REPORT

Technical Panel on Phytosanitary

Treatments
July, 2017

Vienna, Austria
17 — 21 July 2017

IPPC Secretariat

International Plant Protection Convention Page 1 of 64



Report 2017 July TPPT Meeting

The designations employed and the presentation of material in this information
product do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of the
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) concerning the legal
or development status of any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or
concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. The mention of specific
companies or products of manufacturers, whether or not these have been patented,
does not imply that these have been endorsed or recommended by FAO in
preference to others of a similar nature that are not mentioned.

The views expressed in this information product are those of the author(s) and do
not necessarily reflect the views or policies of FAO.

© FAO, 2017

FAO encourages the use, reproduction and dissemination of material in this
information product. Except where otherwise indicated, material may be copied,
downloaded and printed for private study, research and teaching purposes, or for
use in non-commercial products or services, provided that appropriate
acknowledgement of FAO as the source and copyright holder is given and that
FAOQO'’s endorsement of users’ views, products or services is not implied in any way.

All requests for translation and adaptation rights, and for resale and other
commercial use rights should be made via www.fao.org/contact-us/licence-request
or addressed to copyright@fao.org.

FAO information products are available on the FAO website
(www.fao.org/publications) and can be purchased through publications-
sales@fao.org.

Page 2 of 64 International Plant Protection Convention


mailto:publications-sales@fao.org
mailto:publications-sales@fao.org

2017 July TPPT Meeting Report

CONTENTS
1. Opening Of the MEETING ....cvovee ettt e esee s e eeere e e e 4
2. AAMINISITALIVE IMALTEIS .....eviiiitiieeie e bbbttt bbbt eere e 5
3. Drafting of ISPMs on requirements for phytosanitary treatment USE...........ccoovvrirerinenenienieieeeseas 5
3.1 Draft ISPM on Requirements for the use of modified atmosphere treatments as a
phytosanitary measure (2014-006), PriOrity 2......c.cccoooeveveienieiiienineene e e e e 6
4. Treatments submissions from the 2017 call for treatmentS..........ccoecvereiieeierie i 12
4.1 lIrradiation treatment for spotted wing drosophila Drosophila suzukii on all fresh
COMMOMITIES (2017-0L17) ..ecvreieiteeie ittt te e s reeraenre s 13
4.2 Sulfuryl fluoride fumigation treatment for Chlorophorus annularis on bamboo articles
(20L7-028) ...ttt bbb bbb e et 16
4.3 Irradiation treatment for all stages of the family Pseudococcidae (generic) (2017-012).......... 17
4.4 Cold disinfestation of Australian Table grapes against Mediterranean fruit fly and
Queensland fruit fly (2017-023)........ccciiiiiieieceece e 18
4.5 Heat treatment of wood Chips (2017-024) ........ccveieiiiiiiiiesienieieee e 19
46 Cold treatment of fruit and vegetables including citrus fruit (Citrus spp.) for
Thaumatotibia leucotreta (2017-029) .......ooerieiiiiiiiiereseree e 20
4.7 Irradiation treatment for eggs and larvae of the family Tortricidae (generic) (2017-011) ....... 21
5. Draft phytosanitary treatments (PTS) in the WOrk programi..........ccccoeeerereininiesinneseseseseeeeeeees 22
5.1 Draft annex to ISPM 28: Vapour heat treatment for Bactrocera dorsalis on Carica papaya
(2009-109) .....eeteeeete sttt bbbttt bbb bt n et neene e 22
6. Review of draft Phytosanitary Treatments (PTs) after objections received............cccocevvvvvivvinenenne. 24
6.1 Draft annex to ISPM 28: Heat treatment of wood using dielectric heating (2007-114)............ 24
7. Follow-up actions from IPPC DOGIES .......cceiiiiiiiiiic ettt 26
7.1 Follow-up actions from CPM-12 and Standards COmMmMIttee.........ccccevvvviieieiieie s 26
8.1 Phytosanitary Measures Research Group (PMRG) ..o 28
8.2 Ozone Secretariat (Vienna Convention and Montreal Protocol / United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP)) ... 29
9.  Overview of the TPPT WOIrK PrOQIamMME .......ccecveiieiiieiesie e sie st ere sttt re et ste e nesre e nas 29
9.1 Phytosanitary treatments search tool — review of the categorized treatments..........c.ccceevenee. 30
10. Recommendations t0 the SC.........oiiiiiiie e sttt naesreeree e 30
O 1 1=l o T0 T [ TSP SSSSS 31
12, Cl0OSE OF the MEELING ....ccvietiiiiie et st b e et e et e s be e b e besre e sbesbeeseesbeeteenrens 31
APPENAIX 0L AGENUA. .. .eciiiieiieie ettt ettt st e et e e sbesbeese e besae e besbeesbesbeetaesbesbeessesbesreenrenes 33
APPENdiX 02: DOCUMENTS LIST......ccuiiuiitiiiiitiieieeeise ettt 36
Appendix 03: PartiCiPants liSt ..........ooiiieeii et 39
Appendix 04: ResSearch reSUItS (AUSEITA).........ve ettt see e 43
Appendix 05: ReSearch results (JAPAN) ......ccviveieieiie e seeiese e se e seesre e e e sraesaesreesaesaesseenee e 47
Appendix 06: List of SUDMItted trEAIMENTS .......c.oiiiiiiiieieeee s 49
Appendix 07: Action points arising from the July 2017 TPPT Meeting ........cccccvevevvreeieieeiene e 51
Appendix 08: List of categorized treatments for the Phytosanitary treatment search tool..................... 56

International Plant Protection Convention Page 3 of 64



(1]

[2

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(71

(8]

Report 2017 July TPPT Meeting

1. Opening of the meeting
Opening Remarks by the Host Agency

The meeting was hosted by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)/FAO Joint division and
Mr Carl BLACKBURN (Joint FAO/IAEA Division of Nuclear Techniques in Food and Agriculture,
Food and Environmental Protection Section) and Mr Rui CARDOSO PEREIRA (Joint FAO/IAEA
Division of Nuclear Techniques in Food and Agriculture, NAFA - Insect Pest Control Section)
warmly welcomed all the participants. They highlighted that the IAEA has its 60" anniversary this
year, and stressed the importance of the peaceful application of nuclear technology.

The International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) Secretariat (hereafter “Secretariat”) thanked
IAEA/FAOQO Joint division for hosting the meeting and welcomed the participants. The Secretariat
noted that it is the 65" anniversary of the signing of the IPPC.

The Secretariat welcomed Ms Marina ZLOTINA (USA), who also attended the meeting as the
Steward of the draft ISPM on the Requirements for the use of modified atmosphere treatments as a
phytosanitary measure (2014-006) that was discussed in the meeting. The Secretariat explained that
Mr Ezequiel FERRO (Argentina), the former Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT)
Steward was elected to be the Chairperson of the Standards Committee (SC). As he has to allocate his
time in order to be able to look after his new role he resigned as the Steward of the TPPT. The
Secretariat welcomed the new appointed TPPT Steward, Mr David OPATOWSKI (lsrael).

The Secretariat thanked the TPPT for their work, and congratulated the members for the high number
of adopted phytosanitary treatments (PTs) emphasizing that the 183 IPPC contracting parties await the
TPPT outcomes with great anticipation.

The TPPT was informed of the status of the five ISPMs on treatment requirements on their work
program and the recent discussion of the SC! about the need to align these standards as much as
possible. It was explained, that only two phytosanitary treatments left on the TPPT work program. One
awaited research results and one received objection before CPM-12 (2017).

It was highlighted, that so far 25 submissions arrived in response to the call for phytosanitary
treatments, and that it is still open?. At the CPM-12% (2017) the Chairperson of the CPM reminded
contracting parties and RPPOs that they are invited to submit topics for phytosanitary treatments.

It was noted that TPPT members were assigned as Leads to each one of the 25 submissions to evaluate
them based on the guidance provided in ISPM 28. Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests* and
the IPPC Procedure Manual for Standard Setting®. The Leads also assigned priority scores® to each
submission based on the “Criteria for justification and prioritization of proposed topics™’. Based on the
evaluation, the seven submissions highest on the prioritized list was discussed on the 2017 July TPPT
meeting. The remaining submissions will be discussed in virtual meetings and the next face-to-face
meeting of the TPPT.

One TPPT member suggested that additional to the Lead’s “in depth evaluation”, the priorities should
be assigned by the whole TPPT. The Secretariat explained, that the priorities can be changed at the
meetings, and agreed that the priority scores of any further submissions will be discussed by the whole
TPPT prior to the meeting.

! Link to the 2017 May SC report: https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/84388/

2 Call for treatments: https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/standards-setting/calls-treatments/

3 Link to the CMP-12 (2017) report: https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/84387/

4 Link to ISPM 28.Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests: https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/591/
5 Link to the IPPC Procedure Manual for Standard Setting: https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/82931/

611 TPPT_2017_Jul

" Link to the Criteria for justification and prioritization of proposed topics:
https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/2367/
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The Secretariat also suggested, that in case further information is required from the submitter, the
TPPT should contact the Secretariat first, and they will reach out to the submitter.

The submissions and all supporting data that is not confidential is posted publicly on the IPP8, The
TPPT has access to all supporting information in a password protected, restricted page.

Election of the Chairperson

The TPPT elected Mr Matthew SMYTH as Chairperson. He thanked the hosts and welcomed the
TPPT Steward.

Election of the Rapporteur
The TPPT elected Mr Michael ORMSBY as Rapporteur.

Adoption of the Agenda
The TPPT reviewed and adopted the agenda (Appendix 1).

2.Administrative Matters
Documents List
The TPPT reviewed the documents list (Appendix 2).

Participants List

All 10 TPPT members attended the meeting as well as the new TPPT Steward Mr David
OPATOWSKI (Appendix 3). The TPPT members reviewed their contact information and noted to
update it on the International Phytosanitary Portal (IPP).

Ms Marina ZLOTINA also attended the meeting as the Steward of the draft ISPM on the
Requirements for the use of modified atmosphere treatments as a phytosanitary measure (2014-006).
Mr Carl BLACKBURN and Mr Rui CARDOSO PEREIRA represented the host agency.

The Secretariat supporting the meeting was represented by Mr Brent LARSON, Ms Adriana
MOREIRA and Ms Janka KISS.

Local Information

The representative of the host agency, Mr Carl BLACKBURN, provided further information regarding
the local arrangements and logistics®.

3. Drafting of ISPMs on requirements for phytosanitary treatment use

The Secretariat informed the TPPT about the two draft ISPMs under consultation. The draft ISPM for
the Requirements for the use of fumigation as a phytosanitary measure (2014-004), was approved for
first consultation by the SC in 2017 May*?, and the draft ISPM for the Requirements for the use of
temperature treatments as a phytosanitary measure (2014-005) was approved for second consultation
by the Standards Committee working group (SC-7)! in 2017 May.

The SC agreed at their 2017 May meeting to try to ensure consistency across the five requirement
ISPMs when relevant, applying changes throughout the draft ISPM for the Requirements for the use of
fumigation as a phytosanitary measure (2014-004) that resulted from the consultation comments on
the draft ISPM on Requirements for temperature treatments as a phytosanitary measures (2014-005).

8 Link to the Standard setting Calls for treatments page: https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/standards-
setting/calls-treatments/
°04_TPPT_2017_Jul

10 Link to the 2017 May SC report: https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/84388/
11 Link to the 2017 SC-7 report: https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/84695/
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It was suggested that the remaining two ISPMs on the work program (Requirements for the use of
chemical treatments as a phytosanitary measure (2014-003) and Requirements for the use of
irradiation as a phytosanitary measure (Revision to ISPM 18) (2014-007))) are not discussed until the
other three, including the draft ISPM on Requirements for the use of modified atmosphere treatments
as a phytosanitary measure (2014-006), progresses far enough in the standard setting process to enable
the alignment.

The Secretariat clarified that the reason for having SC members as Stewards to the ISPMs on the
TPPT work program was to have someone represent and convey the explanations and expert input of
the TPPT at the SC meeting. The TPPT is still the drafting group and is responsible for the technical
content, and their work is much appreciated.

3.1 Draft ISPM on Requirements for the use of modified atmosphere treatments as a
phytosanitary measure (2014-006), priority 2

Steward’s summary & implementation issues: The Steward of the draft ISPM introduced the
document'?, and highlighted, that it was challenging to find information on this treatment type. The
relative lack of information could be attributed to modified atmosphere treatments not being currently
used in commercial phytosanitary treatments for fresh commodities while they are more broadly
applied for pest management in stored commodities. However, specialized consumer markets
demanding absence of chemical residues in fresh produce (e.g. pesticides and fumigants) could benefit
significantly from developing and utilizing modified atmosphere as a phytosanitary treatment.

The Steward suggested, that the relationship between temperature and efficacy of modified
atmosphere treatments is also complex, particularly at the lower spectrum. Rising temperature
increases efficacy of modified atmosphere treatment thus leading to more extensive research in this
area. Treatments have been developed that might be ready for commercial implementation, even
though physiological aspects on pests remain not well understood, as different insects groups respond
differently to each treatment.

Facilities using modified atmosphere in storage could be used, with adjustments for applying modified
atmosphere treatments for phytosanitary purposes. Specific requirements for atmospheric gas ratios
may need to be developed and the airtight capacity of the structure could be adjusted.

General comments: The Assistant Steward recalled that a first draft was prepared two years ago and
that it has been updated before the meeting and it was also revised to align with the other draft ISPMs
on treatment requirements. It was suggested that there is still a need to better align with the draft ISPM
for the Requirements for the use of fumigation as a phytosanitary measure (2014-004), and the draft
ISPM for the Requirements for the use of temperature treatments as a phytosanitary measure (2014-
005) and that the best approach would be to wait until at least one draft ISPM is adopted.

One TPPT member mentioned that the currently available research focuses on applying the
combination of heat and modified atmosphere treatments. The TPPT discussed that modified
atmosphere treatments are being used but not as “phytosanitary treatments”. Contracting parties do
recognize the use of modified atmosphere treatments to control pests.

The TPPT debated if the standard should be put on hold until further research is available, and given
that no treatment using modified atmosphere has been approved under ISPM 28 or is widely used in
trade. The TPPT agreed to move forward as this new ISPM may stimulate the development and
adoption of modified atmosphere treatments, and even though it is difficult to provide specific
information, it is possible to draft a standard that incorporates the basic requirements of applying
modified atmosphere as a phytosanitary treatment.

1208 TPPT_2017_Jul
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The TPPT reviewed and revised the draft ISPM. A summary of the major issues discussed is presented
below.

Outline of requirements: The TPPT aligned the section with the other draft ISPMs on requirements
for phytosanitary treatment.

Background: The TPPT felt it was necessary to include a description of what a modified atmosphere
treatment is and to distinguish it from fumigation treatments. The concept of modified atmosphere
treatment is to alter the proportion of atmospheric gases, usually to achieve low oxygen concentration
that results in a lethal environment for the pest. The distinction to fumigation is that no toxic agent is
introduced.

The TPPT also added explanations on the term “controlled atmosphere” as it is often confused with
modified atmosphere. It was highlighted that “controlled atmosphere” is a subtype of modified
atmosphere treatment, where the atmosphere is actively controlled. It was debated whether to move it
to a footnote as it is just a clarification but it was kept as part of the background as this is useful
background information.

Impacts on biodiversity and the environment: The TPPT highlighted that modified atmosphere
treatments are alternatives to the use of methyl bromide thus reducing harm to the environment. It was
pointed out that carbon dioxide is also a greenhouse gas and the reduction of the oxygen in the
treatment environment might sometimes be achieved by burning something, thus unlocking carbon
sources. Hence modified atmosphere treatments alters carbon dioxide and oxygen contents in the
treatment environment (usually increasing the carbon dioxide content (hypercarbia) and/or reducing
oxygen content (hypoxia or anoxia)), the TPPT agreed adding some wording to clarify that “in this
application” the carbon dioxide has negligible impacts on the environment.

Treatment objective: the section was simplified to enhance clarity on the expected outcome of the
treatment, which is mortality of the pests. The TPPT agreed that as mortality is the expected outcome,
inactivation should be removed from the draft. The TPPT noted, that mortality is still a vague term,
and the TPPT should decide on a case by case basis (for each treatment schedules) what the expected
outcome is (e.g. failure to pupariate or prevent F; development).

Treatments efficacy: One member suggested to remove the reference to Probit 9 as specific level of
efficacy, as this is not a requirement in ISPM 28. Another member suggested removing the entire
section on treatment efficacy as this is generic to all treatments and is not specified in the other ISPMs
on treatment requirements. The TPPT agreed and suggested to the Steward and Assistant Steward that
guidance could be added on the establishment of the efficacy in the research guidelines as an appendix
of the draft ISPM.

Treatment application: The TPPT changed the title of the section from “treatment specifics” to
“treatment application” in line with the other ISPMs on treatment requirements. The content of the
subsection “3.2 Application” was deleted and moved over to the “Treatment application” section.

Two paragraphs were moved to this section from other parts of the draft. One to specify the locations
and the stages of the supply chain where treatments may be applied, consistent with the other ISPMs
on treatment requirements. The other paragraph, about the gas loss from the structure of the
fumigation enclosure, was relocated from the “Methods for modifying atmospheres™” as it is better
suited to this section.

One member highlighted, that the draft ISPM for the Requirements for the use of fumigation as a
phytosanitary measure (2014-004) determines the maximum degree of gas loss. It was agreed that
even though there is no established degree of gas loss allowed for modified atmosphere treatment
structures, the draft covers the concept of having to compensate for any loss of pressure.

Types of enclosures: One member noted that modified atmosphere application could be done in a
plastic wrapping, and that the ISPM should be applicable for that too. The TPPT agreed that
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“enclosure” covers the plastic wrapping and it could mean storage, designated treatment facility,
container, and sealed plastic bag as well. It was suggested to make sure the draft ISPM is written in a
way that it applies to modified atmosphere packaging as well, and indicates when something is not
applicable.

Parameters of the treatment application: The TPPT discussed the importance of humidity as a
parameter for the application of modified atmosphere treatments. The Steward clarified that it might
influence the respiration rate of the target organism, and thus may affect the efficacy of the modified
atmosphere treatment. The TPPT agreed to retain humidity as a variable to consider when conducting
the treatment.

The TPPT discussed other parameters to be considered and agreed that the air and commodity
temperatures, and the pressure under which the treatment is applied, were important parameters and
consequently these were included in the text. It was explained that sometimes the low oxygen level of
the enclosure is achieved by creating partial vacuum or applying positive pressure to keep oxygen out.

Other parameters such as respiration or sorption were also included in the draft as they influence the
efficacy. It was outlined that in some cases the lethal atmospheric gas composition can be achieved in
a gas tight storage place by just allowing the stored commodity to alter the gas composition by its
respiration.

One member suggested to include that the distribution of the gases throughout the enclosure and the
commodity might be influenced by absorptive materials, and packaging. Therefore, the packaging
(including the material and structure) might impede the gases reaching the pest. The TPPT agreed and
these concepts were included in the draft.

Methods for modifying atmospheres: This section was revised to ensure that the possible ways to
achieve the required modification of the atmosphere of the treatment enclosure were described.

It was mentioned that one possibility is to create a low pressure environment by removing air from the
chamber resulting in reduced amount of available oxygen, therefore causing mortality of the target
pest. The TPPT debated if this low pressure environment can be called vacuum, and although vacuum
might be easier to understand by NPPOs it was argued that it is incorrect, as total vacuum cannot be
achieved. The draft ISPM for the Requirements for the use of fumigation as a phytosanitary measure
(2014-004) uses the term “partial atmospheric vacuum”. The TPPT decided to use the term “partial
vacuum” to have clear wording but be accurate and consistent across the ISPMs.

Treatment monitoring: The TPPT decided to move all mention of inspection, measurements and
monitoring from the previous sections to the designated part of the draft ISPM on treatment
monitoring.

The TPPT agreed that the most critical parameters to monitor are the oxygen and carbon dioxide
levels, the temperature, and the duration of the treatment. It was discussed if the first three parameters
should be monitored in the “headspace” (air surrounding the commodity) or within the commodity
itself. The TPPT agreed not to use “headspace” being uncertain where theses parameters are best to
monitor, and because it can be misinterpreted and hard to translate. The TPPT agreed to the concept,
that it is a requirement to monitor oxygen and carbon dioxide levels, however monitoring the
concentration of another inert gas used is not required, as it might not be used in all cases, thus the use
of the wording “typically” was included to outline that the O, and CO. concentrations were typically
the gas concentrations to be monitored.

Gas monitoring: The TPPT agreed to use the term “sensor” throughout the draft for the instruments
and measuring equipment that monitors the temperature and the gas concentration.

Regarding the frequency of the calibration of the sensors the TPPT agreed that the calibration should
be done according to the manufacturer’s instructions. It was noted that it is not necessary to calibrate
each sensors before each treatment, but to verify before each treatment that they are calibrated.
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Temperature monitoring and mapping: The TPPT agreed that as efficacy is strongly related to
temperature, this should be explained in an introductory chapeau. The concept added was that the
lower the temperature, the longer exposure might be needed to achieve the required efficacy.

The TPPT felt it was important and agreed to highlight the importance of achieving temperature
uniformity (and gas concentration uniformity) throughout the enclosure. The temperature mapping
should identify temperature variation and this should provide guidance on the placement of the
temperature sensors. Temperature mapping is only needed once for each enclosure configuration. One
member outlined that in some cases the sensors cannot be placed inside the commaodity and some other
sensor equipment may need to be used such as a thermal camera.

The TPPT Steward highlighted, that thermal mapping is not used in the fumigation draft, and one
member suggested that the fumigation draft should probably include this as well.

It was pointed out that, in the case of modified atmosphere treatments, the initial temperature of the
commodity might need to be considered (e.g. in case of frozen products). The TPPT agreed that both
the atmosphere and the commaodity should be at the target temperature that is specified in the treatment
schedule, and that the schedule might offer tolerance limit, but it cannot be specified in a general
standard (thus the initial statement, that the treatment should not be conducted if there is more than 5%
difference between the temperature of the chamber and commaodity, was deleted).

The TPPT agreed that both temperatures, of the commodity and the atmosphere within the enclosure,
should be monitored to ensure the treatment parameters are achieved.

Treatment enclosures: The TPPT discussed the types of enclosures that are suitable to conduct
modified atmosphere treatments. An introductory sentence was added to explain that treatment
enclosures might include modified atmosphere packaging, portable and fixed structures. The TPPT
discussed that modified atmosphere treatments might be conducted during transportation, such as in
freight containers or cargo ship holds (see also paragraph on “Types of enclosures™).

In this section, the TPPT provided a list of special equipment that might be part of fixed structure
enclosures (excluding the modified atmosphere packaging).

The TPPT also discussed the possibility of using enclosures for modified atmosphere treatments that
are not specifically designed for this purpose and established that “bubbles” or pressure tight bags
could be used as well. The TPPT discussed whether to include this along with the fixed structures and
packaging but agreed that, as they could not find an easily translatable term for these portable
structures (silo bag came into consideration but was rejected), detailed explanation was not provided
because portable structure covers these too.

Positive pressure can be used to maintain the required gas concentration (e.g. low oxygen levels), and
guidance on how to conduct treatment this way was included.

Phytosanitary System Security: The TPPT discussed if this section should be replaced with the
approved wording from the other ISPMs on treatment requirements. It was agreed that there shouldn’t
be differences between the ISPMs on treatment requirements except if there is a specific issue that
would only applicable to modified atmosphere treatments. As the other ISPMs on treatment
requirements use different titles for this section, it was also agreed that further alignment will be
needed.

Approval of facilities and authorization of operators/entities: One member suggested that the
standard should not refer to the NPPQO’s approved guidelines in relation to the treatment facilities as
not all NPPOs might have approved procedures for modified atmosphere treatments. Another member
suggested that as NPPOs are responsible for conducting the treatment correctly, and that mention of
this is needed in the standard. The TPPT agreed that in principle, the procedures with which the
approved treatment provider applies the treatment have to be approved by the NPPO, and the entities
should follow the requirements of the treatment schedule and other guidelines (e.g. load factor).
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One member suggested that NPPOs should approve treatment providers to conduct modified
atmosphere treatment. It was also pointed out, that the draft ISPM for the Requirements for the use of
fumigation as a phytosanitary measure (2014-004) talks about “authorized fumigation entities”.

It was discussed whether to use the same terminology as in the draft ISPM for the Requirements for
the use of fumigation as a phytosanitary measure (2014-004). In that case, NPPOs have to approve the
facility, and authorize the person or the company applying the treatment. The steward of the ISPM
queried if this applies to modified atmosphere treatment as well.

The TPPT agreed with the concept, that the responsibility in verifying that the treatment has been
conducted appropriately has to be placed with the NPPO of the country where the treatment is
concluded. Where the treatment occurs during transportation, the importing NPPO has to verify if the
treatment was applied properly.

The TPPT agreed that it is not yet possible to align the draft ISPMs on requirements for phytosanitary
treatment as the draft ISPM for the Requirements for the use of fumigation as a phytosanitary measure
(2014-004)define everything as an entity, but the draft ISPM for the Requirements for the use of
temperature treatments as a phytosanitary measure (2014-005) does not apply this terminology. As
both of these ISPMs are still under consultation, the TPPT will wait for the decision of the SC after the
consultation comments have been incorporated to decide which terminology to use.

Environment, health and safety: The TPPT Steward suggested that a standard is not suited to
address the human health effects fully, but the general approach is similar to the one in the draft ISPM
for Requirements for the use of fumigation as a phytosanitary measure (2014-004). The TPPT revised
this section as for modified atmosphere treatments.

The TPPT discussed if evacuation of an enclosure full of carbon dioxide could pose a health risk or
not to the inhabitants of the area. Heavy gasses like carbon dioxide might pose a risk, as they stay
close to the ground. The TPPT agreed that the safety hazard is most pronounced in case of the
applicators of the treatment, not those living in proximity to the site where the treatment is applied,
thus this was included in the draft.

Alignment: The rest of the body text of the draft ISPM contains general concepts and the TPPT
agreed to align with the other ISPMs on treatment requirements after the revision by the SC in
November 2017.

Research guidelines (Appendix 1): The Assistant Steward drafted the appendix as a conference room
paper®® and presented it to the TPPT. The TPPT discussed and revised the appendix and the main
points of discussion were as follow:

Title of the appendix: In the title “studies” was changed to “research” as the appendix gives
guidelines to research, not to studies. The steward of the ISPM informed the TPPT that the titles of
both the other ISPMs on treatment requirements have “study” in their title rather than “research”. The
TPPT agreed that the tittle remains as “research” as they though it better reflects the content of the
appendix.

Natural vs artificial infestation: The TPPT discussed the section of the appendix on the in vitro
studies. It was agreed that in case natural infestation is not possible, and in vitro techniques is used
(e.g. artificial infestation), the study has to provide justification and demonstrate how the results are
consistent with those obtained with natural infestation. One member highlighted that it is difficult to
create the natural conditions in experiments (e.g. natural infestation), and that it could be very
expensive as well. The TPPT clarified that using natural infestation is the best option if possible, but
artificial infestation is accepted as well if proper justification is provided. The submitter has to
demonstrate that the artificial methods are not affecting the efficacy of the treatment. Furthermore it
has to be justified why it is representative of the natural conditions and how is it sufficient to
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demonstrate the efficacy in commercial conditions (e.g. that the commaodity is penetrated by the gas in
the same way as the artificial media used). The TPPT pointed out that this type of information will be
checked when the TPPT reviews treatment submissions.

Variation in commodity properties: The TPPT discussed the selection of the commodity to be used
to demonstrate efficacy, and agreed not to require a test for each variety individually (in line with
previous discussion on cultivars and varieties'4). However, the TPPT noted that the ranges of shapes,
sizes, and other physical qualities of the commodity have to be considered if they influence the
efficacy of the treatment. One member suggested that in some trade situations, or in case something
suggests that there is difference, further studies may be needed to prove that the different varieties are
equivalent. The TPPT agreed and adjusted the draft accordingly.

Parameters: In case the treatment is to be applied under a range of conditions (e.g. different
temperatures) the effect of each treatment parameter on the efficacy has to be determined
experimentally. In this section the appendix states that for each treatment level it is recommended to
conduct a minimum of three replicates with a minimum total of 120 individuals. It was clarified that it
was intended to mean 120 individuals in all replicates (e.g. 40 per replicate). The TPPT reworded the
point and clarified that this is not mandatory, only recommended. One member queried whether a
reference could be added to justify the required number of treated individual, and the TPPT agreed to
add a reference.

The determination of the most tolerant life stage: The TPPT clarified that the most resistant life
stage of the insect should be tested but only if it is associated with the commodity. The TPPT
discussed that it might be complicated to determine the most tolerant life stage (e.g. in case of
nematodes, where all life stages are present in the commodity). The TPPT included the option to test
all life stages associated with the commodity in case the most resisted life stage cannot be determined.

Sequence of steps: The TPPT discussed if there were a sequence of steps to be followed in the
efficacy studies, and weather the most tolerant life stage of the pest or the variation in commodity
properties should be established first. The TPPT agreed that for preliminary tests there is no
established sequence of steps and thus