at a certain ripeness/maturity stage and quality

-
sampling

-
inspection (ISPM No. 23: Guidelines for inspection)

-
phytosanitary certification.

An FF-SA may also take into consideration the effects of measures applied for other pests that contribute to reducing the risk of fruit flies (e.g. waxing, water dipping, cold storage).

In cases where the combination of such measures adequately reduces the pest risk, there is no need to apply a supplementary phytosanitary treatment.

2.1.2.2
Post-harvest treatments

Post-harvest treatments may be used in combination with other measures in an FF-SA. These treatments as part of an FF-SA are not those applied as a stand-alone measure. Less efficacious treatments may be used as long as the other measures in combination with the treatment meet the appropriate level of protection of the importing contracting party. The type and efficacy of such supplementary post-harvest treatments should be agreed to by the importing and exporting contracting parties. 

2.1.3
Entry and distribution

In some cases, in cooperation with the exporting contracting party, the NPPO of the importing contracting party may agree to implement one or more measures on arrival of the consignment as part of the FF-SA. Such measures may include: 

-
sampling and inspection 

-
limiting the points of entry 

-
seasonal periods of entry 

-
limiting the distribution of the commodity within the importing country.

2.2
Maintenance of a fruit fly systems approach

Operational procedures should be required. Such procedures may take the form of a written document (work plan, protocol etc.) outlining the specific activities as part of a bilateral arrangement between the NPPOs of the importing and exporting contracting parties.

The operational procedures developed to establish and maintain the FF-SA generally include the following: 

-
description of the area of production intended for the FF-SA

- 
fruit host being exported and related target fruit fly

-
participating organizations and their roles and responsibilities

-
operational elements:

· surveillance and control programme

· training

· identification capacity

· procedures that allow traceability

-
NPPO and stakeholders’ compliance arrangement

-
corrective actions (see Annex 1).

The measures implemented in the FF-SA should be carried out in accordance with the agreed operational procedures.

The NPPO should monitor all stages and control points, verifying compliance with the operational procedures and implementing corrective actions, as appropriate.

ANNEX 1

GUIDELINES ON CORRECTIVE ACTION PLANS FOR A FRUIT FLY SYSTEMS APPROACH 

During establishment and maintenance of an FF-SA, the success or failure of any of the measures should be determined by monitoring the procedures during their application. In the case of any faults in the measures that comprise the systems approach, corrective actions should be taken.  

Non-compliance may occur in the application of one or more of the measures of the FF-SA. Ongoing verification may indicate the necessity to revise the system to ensure the appropriate level of protection is reached. 

1.
Non-compliance

Non-compliance involves incorrect implementation of the FF-SA operational procedures. Non-compliance may occur in one or more of the stages of the FF-SA (pre-harvest and harvest, post-harvest and shipping, or entry and distribution). It is important to identify in which stage or stages the non-compliance has occurred. 

1.1
Non-compliance at the pre-harvest and harvest stage

In cases of non-compliance of operational procedures at pre-harvest or harvest, the relevant site, place or area involved in the FF-SA may be suspended until the non-compliance has been rectified.

1.2
Non-compliance at the post-harvest and shipping stage

In cases of non-compliance of operational procedures at the post-harvest and shipping stage, the relevant stakeholders involved with treatment, packing or shipping under an FF-SA may be suspended until the non-compliance has been rectified.

1.3
Non-compliance at entry and distribution

The NPPO of the importing country may take corrective action in cases of non-compliance of operational procedures at entry or distribution.

2.
Ongoing verification of the systems approach

In cases in which the operational procedures of the FF-SA were properly implemented, but where, however, one or more of the components did not provide the appropriate level of protection, a revision of the system should be conducted to ensure the appropriate level of protection. This revision may not necessarily involve the suspension of trade.
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