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1. Opening of the meeting

1.1 Welcome by the IPPC Secretariat

The IPPC Standards Officer opened the meeting and welcomed the participants to the Standards Committee Working Group (SC-7) meeting. The group also welcomed the newest SC-7 member from Denmark.

The Stewards for the draft ISPMs Integrated measures approach for plants for planting in international trade (2005-002) and Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies (2004-022) were in attendance. The Steward for the draft ISPM Revision of ISPM 15 (Regulation of wood packaging material in international trade), specifically criteria for treatments for wood packaging material in international trade (2006-010) was not able to attend.

The SC-7 selected Mr Mike Holtzhausen, (South Africa) as Chairperson. 

1.2 Election of the Rapporteur

The SC-7 requested Ms Stephanie Dubon (IPPC Secretariat) to take on the role of Rapporteur.
1.3 Adoption of the Agenda

The SC-7 adopted the agenda as presented in Appendix 1. The SC-7 reviewed the draft ISPMs in the order presented in the agenda.
2. Administrative Matters

2.1 Documents List

The Chair reviewed the documents and the SC-7 noted the documents list (Appendix 2).
2.2 Participants List

The Chair reviewed the documents and the SC-7 noted the participants list (Appendix 3).

2.3 Local Information

The Chair reviewed the documents and the SC-7 noted the local information document (Appendix 4).
3. Updates from the Standards Committee Meeting

There were no updates from the SC May 2011 meeting for the SC-7.
4. Review of Draft ISPMs
4.1 Integrated measures approach for plants for planting in international trade (2005-002)

The SC-7 reviewed the documents provided by the Steward
. The Steward noted that some comments (in particular Comment 1
) described concerns that the draft ISPM does not include all tasks outlined in the specification. The comment also stated that half of the standard is related to pest risk analysis (PRA) and the other half is related to places of production (POP) while it was deemed that it should only address the pest risk of plants for planting. The Steward did not agree with these opinions and requested guidance from the SC-7. 
The SC-7 noted that the specification and draft ISPM had gone through three Expert Working groups (EWG), two SC meetings, and a previous SC-7 meeting and group noted that the SC May 2009 requested that risk factors be added and the SC May 2010 send the draft ISPM for member consultation (MC) in 2010 confirming that the EWGs and Steward had addressed all the tasks in the specification and all subsequent requests by the SC. The SC-7 also noted that members that provide comments should provide more specific comments and further explanation, including guidance and proposed text changes. It was concluded that the SC-7 would make the effort to finalize the draft ISPM after six years of drafting, instead of returning the draft.
The SC-7 discussed some options to address Comment 1 and other various general comments regarding the focus of the text and decided to retain all the content of the sections and create some new annexes and appendixes and move some of this content into them in order to make the draft ISPM flow better and be more focused.
The Steward agreed with the comment from the TPG regarding the personification of place of production, i.e. that a place of production was being represented as a person and therefore inserted a footnote into the Outline of requirements Producer hereafter refers to a producer of plants for planting at the place of production to address this issue and requested the Steward make appropriate changes accordingly. 
The SC-7 discussed whether to include the responsibilities of plant brokers in the country of export (Comment 825). The Steward was concerned that adding new text may be problematic for members to accept. It was decided not to add additional text because, as stated in the IPPC, it is the responsibility of the NPPO of the exporting country to maintain phytosanitary security up to the point of export.
The role of the plant protection specialist (Comment 529) was discussed and it was noted that this issue was already sufficiently covered in Section 3.2.1.1, Place of production manual and therefore simplified the text.
The SC-7 need for adding Section 4.6 Assistance with on-site inspection by the NPPO of the importing country (Comment 768) was discussed and it was noted that this is already covered in Section 5.2, Auditing and therefore there was no need to add a section on this. 
The Steward noted that conflicting member comments suggested to reorder the sections of the draft or to move some sections to an appendix. It was noted that if these sections were moved, the appendixes would have more information that the body of the text. The SC-7 members had different opinions on whether some sections of text should be moved, but agreed that the sections on Pest risk factors should be moved to a new appendix. 
With regards to the text on Place of production manual, the group found this an essential part but some SC-7 members wanted to keep it in the core text while others wanted to put it into a new annex. The SC-7 tentatively decided to keep it in the main text and let the SC make the decision. 
Detailed comments by sections of the draft ISPM

Title
The group agreed to remove approach from the title and throughout the draft text and explained that systems approach refers to phytosanitary measures whereas the current draft refers to actions that are not phytosanitary measures.
The SC-7 also recommends that the SC send the term systems approach and the concept of integrated measures together to the Technical Panel on the Glossary (TPG) for their consideration.
Scope
The SC-7 considered adding an environmental statement in the Scope based on Comment 25and noted that as this is a draft standard it may need an environmental statement and decided to place a suggestion for such statement in the Background. 

The group considered whether or not pollen should be listed as an exclusion to the draft ISPM and concluded that while pollen is included in the definition as part of a plant, pollen is not included in the definition of plants for planting and therefore should not be added as an exclusion. However, the SC-7 did add plants as pests to the exclusion in both the Scope and Outline of Requirements.
The SC-7 decided to change phytosanitary measures back to integrated measures because that terminology is in the specification and also made a global change of mitigate pest risk to manage pest risk.
The term particular and phrase and places of production were deleted to keep the focus on plants for planting and noted this proposed text also addresses some concerns from Comment 1.
The text was modified to clarify that this ISPM covers plants for planting as a pathway (which then implicitly excludes plants as pests). 

References
The SC-7 had no significant comments on this section.

Definitions
The SC-7 had no significant comments on this section.

Outline of requirements
The SC-7 decided to use the term producers instead of places of production due to personification issues: producer refers to a producer of plants for planting at the place of production. 

The Steward will finalize this Section and will send the draft to the SC-7 for final review in order to have the text posted for the SC by 15 July 2011.

Background
The SC-7 replaced the word increased with high because the pest risk is high, not increased; replaced disease symptoms with symptoms of infestation to use glossary terms; added nutrient imbalances because these can mask symptoms for diseases; deleted or antibiotic because antibiotics are covered under pesticides; included visual and before non-visual detection methods to address other visual instruments; and added an environmental statement which addresses the risks to biodiversity and the environment. The SC-7 revised the statement to include plants collected from the wild that may be subject to endangered species regulations.
1 Basis for regulation
The SC-7 agreed to move Sections 1.1 to 1.4 into a new annex/appendix. 

The SC-7 expanded new text for Section 1 to clarify upfront the roles and responsibilities of the NPPO of the importing and exporting countries. The exporting country may develop an integrated approach even when the importing country does not explicitly require them. The proposed text also addresses some concerns from Comment 1.
References to ISPMs 2, 11 and 20 were added. 

One SC-7 member considered section 1 Factors that affect the pest risk of plants for planting small and repetitive and suggested moving parts of this section to 3.1.2; deleted the section header and first sentence and moved the rest of the section to 3.1.2; and deleted the repetitive paragraphs in 3.1.2.

2 Pest management measures
See Section 3.1.2 Requirements for the place of production of this report.
3 Integrated measures 
The Steward, referring to Comment 395, suggested including authorization of a place of production in the chapeau of this section to make it general for both high and low risk situations. The SC-7 concluded that approving a place of production is already mentioned under Section 3.1 in regards to both high and low risk situations and that there was a clear explanation justifying keeping them separate. 
The Steward, referring to a similar comment from three members (Comment 398), suggested amalgamating Sections 4.1 and 4.2. One SC-7 member, who was present at the third EWG meeting for this draft ISPM, informed the group that the EWG discussed this very topic. The EWG recognized that there is a continuum of risk and in an ideal world one could describe a continuum of management measures. The EWG tried to make this section modular, but decided this is not possible to describe in the standard.
The repetitious text in Sections 2 and 3was discussed and it was agreed to delete the repetitious text in Section 2.
3.1 General integrated measures
The SC-7 discussed replacing places of production with site. The Steward noted that the places of production is used throughout the draft standard while site is not used anywhere. It was also noted that the glossary term places of production includes sites so the SC-7 made no change.
3.1.1 Approval of places of production
The SC-7 agreed to make a global change to replace the word authorization with approval. 

Referring to the second indent of this section and to Comment 354, there was concern that one year is not a sufficient length of time to keep records and recommend at least two years or as long as there is an agreement between the two countries. It was noted that the text has a caveat of or longer, if justified, which sufficiently addresses the concern. The Secretariat reminded the group that the experts from the EWG concluded that three years was an adequate length of time to keep records because of the risk of plants for planting. The Steward noted that he made the change to be consistent with other standards, but some SC-7 members stated that there was no specified length of time used in all ISPMs. There was also concern that three years is too long and that the text should state the shorted possible scenario and to keep the caveat of or longer, if justified. The text was changed back to three years (or longer, if justified) because the experts from the EWG had originally concluded this was an adequate length of time. 

It was also suggested recommending the SC forwarding the inconsistency between ISPMs on this issue to the TPG for review.

3.1.2 Requirements for the place of production
The group moved text to this section from a previous section. 

In the first sentence of this section, one SC-7 member wanted to replace the term sufficient with the term necessary because if a measure is sufficient, then no additional measures are needed. It was noted that because the text is referring to places of production and systems, some members may never accept this change. There was no change.

In the last paragraph, the SC-7 deleted the last sentence regarding dependencies on requirements because it was repetitive.
The SC-7 discussed whether to refer to mitigation or management in this section and to delete the word risk from the section heading and the first sentence of the section. One SC-7 member, who is also a member of the TPG, explained that the TPG has discussed these two issues at length and that the TPG recommends avoiding the use of the term mitigation and use only reduce or manage pest risk and also recommends the use of pest management in this context instead of pest risk management (PRM) because PRM is a stage in a PRA and this standard is addressing pest management.

It was suggested to add a statement to the first paragraph that risk management measures should be taken to reduce pest risk because this first paragraph is not clear about risk management and plants for planting have a potentially high pest risk. The group edited the first paragraph to address this issue. 

3.2 Integrated measures in high pest risk situations
It was noted that the first sentence of the text describes general integrated measures while the heading of the section is integrated measures in high pest risk situations. The SC-7 noted the confusion and made a change to Section 3 to provide a clear reference throughout the standard.

3.2.1 Requirements for the place of production in high pest risk situations
It was proposed to revise the first paragraph of this section to reorder and simplify the text. The group agreed the text proposal was easier to understand and accepted the revision.
The Steward noted that one member comment suggested changing this section heading to Administrative measures. However, it was noted that if the SC decided to move sections 3.2.1.1 through 3.2.1.8 to an annex/appendix, it should be discussed at that time.
3.2.1.1 Place of production manual
It was proposed to move Subsections 3.2.1.1 to 3.2.1.8 to an annex to address the issues from Comment 1, and others. The Steward was unsure of making the change because other member comments suggested bringing some of the appendix texts into the body of the draft while the group was proposing the opposite and suggested waiting to ask the SC for their input. The group decided to wait moving the text to an annex until further discussions with the SC. 
The last two sentences of the first paragraph in this section were reworded for clarity and simplicity. 
Referring to the sixth indent, it was noted there is text regarding the approval process of subcontractors was confusing, so the text was modified to address this issue.
One SC-7 member noted that the last two indents referring to recall and plan were not clear and was explained that this was meant to cover a recall of plants and the group agreed to modify the text. In the last indent, the SC-7 replaced plan with procedures and modified the rest of the indent for simplicity.
3.2.1.2 Pest management programme
One SC-7 member suggested modifying the wording to suppressing pest populations at or below the tolerance level because the tolerance level is an acceptable number and was noted that it was not clear who would set the level of tolerance. The SC-7 decided to delete the references to level of tolerance because it was not necessary in this context.
The addition of indent removal of contaminated substrate and the meaning of substrate were discussed. One SC-7 member considered substrate as what the plant containers were resting on while growing media is what the roots are in. It was decided not to insert the indent as this is a list of examples and to avoid confusion.

Another SC-7 member wanted clarification of climate control but it was concluded that the indent was referring to climate control in greenhouses and the SC-7 did not modify the text.

3.2.1.3 Plant protection specialist
It was suggested to delete the second-to-last sentence of this section, noting that this is already covered in the section on Manuals. Instead, this sentence was moved to the first indent of Section 3.2.1.1 Place of production manual. 
3.2.1.4 Training of personnel
The SC-7 had no significant comments on this section.

3.2.1.5
Examination of plant material
The SC-7 had no significant comments on this section.

3.2.1.6 Packaging and transportation
In the fourth indent in this section, the SC-7 discussed at length several options for clarification. To simplify the text, the group agreed to the phrase be clean and free of pests for the fourth indent.
3.2.1.7 Internal audits
The SC-7 had no significant comments on this section.

3.2.1.8 Records
The SC-7 changed the length of time that records should be maintained to three years (or longer, if justified) to be consistent with Section 3.1.1 and previous comments during the EWG.
The SC-7 discussed the third indent regarding results of internal and external audits and changed the indent to results of audits to include all audits.
3.2.2 Non-conformance with requirements for the place of production
One SC-7 member proposed text at the beginning of this section stating that Appendix 2 should no longer distinguish critical from non-critical because the member comments clearly demonstrated that the issue cannot be harmonised to such detail and should be left to exporting NPPOs to determine. The SC-7 agreed and also deleted the last paragraph of the section because it was repetitive.
It was proposed to add a sentence to the last paragraph that the NPPO of the importing country can also verify the conformity. An SC-7 member disagreed stating that the conformity is the responsibility of the NPPO of the exporting country. It was noted that that it is already included in Section 5.2, so the SC-7 decided to not make any change.
4 Responsibilities of the NPPO of the exporting country
The SC-7 had no significant comments on this section.

4.1 Establishing integrated measures 
The SC-7 had no significant comments on this section.

4.2 Approval of places of production
The SC-7 simplified the last sub-indent. One SC-7 member preferred to delete the last indent because it is known that regulated non-quarantine pests have a tolerance level, but the SC-7 group did not want to delete the indent and instead decided to reword it for clarity. 
4.3 Oversight of approved places of production
The SC-7 deleted some text that was repetitious and confusing.
4.4 Export inspections and issuance of phytosanitary certificates
The SC-7 discussed the addition of if agreed to by the NPPO of the importing country based on a member comment. One SC-7 member disagreed with this addition because the responsibility of the NPPO of the exporting country to meet the import requirements of the NPPO of the importing country has already been clearly stated earlier in the text. The SC-7 decided to not include this addition.
4.5 Providing information
The SC-7 had no significant comments on this section.

5 Responsibilities of the NPPO of the importing country
It was noted that some text that had been moved here from Section 1 based on an earlier discussion. 

One SC-7 member proposed separating the end of this section into a list of four responsibilities. However, it was noted that Section 5 would then need four subsections, one for each of the responsibilities. The SC-7 decided to instead clarify the text and keep the section in paragraph form.
5.1 Traceability procedures
One SC-7 member proposed adding traced forward to simplify the text and delete any further text because everything is covered from the exporting country up to import. The SC-7 considered and deleted the sentence regarding the registration and approval process for importers because this section was about traceability and also drafted new text to add the possibility that NPPOs may ask importers to make records of sales available when a non-compliance occurs.
5.2 Auditing
The SC-7 simplified the heading of this section to Auditing because the original heading Auditing by the NPPO of the importing country was redundant. 
Appendix 1: Factors that Affect the Pest Risk of Plants for Planting
The SC-7 moved the text in this appendix from the body of the draft to address the issues from Comment 1 and others and moved the chapeau statement from Section 2 to the end of Section 1.
The SC-7 discussed deleting the phrase whether the pest occurs in the exporting country. One SC-7 member considered the point obvious, but the SC-7 decided to leave the text as written.
Factors that affect the pest risk of plants for planting

The SC-7 replaced considerations with factors to be consistent with the section header. 

Pest–related factors that affect pest risk

It was discussed using area of origin and place of production when referring to pest occurrence in the exporting country but considered this a circular argument as the NPPO would want to eliminate the pests in the place of production. The SC-7 decided to not use either term.

The SC-7 deleted the last indent addressing potential economic and environmental impact because the draft ISPM should not repeat what is the definition of PRA and the rest of the factors listed are related to biological characteristics of the pests. 

Plant-related factors that affect pest risk

The SC-7 deleted the two bullets addressing growing media because they are already considered in Section 1.3.

The SC-7 added the term plant before species and age to clarify that the text is concerning plant species and not pest species. 

Production related factors that affect pest risk

The SC-7 added related to the header to be consistent with the headers in Sections 1.1 and 1.2.

The Steward noted that there was a fundamental problem as in Sections 1.1, 1.2 and 1.4. The indents are simply listed and not explained, whereas in Section 1.3, the indents are explained. The Steward proposed removing some text and incorporating essential information into the indents, but the SC-7 decided that this was not necessary. 

The group discussed listing fertilizer as a factor that affects pest risk. It was suggested fertilization and another suggested fertilizer used. The SC-7 changed Some factors include to These factors may include and therefore removed any reference to fertilizer. 

The SC-7 discussed changing irrigation to irrigation source and system and concluded that this was explained later in the section so did not include it.

The Steward proposed to change conditions to environment throughout this section based on a member comment, but it was decided to change it back because environment is very ambiguous.

Under the examples of growing conditions that may affect pest risk, it was discussed whether to include plants from aquatic environments and agreed to delete the reference to aquatic environments as aquatic plants are not referenced to in any other standard and the reference here would not be meaningful. It was considered that plants collected from the wild already covered this.

The SC-7 discussed referring to endangered species in the core text, but decided to incorporate endangered species into the environmental statement in the Background. 

Regarding plants collected from the wild, it was suggested changing potentially to usually. The Steward explained that potentially is a better term as it implies that such plants deserve special attention when assessing the risk and no change was made.

Intended uses that affect pest risk

The SC-7 deleted the second sentence because it was redundant.

Appendix 2: Examples of pest management measures to reduce the pest risk of plants for planting at a place of production
In Table 1, the the phrase environmental in row 2 was deleted as it was not needed. 

In Table 2, the text ranked according to importance from the header in column 2 was   moved to the header in column 1 and changed importance to risk as importance is a more opinion-based term. The text,  excluding soil was added to the second to last row for clarification. 
Appendix 3: Examples of non-conformity
The SC-7 deleted all references to critical and non-critical non-conformities in this appendix. 
The SC-7 considered the list of examples too long, and therefore combined and deleted some indents to shorten it.
After deleting all references to critical and non-critical, it was proposed turning the appendix into an annex. It was considered a list of examples, and therefore kept it an appendix.
It was agreed that the Steward would make the necessary adjustments to the Outline of requirements by the 30 May 2011, the Secretariat will forward the draft to the SC-7 so the SC-7 members can provide their comments by 15 June 2011, the Secretariat will liaise with the Steward to finalize the draft by 20 June 2011 and the final version will be posted as an SC November 2011 document by 1 July 2011.
4.2 Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies (2004-022)
The SC-7 reviewed the documents provided by the Steward
, who had incorporated most of the member comments into the draft.
It was suggested that the definition of tolerance level may be interpreted as if no measures or action could be taken if pest incidence is below the tolerance level and therefore suggested the TPG should review the term.
The SC-7 requested the Steward to consider the terms pest, fruit fly, target fruit fly, target fruit fly species, fruit fly species, etc. and choose a preferred term for consistency throughout the document.

The TPFF Secretariat lead, in consultation with the Steward, will submit the draft ISPM to the TPFF, in particular to review the use of the glossary term tolerance level in this draft. The TPFF should provide solid arguments of whether or not to use this glossary term. The TPFF members will submit their comments back to the Secretariat lead by 30 May 2011. The Secretariat will consolidate the comments into the draft ISPM and forward the document to the SC-7 by 15 June. The SC-7 will review this draft standard and provide comments back to the Steward by 30 June 2011. The Steward will review comments and revise the standard accordingly and submit the SC November 2011 version to the Secretariat by 15 July 2011.
Detailed comments by sections of the draft ISPM

Title

The SC-7 deleted Diptera from the title to be consistent with other fruit fly standards in which the Order and Genera are not included.

Scope

It was noted whether to use application, supervision and evaluation of integrated measures in various parts of the text. It was decided to use implementation and verification globally.
It was suggested deleting the last two sentences because they don’t belong in the Scope. These sentences were deleted them from the Scope.
The SC-7 discussed the listing of the fruit fly genera of economic importance in the Scope. It was proposed to delete the Order, Family and Genera while another member suggested deleting only the Order and Genera and keeping the Family. To simplify the text, it was decided to use the other fruit fly standards as an example and removed the Order and Genera.

References

The SC-7 had no significant comments on this section.

Definitions

The SC-7 had no significant comments on this section.

Outline of requirements


A footnote was added stating Fruits and vegetables hereafter are referred to as fruits to address the issue that fruit fly hosts include fruits and vegetables.
The phrase specified area was removed and the text modified to include which may include the establishment of a tolerance level for clarification.
The phrase specific measures related to entry and distribution may be taken by the NPPO of the importing country was removed and merged with next paragraph for simplification. 
The SC-7 removed the phrase to an acceptable level and used only phytosanitary import requirements throughout the text.
The SC-7 removed that are available for integration to be integrated into a FF-SA because it was redundant.

The SC-7 added the text or temporal or localized absence for clarification. 
The group deleted the text in parentheses e.g. workplans, protocols, quarantine arrangements (QA) because these are not mentioned anywhere in the text.
Background
It was proposed to delete the quote from the IPPC because the IPPC should not be referenced unless necessary. It was agreed and the text was deleted.
Much of the text in this section was deleted because it was redundant.
It was suggested combining the texts from paragraph 28 with paragraph 26 and agreed to the change because paragraph 28 was redundant. The Steward proposed some text to replace the deleted text about post harvest treatments which was modified and added to the draft.
One SC-7 member wanted to ensure that the draft clearly stated that treatments used in a FF-SA are not considered sufficiently efficacious to be applied as a single measure and this statement was added to the background.
1.1 Decision to implementing a FF-SA
The SC-7 combined paragraphs 36, 52 and 53 into the beginning of Section 1.1 for simplification and deleted the paragraphs to avoid duplication.
The phrase economic and operational feasibility and scientific knowledge was removed because it was already addressed above.
The SC-7 discussed the difference between secondary, alternate, non-natural, less susceptible and non-preferred hosts. The Steward for the TPFF informed the group that the TPFF recommends the term non-natural, but this term has not been approved by the SC. It was noted that the TPG has provided its view on this terminology in connection with another draft standard on host status.
The group noted that the NPPO of the exporting country should officially approve the participating producers and modified the text to address these issues. 
The Steward did not agree with the proposal to move the last indent because this is basic information and belongs under the indent so it was agreed to move it back to be the fourth indent.
1.2 Documentation and record-keeping

The group removed the phrase risk management plan as that is included in the PRA and deleted the reference to critical control points.

The SC-7 changed the chapeau of the list from Documents may include to Documentation should include. The Steward noted the list was not all inclusive. 

One member was confused by the term research papers. The Steward noted that the member comment suggested when developing a FF-SA, it is important have the procedures supported by scientifically sound research papers. The SC-7 changed the indent to scientific basis for specific procedures for clarification.

1.3 Verification
It was proposed the Steward choose between one of the two terms in monitor/audit and audit/verify. The Steward said the insertion was based on Comment 714. The SC-7 decided monitoring (because the process was ongoing) and audit, respectively, were the preferred terminologies.
The last sentence of the section was deleted because it was already covered by the first part of the section. 
2.1 Development of a FF-SA

The first two paragraphs of this section were deleted because they were already addressed in a previous section.

One SC-7 member was concerned that the text regarding critical control points should have supporting examples or be deleted while another was concerned that by deleting this text, the reference to ISPM 14:2002 will be deleted. It was noted that ISPM 14:2002 is referenced throughout the text and wasn’t necessary to retain it here. The SC-7 decided to delete this text and add the reference to ISPM 14:2002 to the very end of this section. 
The list of stages was deleted because this was repeated later in this section with examples and was considered redundant to list here.

One SC-7 member suggested deleting production chain because this wasn’t the correct term. It was noted this followed the stages of production in ISPM 14:2002. The term was deleted to simplify the text. 

Pre-planting

It was noted that two of the indents (selection of specific resistant varieties and selection of less susceptible fruit fly hosts) were similar, so the first indent was deleted. 
The SC-7 discussed the difference between alternate, non-natural, less susceptible and non-preferred hosts and decided to change the first indent to managing hosts other than the crop and the last indent to selection of resistant or less susceptible species or varieties. 
One SC-7 member was confused by the indent selecting planting sites. The Steward described it as an area with a low pest incidence and  the indent was modified to address this example. 
Pre-harvest

The SC-7 discussed removing the indent trapping and decided to change the indent to monitoring of the target pest using traps to differentiate pre-harvest trapping from mass trapping.
One SC-7 member was confused by the indent host availability (e.g. wild hosts) because it was not a clear measure so the indent was deleted.

The group discussed the difference between the two indents managing to low pest incidence and controls (including SIT, chemical treatments, IPM (physical, cultural, biological)). The SC-7 decided to simplify this issue and combined the two indents.
It was proposed to delete the indent determination of tolerance level. The Steward recommended revising the indent instead of deleting it, but the indent was deleted because it was already included in another place in this section. 
One SC-7 member was confused by the indent cutting alternate hosts, so the text was modified to removing hosts other than the crop for clarification.

It was noted that not all the indents under this heading are measures and proposed to remove some of them and rephrase others so the measures were edited as necessary.
The group agreed that certified producers is not a measure and deleted the indent and inserted text on approval of producers upfront in the draft.
The indent controls (including SIT, chemical treatments, IPM (physical, cultural, biological)) was deleted because it was combined with the indent managing to low pest incidence.
Harvest

The indents surveillance and fruit cutting were combined into one indent because fruit cutting is a form of surveillance.
It was suggested to modify the indent harvest windows using wording in ISPM 14:2002 because the term windows wasn’t very clear. The text was modified to harvest at a specific stage of fruit development or time of the year. 
The clarity of the indent fruit maturity/conditional host status/non host status was discussed. One SC-7 member did not consider the indent phrased a measure while the Steward considered that the indent harvest at a specific stage of fruit development or time of the year covered this indent and suggested deleting it or moving it to the Pre-planting or Pre-harvest sections. It was agreed to delete the indent.The term safeguarding, used throughout Section 2.1 was considered confusing so the SC-7 changed the indent to safeguarding activities to prevent infestation. It was noted that to prevent infestation is included in the chapeau so it was not needed. The group noted the duplication but decided to keep the modification safeguarding activities to prevent infestation for clarity.
The SC-7 discussed the indent field selection of fruit (no fallen fruit) because this text was not clear and proposed the change to removal and safe disposal of fallen fruit.

One member suggested deleting the indent managing the target fruit fly to low pest incidence from the section Harvest. The Steward noted that is a part of harvesting and the group retained this in the text.
Post-harvest and handling
The group moved culling in packinghouses to the Post-harvest and handling stage because it occurs under that stage and discussed at length the term culling because some SC-7 members were concerned that culling was not a common term. The term sorting was suggested, but it was concluded that the term is more related to quality, and not to fruit flies. The group decided on the phrase removal of fruit with signs of infestation (culling) in packinghouse.

There was concern about the need for fruit handling because it was not phrased as a measure as a result  treatments/fruit handling was replaced  with waxing, water dipping or thermal treatments. 

One SC-7 member did not like the phrasing of the indent sampling and testing/inspection/fruit cutting. It was proposed to delete fruit cutting because it was included in inspection and testing. The Steward did not agree to deleting fruit cutting and proposed to make it an example of inspection so the indent was rephrased as sampling, inspection (e.g. by fruit cutting) or testing. 

The SC-7 deleted the indent official phytosanitary inspection certification because it is not particular to fruit flies and does not prevent fruit fly infestation. 

The SC-7 deleted the indent certified facilities because it was moved to another place in the draft.
One SC-7 member was concerned about the indent traceability of lots because it was not phrased as a measure so ensuring was added to the beginning for clarification.

The indent trapping (in packing houses) was discussed because it was not clear and added monitoring for fruit fly absence by trapping in packing houses for clarification.

It was proposed to clarify no gaps or holes in the last indent and the end of the text was deleted for simplification and insect proof was added.

Transportation and distribution

The SC-7 deleted the two measures sampling and testing for verification purposes and inspection because these actions will be taken by the NPPO of the importing country. 
One SC-7 member wanted clarification for the indent distribution limited geographically (points of entry) /seasonally, north/south (e.g. winter window) so the text was simplified to distribution limited geographically or seasonally to areas where the fruit flies cannot establish.
The second indent treatment (prior to or during transport) was added.
2.1.1.1 Tolerance level
The group discussed the reworded heading for this section Specified pest incidence level. The Steward noted there were several member comments regarding this heading so the heading was renamed Tolerance level and the first sentence was modified to clarify that the tolerance level is specified by the NPPO of the exporting country. It was noted that it is impossible to harmonise and that the tolerance level depends on the situation so  a footnote, In connection with fruit flies, the term “tolerance level” is sometimes referred to as “specified pest population level” was added in order to link the glossary term with commonly used words in the fruit fly community. 
The SC-7 recommends that the SC request the TPG refine the definition of tolerance level and recommends that this draft be forwarded to the TPFF for their review at its 2011 meeting to provide views on this issue.
The SC-7 deleted the phrase (including techniques which might also be applied to other pests) (based on Comment 908) because the standard is about fruit flies, not other pests.
The phrase Areas with low pest incidence may not achieve the tolerance level required for a FF-SA was deleted because it did not add any value to the text.
The SC-7 discussed the correlation between FTDs and surveillance. The Steward explained that FTD is the result, based on much research determining the tolerance level whereas surveillance helps determine the tolerance level. It was explained that the surveillance evidences that the actual level of pests is below the tolerance level. 
It was discussed why evidence to support that the pest incidence is kept at or below the specified tolerance population level may be required and, if so, should be obtained as a result of surveillance. One SC-7 member explained that the evidence is requested; otherwise the NPPO would need to do all the other requirements already listed. Another SC-7 member was confused why an NPPO install such a system and then not request the monitoring. The discussion was noted, but the text was not changed.
The SC-7 discussed deleting the phrase management of non-commercial hosts within the production area but kept the text because it was important. 
It was mentioned that Section 2.1.2 does not flow very well and also questioned why 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 are subsections as they are not part of 2.1 but should be 2.2 and 2.3. The SC-7 moved the sections, proposed some new text, and modified and inserted it into the draft. 

The text regarding ongoing verification was deleted because it was already covered under Section 3. 
Sections 1.3 and 2.4 were combined because of duplication. 
2.1.1.2 Fruit fly free places of production and fruit fly free production sites
This section was deleted and incorporated into earlier sections of the draft.

2.1.1.3 Selection of the host

This section was deleted and incorporated into earlier sections of the draft. 
2.2 Ongoing verification of a FF-SA
The clarification of this section was proposed. The group changed appropriate level of protection to sufficient pest management input and deleted the text regarding suspending trade and reinstating a FF-SA because the text was not clear. The Steward noted that this is not a pest free area but a pest where you manage the population of the fruit fly. The SC-7 modified the text to include notifying the NPPO of the importing country and added the phrase other components of the FF-SA may not need to be verified again.
3 Non-Conformity

The group added the phrase A non-conformance is any failure of a consignment or procedures to adhere to the phytosanitary import requirements of the importing country or the FF-SA established by the NPPO of the exporting country to be consistent with the Plants for Planting draft discussed earlier in the week. 
The SC-7 changed the term FF-SA procedures to FF-SA measures. 
It was noted that NPPOs must agree to corrective measures was not the correct wording and the phrase was modified as follows, NPPO of the exporting country should take corrective actions if it wishes to reinstate a FF-SA.
The group deleted the phrase There are major and minor non-conformities because it is not mentioned anywhere else in the text.
The Steward questioned that if there was a non-conformity that would not jeopardize the import requirements, whether the NPPO act so strongly. The group noted the use of may suspend, so the text was left as written.
4.3 Revision of ISPM 15 (Regulation of wood packaging material in international trade), specifically criteria for treatments for wood packaging material in international trade (2006-010)

The SC-7 reviewed the documents provided by the Steward
, as the Steward was not able to attend this meeting, these documents outlined the major issues that needed to be identified before this draft could be revised. After reviewing the member comments, the Steward had concluded that a major review and redraft should occur. There were several useful comments oriented towards revising the overall structure of the text, but also substantive questions over the use of Probit 9, other statistical elements, and other factors. The Steward noted that before redrafting can proceed, the SC will need to review some of these comments carefully, and provide guidance and direction to the Steward, the TPFQ and/or other redrafting group. The Steward considered it impossible to attempt redrafting without this guidance, and also does not have the technical expertise in this particular subject to attempt redrafting without the input of technical specialists (i.e., the TPFQ, and perhaps TPPT). The Steward agrees with many of the proposals made and these would improve the text considerably. The SC-7 noted that comments and the Steward’s responses should be carefully consideredduring redrafting, in conjunction with SC advice and guidance.
The Secretariat noted that the current Steward will continue with this draft ISPM, with the TPFQ Steward acting as the backup. The Secretariat also noted that there is no financial support for the TPFQ to meet and to discuss the issues of the standard, so there may be a delay in the projected adoption date for this standard.
A. The group noted the experimental structure was very sound, but should be explained more clearly, possibly using a flow diagram. The SC-7 recommends the Steward take this work forward in consultation with the TPFQ. 

It was discussed whether the focus should be on quarantine forest and quarantine wood pests which are of concern in several areas. There was concern that ISPM 15:2009 focuses on WPM, and the focus should be on WPM and not on forest pests, but the group concluded it is the living plants that need to be protected from risks. In all cases, Bursaphelenchus xylophilis (pinewood nematode, PWN) and Anoplophora glabripennis (asian longhorned beetle, ALB) should be efficaciously treated and this should be proven by experiments on these pests or their substitutes. It was suggested the list be more specific and not too broad and should list species of greater economic importance. It was noted that there are some efforts from industry utilizing other alternatives (such as plastic pallets, etc.), to solve the issues associated with WPM. 
B. The SC-7 recommends that, in all cases, submitted treatments shall be effective against PWN and ALB. In addition, the SC-7 requests the IFQRG and the TPFQ to reconsider the current list, focusing on forestry quarantine pests of concern in several areas. The list should be narrowed further to the lowest possible taxonomic level, i.e. Family, Genus, and, if possible, Species and should also focus on organisms to be eliminated at the point of treatment (i.e. the issue of infestation after treatment should not be considered). 
The group discussed the need for the efficacy level to be at least as high as the heat and methyl bromide (MeBr) treatments in ISPM 15:2009 and recommended that the efficacy should be determined for these two treatments in order to determine if this efficacy level could be used as the baseline for future treatments. 
C. The SC-7 requests the Steward and the Secretariat (involving the TPFQ, TPPT and IFQRG, as necessary) to investigate the ways to determine the efficacy for the heat and MeBr treatments in ISPM 15:2009. The group decided, as this is urgently needed, that an expert judgement based on experience may be sufficient if exact scientific supporting data are difficult to obtain or are not available.
D. The SC-7 requests the TPPT and the IFQRG consider the issue on statistical confidence and provide advice and guidance on reasonable confidence level that would be acceptable for ISPM 15 treatments.
It is suggested these requests be sent to the SC via e-decision to allow time for the Steward to resolve these issues before the SC November 2011 meeting.

The Secretariat will submit points A, B, C and D to the SC for an e-decision.

5. Other business

There was no other SC-7 business to discuss.
6. Close of the meeting
The SC-7 thanked the three Stewards for providing their comments and draft ISPM changes in a timely manner so they had enough time to review the documents for the meeting. The SC-7 thanked the Secretariat for all the arrangements before and during the meeting. Depending on Secretariat resources, the next SC-7 meeting will be tentatively held in May 2012 in Rome, Italy.
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