EWG on Debarking of Wood and Bark Freedom June 2005


[image: image1.emf]
Expert Working Group on Debarking of Wood and Bark Freedom meeting

06-10 June 2005

Åas, Norway

1.
Opening

Welcome from the Ministry of Agriculture and Food of Norway. Ms. Paulsen welcomed participants of the meeting to Norway and Åas on behalf of Norwegian Food Safety Authority. Mr. Jon Mjærum made a presentation from Food Safety Authority on Norwegian agriculture and forestry and existing system of plant protection.

Mr. Larson opened the meeting, made an introduction and invited the participants to introduce themselves.

Mr. Larson clarified the role of the group and participants. He explained that the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine (TPFQ) had proposed revisions to Specification No 17. The technical panel was concerned that the terms “debarking” and “bark-free” were not clear in the context of ISPM No. 15 and had therefore proposed that the specification should be extended to include the term “bark-free”. The TPFQ recommended that an expert from the lumber grading industry should be invited to participate in the expert working group (EWG) to help with defining these terms and recommended deletion of a task which required the EWG to evaluate risks associated with bark as they considered this to be too difficult. He proposed that the EWG should initially elect a chairman. Mr. Sela was elected chairman.

Mr. Arnitis (Steward) explained that EPPO had advocated the development of a new standard in 2004. It took ½ year to prepare the specification for it. In April 2005 the Standards Committee (SC) approved the new specification (Specification No. 17). There was no common view on the product to be produced by the EWG. Some SC members believed that it should be a very short and simple one-page standard. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) reviewed the new specification (attached). He proposed to look first at the definitions and then it would probably be easier to go forward. Mr. Sela (Chairman) wondered what was meant by “leaf infection” in “References” of the Specification No 17. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) and Mr. Larson explained that reference to “leaf infection” was used to provide an example of how the evaluation of the amount of bark presenting risk could be estimated. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) advocated that the EWG avoid focusing on wood packaging materials in particular but consider wood in general. Mr. Burgess noted that the risk was probably higher with logs than with some wood packaging. 

Mr. Larson provided explanations on the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine. He explained that Mr. Iede and Mr. Sela are members of this Panel and that normally the EWG should be under the Technical Panel, but it had been created before the Panel, and that was an unusual situation. Mr. Sela explained that the IFQRG (International Forestry Quarantine Research Group) had carried out a lot of work on debarking and related forest matters, and the Technical Panel would probably leave these matters to the IFQRG and concentrate more on general problems.

Mr. Arnitis (Steward) considered that the group had to decide whether debarking can reduce the risk. Mr. Burgess believed that this question had a clear positive answer and added that the main question was to what extent it was possible to depend on that measure as an import requirement. Mr. Sela (Chairman) stressed that the group should provide a definition for what constitutes debarking (for example, is it just a process or are tolerances for the amounts bark the critical phytosanitary issue). Mr. Iede noted that it was difficult to have criteria for debarking because of variation in the different types of wood and shapes of logs. Mr. Burgess agreed and added that the risk also depended on the kind of pests of concern. Mr. Searles summarised that there were a lot of factors influencing the risk. Mr. Sela (Chairman) believed that the group needed to agree to definitions of bark-free and debarking before it would be possible to progress to other things. He added that tropical wood didn’t present a high risk to Canada and removal of bark is not always needed and justified. He also reiterated the definition of bark-free wood from ISPM No. 15. 

2.
Initial Discussions on Debarking

The group considered the definition within ISPM 15. Decision: the definition is appropriate but needs additional illustrations. Mr. Burgess and Mr. Sela (Chairman) detected some problems surrounding understanding “vascular cambium” for industry (exporters/importers). Mr. Arnitis (Steward) believed that this term should be explained in the standard but not as a specific definition. Mr. Sela (Chairman) agreed and added that explanations should be included for terms “vascular cambium”, “ingrown bark” and “bark pockets”.

Mr. Arnitis (Steward) believed that the draft standard should be finalised by Friday (last day of the meeting). The group agreed. Mr. Larson noted that two things were possible: to correct Glossary definitions or to explain terms in the Standard. Mr. Burgess wondered if both definitions of “bark-freedom” and “debarking” were helpful? He believed that for manufacturers it was often not important if wood was free from bark or just debarked. Mr. Searles noted that if the definition for debarking were to be relied on, a tolerance criteria for remaining bark would be needed. Mr. Burgess informed the group that in the UK, where bark freedom is specified as an import requirement, no tolerance for residual bark was given. Mr. Orlinski believed that there was an economical difference: to ensure bark-freedom was much more expensive than just providing a debarked product. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) agreed stating that in Latvia the removal of remaining bark after debarking was manual and very expensive. Mr. Orlinski added that debarking had not been originally introduced as a phytosanitary measure, but as an industrial process to improve wood quality but it had happened that at the same time the process was reducing phytosanitary risk; whereas, on the contrary, bark freedom was introduced first as a phytosanitary measure. Mr. Searles wondered if the meeting work would influence ISPM 15. Mr. Larson explained that ISPM 15 could be revised in future depending on the results of the group’s work. Mr. Burgess recalled discussions at ICPM-4 on bark-free and debarking. Mr. Larson provided explanations on this point. Mr. Burgess reminded the group that ISPM 15 didn’t provide 100% risk management. Mr. Larson agreed that the aim of ISPM 15 had been just to reduce the risk. 

Mr. Sela (Chairman) wondered if the definition of “debarking” was necessary. Mr. Orlinski noted that “bark-freedom” and “debarking” were different levels of protection and it was up to countries to decide about the appropriate level of protection and acceptable level of risk. Mr. Searles believed that if it was possible to reach agreement it would significantly reduce risks worldwide. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) believed the problem was that the Glossary definition of “debarking” was applicable only to round wood. Mr. Sela (Chairman) noted that a lot of countries were using the word “debarking” in their legislations. Mr. Iede wondered if there were definitions of this terms in the FAO Forestry Glossary. Mr. Larson answered it was possible but did not have the same status as definitions within the Glossary of phytosanitary terms.

3.
Discussion on the Meaning of Debarking
Mr. Sela (Chairman) believed that there were three levels of removal of bark from wood: bark-free, with bark and something intermediate, which meant debarked. Mr. Searles believed that it was logical to keep the “debarking” definition in the Glossary. Mr. Iede agreed. Mr. Sela (Chairman) believed that some references to tolerance were needed in the Glossary definition of “debarking”. 

Decision: it is only a mechanical process where carried out on logs using debarking machines. It was proposed to remove “from round wood” from the Glossary definition of “debarking”. Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed to connect options of “bark-freedom” and “debarking”. Mr. Iede noted that under PRA options of possible measures were chosen according to appropriate level of protection, which could be different for different countries. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) agreed and added that tolerance would depend on the species of pests. Mr. Orlinski and Mr. Burgess provided explanations on the influence of pest types (small and big, living only under bark or also in the wood, etc.) and time of wood harvest (winter or summer) on the risks. Mr. Searles noted that wood going through mechanical “debarkers” always kept some parts of bark. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) said that in his understanding debarking meant the absence of bark except “pockets”, etc. Mr. Sela (Chairman) asked participants on their understanding of “debarking”. Mr. Searles answered that debarking was an industrial process reducing the risk. Mr. Burgess added that he had some doubts on how appropriate it was as a phytosanitary application. Mr. Orlinski answered that debarking was an industrial process reducing risk for some kinds of pests (he added that if even in the small group of experts there were very different interpretations of the term, a definition was needed permitting its interpretation only in one way). Ms. Paulsen answered that she agreed with this definition. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) answered that in Latvia they wouldn’t call wood debarked if it kept even small parts of bark. Mr. Rhodius answered that debarking was an industrial process but he would prefer more quantitative definition with some tolerance remarks. Mr. Iede answered that debarking was an industrial process reducing phytosanitary risks. Mr. Larson answered that debarking was currently widely used as industrial procedure and as a phytosanitary measure; he added he didn’t agree with Latvian criteria; he also didn’t believe that it was possible to quantify the definition.

Mr. Searles and Mr. Sela provided some pictures of wood with remaining bark after debarking.

Mr. Larson believed that it was not possible to move forward before the same understanding of debarking was reached. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) said he preferred to discuss the phytosanitary meaning of debarking. Mr. Burgess proposed a definition for debarking. After discussion and corrections this definition was agreed to: “Debarking – any process designed to remove bark from wood. Debarking doesn’t necessarily make wood bark-free and may have a limited effect as a phytosanitary measure”. Mr. Sela (Chairman) reminded that a lot of countries were using “debarking” in their regulations. Mr. Burgess thought that not all of them clearly understood what it meant. Mr. Sela (Chairman) believed that tolerances should not be fixed as the defining of tolerances is a concern for individual NPPOs. He also stressed that there was a big difference between wood packaging and wood in general. Mr. Burgess informed that in Bob Haack’s experiments heat-treated wood with bark had been even more attractive for bark beetles than non heat-treated.

4.
Discussion on Bark Freedom and Bark

Mr. Sela (Chairman) suggested discussing bark freedom. The group agreed with ISPM 15 definition. Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed to define “bark”. Mr. Burgess proposed definition for bark. After discussion and amendment the following definition was accepted by the group: “Bark – the outer layer of wood, excluding the vascular cambium or any of the wood below it which may include any ingrown bark around knots or bark pockets between rings of annual growth”. Mr. Orlinski didn’t like the definition. He stressed that bark is not a part of wood and can’t be its outer layer. Mr. Sela (Chairman) answered that according to the Glossary definition of “wood”, bark is part of the definition. Mr. Orlinski didn’t agree. Mr. Burgess believed that the Glossary definition of “wood” could be understood by both ways. 

The discussion on whether bark is a part of wood or not proceeded for some time without consensus. The group agreed to come back to this question later.

Mr. Burgess proposed a change in the definition for “bark-free wood” to: “wood from which all bark has been removed”. This would help clarify that there was no allowance for tolerance.

Mr. Sela (Chairman) announced that given that the definitions had been generally agreed, the group should start drafting the Standard the next day and begin with defining phytosanitary principles of the Standard and its title.

5.
Discussion of the Standard

Mr. Sela (Chairman) announced that Mr. Burgess had pre-drafted some elements of the new Standard. Mr. Burgess proposed draft title, Scope and Outline of requirements.

The group discussed criteria for bark tolerances (in percents or size of remaining bark, categorisation of pests according to the risk associated with bark presence). Mr. Burgess believed that only NPPOs could define the exact amount of bark (tolerance) based on risks of a specific commodity, of a specific origin and destination, etc. Mr. Orlinski volunteered to classify pests according to the risk associated with the amount of remaining bark.

Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed the following structure for the Standard:

1. Background

1.1 Reason for the standard
2. Requirements

2.1 Description of terms

2.2 Assessing debarking (criteria, minimum tolerance)

2.3 Assessing bark freedom (guidance for inspection/criteria, minimum tolerance)

Mr. Burgess proposed a draft Background which was approved after discussion and some changes. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) proposed to come back later to the Background and probably add text. Discussion continued on the Outline of requirements and Background. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) suggested clarifying the difference between wood packaging repeatedly moved between several countries and re-used and other categories of wood. Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed not to deal with wood packaging materials because they had been covered by ISPM 15. Mr Burgess thought that because debarking and bark-free questions could apply equally to wood packaging material as to other wood products it could not be ignored. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) and Mr. Larson proposed to come back to this later in the Outline of requirements.

Mr. Arnitis (Steward) proposed to discuss the abstract of the EPPO draft commodity standard on Coniferous on debarking and bark-freedom. He added that an introductory sentence was needed because debarking is a practice undertaken by industry that is used by NPPOs as a phytosanitary measure.

Discussion and reaction to the abstract and terminology (e.g. buttress = base of the trunk).

5.1
Development of Debarking Section of the Standard

Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed that the group begin drafting the “debarking” section.

Mr. Sela (Chairman) noted that in some cases debarking (and other measures) should not be required. For example, the species of the pests of concern were important as well as wood’s origin (e.g. Canada doesn’t require debarking of tropical wood because it doesn’t present any phytosanitary risk to the country). Mr. Orlinski noted that in some cases combinations of treatments were needed (e.g. one to kill present pests, another to prevent infestation). Mr. Larson proposed that the group consider the concept of pest-free areas within requirements for debarking.

The group discussed the need for technical justification of debarking. Decision: it should be technically justified where applied as a requirement

Mr. Larson wondered if the sizes of pieces of remaining bark are important. Mr. Burgess thought yes; but the maximum size of a individual piece of residual bark to be permitted was the critical element, and not the percent of the total surface area covered in bark. Mr. Larson wondered how to measure these? Mr. Burgess and Mr. Orlinski answered that it depended on the pest and the tree species involved. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) added that it also depended on the thickness of remaining bark. 

The group discussed the influence of different dimensions of remaining bark. Mr. Sela (Chairman) believed that all dimensions were important. Mr. Burgess agreed but added that it was difficult to give simple recommendations to inspectors. Mr. Sela (Chairman) believed that for long and thin pieces of bark inspectors should pay attention to the orientation of the piece depending on the pest of concern and its typical breeding gallery layout. Mr. Orlinski gave examples of Tomicus piniperda and Tomicus minor when the orientation of long and thin pieces was important. Mr. Sela (Chairman), Mr. Searles, Mr. Larson and Mr. Arnitis (Steward) stressed that tree species and pest species should be taken into consideration. Mr. Sela (Chairman) believed that bark thickness should be considered specifically, as well as size and configuration of galleries of pests and their behaviour (e.g. development in the bark, under the bark, or in the wood).

The group revisited the issue of whether bark is a part of wood or not. Mr. Burgess noted that the Glossary definition is following customs definitions, which don’t differentiate wood with bark from wood without bark. Mr. Larson explained that the Glossary definition concerned commodity class and it was possible to propose a new definition for the new standard. For example one could propose that a tree is composed of wood, cambium and bark. Mr. Iede advocated keeping the Glossary definition and the first definition of bark. Mr. Burgess didn’t like the definition whereby bark was a part of wood. Decision: to replace the wording within the definition of “outer layer of wood” with “outer layer of a woody plant”.

Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed that the group consider the different risks due to different climatic conditions: wood naturally dried faster after debarking in hot and dry climatic conditions (e.g. in Mexico) than in cold and wet climatic conditions (e.g. in Vancouver) and this would influence the risks associated with remaining bark. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) added that it also depended on the season. Mr. Iede noted that all these aspects should be considered when conducting PRAs. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) agreed and proposed to make reference to ISPM 11. Mr. Sela (Chairman) wondered if it was necessary to include something about debarking equipment. Mr. Burgess believed that it was not necessary because it was not possible to prescribe to NPPOs what type of equipment to use. The group further discussed equipment and agreed that lot of differences in mechanisms and tools existed between countries and that future changes in technology would affect what is used.

Mr. Arnitis (Steward) believed that it would be useful to develop an appendix that listed groups of pests and related them to the efficacy of debarking and bark-free, and to provide a reference to this appendix in the text of the Standard. Mr. Orlinski wondered if the Standard would cover what should be done with bark removed during these processes. Mr. Searles believed that options for bark disposal should be covered. 

Mr. Burgess reminded that the infestation may occur after treatments. Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed not to consider other treatments within the scope of the standard other than the removal of bark. Mr. Orlinski wondered if the Standard would cover problems of potential re-infestation and its management with the help of debarking or bark-freedom. Mr. Sela (Chairman) answered not really, but the group could make a note about this. Mr. Iede noted that some pests (e.g. termites, bostrichids, etc.) could infest debarked wood. 

Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed that the standard include guidance for inspectors, a bark-free section, a non-compliance section, a table of pests, etc. He wondered what procedures are used for the inspection of bark-freedom. Mr. Burgess explained that in the UK, inspectors looked at the remaining bark and decided about measures; at their discretion, based on perceived risk, very small pieces of bark were allowed. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) explained that in Latvia inspectors should not see any bark; and if bark was present the lot was burned. Mr. Rhodius explained that in Argentina inspectors looked at the wood and took action depending on how much bark he found. Ms. Paulsen explained that the same was done in Norway. Mr. Searles explained that in the USA inspectors judged for themselves whether remaining bark presents a risk. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) stated that wood imported to Latvia and stamped “DB” was usually bark-free. Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed to be consistent in those matters and define what was the minimal level of bark freedom. Mr. Iede noted that in practice there was usually 10 to 20 % of remaining bark after debarking. He believed that tolerance should depend not on the total percentage of remaining bark, but on the size of individual pieces of bark.

5.2
Review of Work Done

Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed some changes in the title of the Standard and in the Scope section (about “single” measure). Mr. Arnitis (Steward) proposed to add a statement about bark remaining after debarking (from Mr. Burgess’s discussion paper with percentage of bark for coniferous and deciduous) to the “Background” section. Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed changes to “Requirements” section on technical justification of combination of debarking or bark-freedom with other measures. 

The group discussed these proposals. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) wondered if the Standard would cover combinations of treatments. Mr. Burgess thought that it should. Mr. Arnitis (Steward), Mr. Searles and Mr. Sela (Chairman) didn’t agree and believed that the group had not enough time and expertise to do this. Mr. Burgess proposed in that case to send that to the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine. Mr. Larson explained that it was a complicated procedure which needed well prepared proposals. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) noted that the recommendation of the SC was the development of a rather simple Standard; if not it could become a commodity standard, which was very complicated. Mr. Searles reminded that when preparing ISPM 15, discussions were about HT and MB, debarking was adding protection against re-infestation. Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed new text on possible combinations of debarking/bark-freedom with other treatments.

Mr. Orlinski proposed to add a sentence on the increase of efficacy of other treatments by debarking and bark-freedom. The group agreed. 

The group reviewed technical justification. Mr. Burgess believed that countries should technically justify the requirements for debarking and bark freedom. He also proposed text for the “Bark-free wood” section to address those situations where bark freedom is not considered sufficient to control all pests.

5.3
Discussion on Section on Inspection, Disposal, Non-Compliance

Mr. Sela (Chairman) presented text for “Inspection” section.

Discussion on tolerance of remaining bark on bark-free wood: how much bark is allowed (if allowed) for this category? Mr. Arnitis (Steward) and Mr. Orlinski believed that if the presence of bark in bark-free wood were to be allowed in the Standard, it would be necessary to change the Glossary definition of bark-free wood. 

Mr. Arnitis (Steward) presented text for “Disposal” section and the section on non-compliance.

Mr. Larson proposed not to include any statement on bilateral agreements but include statements on notification in each case of non-compliance. Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed that the group consider the section on disposal in ISPM 15 for inclusion in this standard.

Mr. Rhodius presented text for “Debarking” section on tolerances for remaining bark.

5.4
Review of Work Done

Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed some changes to “Bark-free” and “Inspection to verify Debarking” sections. Mr. Burgess believed that if the Standard were to recommend that some bark could stay after debarking, it would be necessary to offer guidance to inspectors: e.g. note whether or not the bark could be easily removed, presence of galleries etc. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) proposed to give an example of how much bark could be acceptable after debarking. Mr. Burgess noted that the problem was that there were no industrial standards on this. Mr. Orlinski proposed just to give an example for NPPOs and say that if remaining amount of bark exceeded tolerance threshold such debarking could not be considered as phytosanitary measure. Mr. Searles believed that the Standard should define the threshold of remaining bark in overall percentage terms, but also a fixed maximum permitted size of individual pieces of remaining bark. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) proposed that the group should consider whether the recommended maximum size for remaining pieces of bark should be made dependant on the pests of concern.

A4 paper format was proposed as a maximum size of remaining bark, this was changed to a “standard sheet of writing paper”. Mr. Larson believed that for sawn wood it was only possible to take into account the percentage of remaining bark on unsawn surfaces. After further discussion, the group agreed to take total surface area considering that sawn surfaces are debarked by sawing. 

Mr. Orlinski wondered about what was meant by A4 format: the area or length and width. Discussion on this matter resulted in the decision to retain a threshold surface area (e.g. A4).

Mr. Orlinski wondered if 10% of remaining bark would be applied to both coniferous and deciduous wood. The group decided yes. Mr. Iede believed that coniferous wood in general presented bigger risks than deciduous. Mr. Sela (Chairman) and Mr. Burgess agreed but noted that 10% was just an approximate proposal of threshold to NPPOs. Ms. Paulsen believed that A4 format size of remaining bark presented an unacceptable risk and the allowed size should be reduced. Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed not to impose the critical size but to put comparison of risk presented by pieces of bark of the same surface area but of different size. Mr Burgess thought that if an NPPO considered that pieces of residual bark of around the size of an A4 sheet of paper presented an unacceptable risk, then they should really be considering bark-freedom and not debarking as the phytosanitary requirement. 

5.5
Discussion on “Measures for Non-compliance” Section
Mr. Arnitis (Steward) proposed to include notification of the exporting NPPO in the case when residual bark was found even in the case when no living pests were found and wood was accepted by the importing NPPO.

5.6
Discussion on Pest Categorization Table

Mr. Orlinski presented the annex table with categorisation of pests according to the risk associated with remaining bark and wood.

5.7
Discussion on Background Section of the Standard

Ms. Paulsen proposed that the text should be consistent between “insects” and “bark beetles” references. 

5.8
Discussion on Mark for Debarking

Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed new text on the use of a specified mark for debarking and bark-freedom and corresponding annex. Mr. Burgess expressed some doubts about the costs of marking for industry (which could be too high). Mr. Arnitis (Steward) proposed to avoid mentioning bilateral agreements. Mr. Iede believed that marking would complicate procedures of debarking and bark freedom. Mr. Sela (Chairman) and Mr. Burgess explained that marking could be made optional and not obligatory for NPPOs. Mr. Searles stressed that the mark should be as well legible and distinguishable as possible to facilitate the inspector’s work. Mr. Burgess believed that the size and the shape of the mark should not be prescribed in the Standard but that legibility was the critical factor. He gave examples of non-conforming marks under ISPM 15. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) expressed reservation regarding the reaction of the Standards Committee and correspondence of the marking subject to the Specification for the group and the standard. Mr. Burgess proposed to cater for the addition of other information (HT, KD, MB, etc.) in the mark which could provide a treatment ‘audit trail’ for sawn wood destined for use in the manufacture of wood packaging material and address a problem identified by the industry since the adoption of ISPM 15. Mr. Larson expressed some concerns regarding the possible confusion between marking wood packaging materials and other wood. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) proposed to separate the text on marking from the previous text and place it under special sub-heading before “Measures for non-compliance” section. Mr. Larson proposed to include some text on the responsibilities and the role of NPPOs in marking wood. The group decided to take the text on that from the ISPM 15 under “Responsibilities of exporting NPPO” section.

5.9
Review of Work Done

The group reviewed the structure of the standard. Mr. Arnitis (Steward) proposed to replace “raw wood and wood products” by “wood” everywhere in the text of the standard.

The group decided to send the draft Standard to the Technical Panel of Forest Quarantine.

6.
Review of the Standard in Total

Mr. Orlinski and Mr. Searles proposed a new version of the title: “Guidelines for debarked and bark-free wood”. Discussion followed and the group accepted the new title.

Mr. Sela (Chairman) proposed new section “Regulated commodities” with explanation on what materials are subjects of the Standard.

Mr. Sela (Chairman), Mr. Larson, Mr. Burgess and Mr. Searles proposed definitions for “ingrown bark around knots” and “bark pockets of annual growth between rings” at the end of “Background” section. Mr. Sela (Chairman) argued that debarking is an efficient measure against some fungi. He also proposed to add a sentence on the possibility to use alternative treatments instead of debarking and bark-freedom. 

Mr. Arnitis (Steward) stressed that quantity of residual bark should depend on tolerances prescribed by the NPPO and not on industrial procedures.

Discussion on when the possibility of changes in phytosanitary regulations should be considered (repeated interception of live pests or signs of live pests, etc.) in the case of non-compliance.

7.
Closing

Mr Larson and Mr. Sela (Chairman) thanked Ms. Paulsen and her colleagues from the Ministry of Agriculture and Food of Norway for the excellent organization of the meeting and group members for their active participation. They closed the meeting
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