REPORT OF THE REGIONAL WORKSHOP ON DRAFT ISPMS

PACIFIC PLANT PROTECTION ORGANISATION

NADI, FIJI ISLANDS

September 17-21, 2012
Summary

The meeting participants were welcomed by Mr Inoke Ratukolou, Acting Director, Land Resources Division, Secretariat of the Pacific Community and Mr Ngatoko Ngatoko, PPPO Chairperson.

The draft standards under IPPC consultation  were: 
1. Draft Appendix 1 ISPM 12 – Electronic certification, information on standard XML schemas and exchange mechanisms

2. Draft std – Determination of host status of fruits and vegetables to fruit fly (Tephritidae) infestation (2006-031)

3. Draft Annex – to ISPM 26: Establishment of fruit fly quarantine areas within a pest free area in the event of an outbreak (2009-007)
Comments were made on the draft documents by the participants.

The online system for submitting comments to the IPPC Secretariat was presented to the meeting participants by the SPC Secretariat.
The participants then discussed the PPPO regional standard: PPPO-RSPM 1: Generic heat treatment for fruit fly (Tephritidae) host fruit in the Pacific region with assistance from Dr Rob Duthie. Mr Wainiqolo described the flow diagram for the standard setting process. 

A number of IPPC issues were briefly discussed including the Implementation Review and support system, ISPM 15 - legal issues, and the IPPC Capacity development strategy.
Mr Wainiqolo showed the Power point slides that will be presented to the HOAF meeting next week to promote the PPPO and try to obtain funds for the work programme of the PPPO.

The group discussed possible future regional standards. From the list it was suggested that three topics go forward: Movement of sand and gravel; Preclearance procedures (eg machinery); Waste disposal in vessels. PHAMA will also work with the Freezing procedure.  

Report

1. Official  Opening of the workshop

Mr Josua Wainiqolo opened the meeting with a prayer. He stressed the opportunity the meeting provides to share their experiences and discussions.
Welcome remarks
Mr Ngatoko Ngatoko, the Chair of the PPPO welcomed participants to the meeting.
Opening address 
Mr Inoke Ratukolou, Acting Director, Land Resources Division, Secretariat of the Pacific Community also welcomed the participants. He noted the vision of the SPC for “secure and prosperous Pacific community, whose people are healthy and manage their resources in an economically and socially sustainable way”.  Land Resources Division is moving towards this vision by providing technical support, training and advice to member countries in the areas of plant protection, conservation and use of plant genetic resources, animal health and production, agroforestry, sustainable systems for agriculture, forestry and land management, and biosecurity and trade facilitation.

The movement of people and goods spread pests and the costs of the new occurrences are immense. The IPPC helps safeguard the plant resources of countries from these pests. The standards work towards the aims of safe trade and the protection of the environment. The protection of countries from the spread of pests helps farmers, protects the environment and protects consumers from increased costs. ISPMs are the basis of the phytosanitary measures for members.

The 24th TC was held in the Fiji Islands last month. This meeting supported the implementation of ISPMs with the consequent benefits.
Mr Ratukulou wished the participants a successful meeting and an enjoyable stay in Nadi.

Introductions

The participants introduced themselves to the other participants of the workshop.
2. Adoption of the agenda

The agenda was adopted.
Election of Chairperson and rapporteur

The PPPO Chair, Mr Ngatoku Ngatoku was confirmed as chair of the meeting. 
New Zealand and the SPC were nominated and adopted as rapporteurs.

3. Purpose of the workshop
Mr Ngatoko presented this session. He noted that the workshop will bring together contracting parties of review draft ISPMs and to draft comments to submit to the IPPC. The meeting will also consider topics for standard setting work and for future workshops. The group might also review the heat treatment standard and ISPM 15 advice.
Introduction to the IPPC 
This was provided by Dr J. Hedley.

Work of the Secretariat
Mr Josua Wainiqolo noted the number of meetings organised by the Secretariat including the PPPO triennial meeting. This meeting set up the strategic plan for the region and the PPPO work plan. There are some 9 outputs to achieve in three years. The work plan will be presented to the Heads of Plant Health in the near future. The Secretariat recently hosted the Technical Consultation among RPPOs in Nadi.
4. Review and discussion of standards

4.1 Draft Appendix 1 ISPM 12 – Electronic certification, information on standard XML schemas and exchange mechanisms
Mr Ngatoko presented the Power point slides. Drs Rossel and Hedley provided some additional information. PNG noted the need for a system that is functional and reliable. Fiji asked about the security of the certificates and noted the problems with signatures on certificates.
Re (4) 1st sentence - remove “wording and data of” as unnecessary (despite it being used in the standard).

Add phytosanitary to beginning of second sentence.

Re (6) (8) add phytosanitary, and change order of correct term in (8).
Re (10) add electronic.
It was pointed out that the EPPO codes for do not include all genera and species and also that the commodity classes from the IPPC are not clear (baled, bare root, peeled, without foliage, without bark, frozen, pelleted, etc). See IPPC Commodity classes. Considerable information is included in the appendices in ISPM 32.
Re 12 – that a country code is a two letter code could be noted.

Re 17 - There was some discussion about the lack of links in the draft standard. ….IPPC.int/commodities has some information. The meeting will ask the Secretariat about how the class list can be updated and amended. It should be consistent with ISPM 32 appendices. Sand, rock and gravel could be added to the commodity list.
Re 19 – the group looked at the IPPC Treatment types noting the lack of alphabetical listing. HTFA was not listed. This list needs to be able to be updated. There needs to be a system, process for updating this list and the others (commodities, scientific names). It was noted that there may be a subscription fee re the use of the EPPO list. This should be investigated.
Additional treatments might include high pressure washing, de-crowning,  salt water soaking, vacuuming  sterilisation, etc. The lists need to be clarified – what the terms mean and how they lists can be supplemented. This could be discussed with the TPG to see if some treatment terms should be added to the Glossary rather than a list of treatments.

Re 22 – re Appendix 2 of the std - the addition of soil in recommended wording 1 was discussed. Some countries did not think it appropriate to include soil. The duplicatory nature of additional declarations in the context of the PC declaration (…conform with current phytosanitary requirement …) was discussed.
Re 25 - it could be noted that the country code is a 2 letter code whilst the point of entry code is a 3 letter code.
Re 27 – add electronic.

Re 30 – the change of system implies that the documents will not be immediately available to exporters – only to NPPOs. The use of certificates in commercial systems might well change. 

Re 32 – There was some confusion as to what re-export means. Some countries felt this referred to the return of a rejected consignment to the original exporter (which it does not). ISPM 5 has a clear definition of re-exported consignment.
Re 34 – a number of electronic’s and phytosanitary’s need to be added to this sentence. There was some concern about that attachment of scanned original PCs to an electronic re-export and the possibility of falsification.
Re 35 – add phytosanitary

Re 36 – add two electronic’s

Re 40 – there is no link. What is the code?

Re 41 – add phytosanitary

Paper certificates need a global search to change to paper phytosanitary certificates.

Re 42 – add phytosanitary and three in 42 or reword the sentence (to use “these”)

Re 44 – it was suggested that a different second sentence be inserted:
With electronic phytosanitary certificates, the consignment information may arrive in the importing country well before the arrival of the consignment and allow pre-entry clearance of the consignment certification data and the making of arrangement regarding inspection and clearance. In this case exporters are encouraged to supply the name and address of a contact person (in sufficient detail) responsible for the consignment on arrival in the importing country instead of using “To order” option so the advantages of timely exchange of electronic phytosanitary certification data procedures are fully utilised.
4.2 Draft std – Determination of host status of fruits and vegetables to fruit fly (Tephritidae) infestation (2006-031)

Dr Hedley presented the Power Point slides to the group. Some of the comments from the APPPC regional workshop were noted. Some experts felt that the comments were not valid. Dr Russell Campbell chaired this session.
The group briefly looked at the APPPC standard on host status. The fact that this standard uses punctured fruit in the categories considered. The matter of damaged fruit as a host needs to be considered in the evaluation was noted by the chair of the session.
Tonga noted that the considerations on damaged fruit bring in a host of complicating factors. Some items such as banana have thick skins – but if damaged can provide host material. The IPPC draft does not provide any guidance re damaged fruit. It was suggested that this possibility needs to be considered somewhere in the market access considerations.
The group noted that it wanted to know how the standard is supposed to deal with damaged fruit – and why this is not noted in the standard. Is this area dealt with elsewhere? 
Re 9 - One member noted that there are concerns with Non- natural host and that there could be conditional non-hosts.

Should have Tephritidae added after fruit flies …as in the title.

Re 10 – change ascertain to determine. The chair noted that there is not note of tests with laboratory trials.

Re 19 – the inclusion of cultivar was noted.
Re 20 etc – the outline does not conform with the usual format of a summary of the whole standard and could be redrafted. The duplication of the para 22 with 28 is unnecessary. 

Re 31 – it was suggested that there be a section 4 to stress the historical nature of the records and the problems this may cause by being out of date. The “out of date” was added to section 2.

It was suggested that we add a Purpose to the standard:
This standard is intended to provide additional evidence supporting the fruit fly freedom of fruit for export. The fruit considered for this host status testing is only export market grade fruit which is undamaged. The host status would offer supporting evidence for a systems approach for export.
Note: this means that some of the comments noted from the discussions are no longer pertinent.  However, they are included to recall the concerns of the meeting.
Re 38 – the difference in moving to A or C is not clear. The requirement for additional information is not made in the diagram. The meeting did not understand why the additional information is required or who requires it.
The chair noted that pathway C is where information is required because the situation is not clear – as for A and B pathways. There is no mention of damaged fruit. The issue needs to be discussed somewhere in this document. This really is a need for more information determining if damaged fruit constitutes a risk of fruit fly infestation.

Re 47 – the reference to semi-natural conditions could refer to section 58.

Re 49 – it was suggested that physical damage be added to specific physiological condition in this section. This could be the case for section 51 (2) and 73(3). This could be a separate point. It was noted that the omission of the point is strange as the drafting group would be well aware of the situation with damaged fruit. The reason for this omission should be determined. The addition of this point could have further implications on the content of the document. Later discussions with Dr Rob Duthie stressed that the fruit is supposed to be of export grade and undamaged – so this matter of damaged fruit need not be included.
The possible addition of the statistical support (number of replicates etc) of the information required could be added to the list of points.

Re 53 – “and designated” is not necessary and could be deleted.

Re 55 -57 it was noted that the term “variability in fruit” is not understood and needs to be explained. Does this include natural damage levels as referred to in 54 and maturity status? Duthie explained that this refers to physiological condition only.
Re 60 to 63 – it was questioned by some participants why these sections are here. There is no need to explain the techniques to be used in the standard and this information could be in an explanatory paper. This applies to sections 55 and 57 as well – though an understanding of natural damage should be achieved before the sections are deleted.
Re 67 and others – the matter of production area might be further discussed. If the production areas are widely distributed, are trials necessary in all production areas? Some further information could be helpful. Some comments on 73 (1) could be provided. 
It was suggested 73 be amended to read “cultivar or the same climatic zone and production area as that to be exported”. An addition point 4 should be added regarding “fruit of a defined physical condition”. (This is no longer to be considered with the addition of a Purpose.)
Re 73 – it was suggested that the (new) point 6 be removed as point 3 should cover maturity.
It was suggested that “or climatic zone” be added after “production area”.

Re 101 – a point could be added re physical condition for host status determination. 

Point 5 should be amended to read “…host status determination” instead of …  “fruit fly infestation”.
It is noted that this standard includes information on test design and advantages which is not really necessary in this standard. Also, it does not include information on testing damaged fruit. The situation is not so cut and dried as the standard implies – the physical damage status for many commodities is important. The draft standard does not include information on why these considerations were not included. More information from the drafters is required. (This might have been dealt with by the addition of a Purpose.)
Further notes from discussions with Rob Duthie present:-
It was noted that there was no discussion on damage in the standard and no discussion of physical damage to the fruit. The TPFF intended that the standard refer to export grade only with no physical damage. This standard tries to replicate a real export procedure – where no damage occurs. Duthie noted that there are no records of fruit fly attacking eggplant fruits. It was stated that this standard gives a more realistic view of the process of export of fruit. Duthie stated that this would be part of a systems approach – this is an important factor with some in-field controls. This would be part of a bilateral arrangement with the factors concerning the importing country taken into account. The discussion led to the introduction of a purpose into the draft which states that only undamaged fruit is considered for export and examination for host status.
4.3 Draft Annex – to ISPM 26: Establishment of fruit fly quarantine areas within a pest free area in the event of an outbreak (2009-007)
Dr Rossel introduced the draft with the Power Point presentation.

Dr Kami, Tonga chaired this session.

It was noted that not all PFAs involve quarantine pests – see the three types of PFA described in ISPM 4. This may mean that the use of terms such as quarantine pest, quarantine area, phytosanitary measures, phytosanitary actions etc are incorrect in such PFAs concerning non-quarantine pests.  The present draft annex does mention endemic pests – which are unlikely to be quarantine pests. The terminology should be considered to take into account this type of PFA.
Re 6 - It was suggested that Background be changed to Purpose.
Re 12 – bilateral agreement is changed to arrangement.
Re 9-13 – it was suggested that 9-13 be deleted.

Re 17 – this is self explanatory and no diagram is really needed.
Re 20 – deleted.

Re 30, 32, 34, 42, 51, 56 and 58 – safeguard etc is replaced by a version of “measures to ensure phytosanitary security”.

Re 31 – should be call Packing facilities and packaging

Re 32, 48, 53 and 55 – pest is replaced by target fruit fly species.
Re 35 and 38 - These sections are now concerned with structures rather than packaging. This was amended to remove the insect proof part….   …physical isolation for different consignments or lots…..
Re 39 – the second sentence is made into a separate new para 39 dealing with isolation.

Re new section after 40 – 

2.3.3
Packaging 

To prevent the infestation or cross contamination of the plant products by the target fruit fly species, exporting countries are to ensure that plant products are packaged in insect proof material.
Re 48 – it was suggested that this section could be deleted.

Re 55 – phytosanitary security not integrity.

Re 57-58 – it was suggested that this section be deleted. It does not seem to address the problem of the maintenance of the PFA.
5.  Presentation of the online system for submitting comments to the IPPC Secretariat

This subject was presented by Ms Luisa Korodrau, SPC.
The users were listed – contact point, lead, assistant and reviewers. The interface – dashboard was shown. The roles and privileges of the users were described. The classification of comments were noted – editorial, substantive, technical and translation. All the activities possible with the system were listed.
Ms Korodrau demonstrated the online system and the settings window. This was followed with an examination of the documents windows. Comments were added to the OCS on the draft standards.
6. PPPO regional standard
PPPO-RSPM 1: Generic heat treatment for fruit fly (Tephritidae) host fruit in the Pacific region

Mr Wainiqolo described the flow diagram for the standard setting process.  The present stage is the 120 day member consultation. Comments must be back by November 12. The group may also consider new topics for regional standards.
It was suggested that the title be modified to “High temperature forced air treatment for fruit fly (Tephritidae) host fruit”. However, it was noted that there are three treatments that can provide the heat treatment to kill the fruit flies. So it was agreed to keep this as a generic treatment – but to discard the reference to the Pacific region.
The title would be “Generic heat treatment for fruit fly (Tephritidae) host fruit.” The standard would be reviewed after 5 years ie 2017.

Scope: the reference to the South Pacific region would be deleted.

New wording was suggested : This standard applies to the generic heat treatment of fruit fly host fruit at 47.2 degrees Celsius for 20 minutes for fruit flies(Tephritidae) of economic concern.
Re 9 – Outline of requirements

This could be reduced to: This standard presents summary information describing the heat treatment of 47.2 degrees Celsius for 20 minutes that will kill fruit fly species of economic concern from the South Pacific (Bactrocera facialis, B. kirkii, B. melanotus, B. passiflorae and B. xanthodes)within host fruit from the South Pacific. 

Re 12 - Background: 2nd para The Pacific Island Countries and Territories (PICTs)….
This was amended to Five species of economic concern …later in that para.
Re 14 – it was suggested that this para be deleted. However, others agreed that the material be retained so that certain relevant points are stressed. The mention of South Pacific in the second line could be deleted. A note regarding work with Samoa, Vanuatu and Tonga could be added. 
Re 15 – this could be deleted as it is repeated in section 3.2.2.  This was finally agreed to.
Re 20 etc … the title was changed to Effectiveness of the treatment with subsections Trial data and Verified effective usage.
Re 21 – It was suggested that the 4th sentence be removed.

Re 24 – Last sentence – reword - This standard establishes a significant treatment buffer of at least….

Re 25 – use New Zealand instead of NZ.

It was proposed that the last sentence of para 13 be amended and then the para 25 deleted.

13…….verified and certified under commercial conditions using HTFA equipment in the Cook Islands, Fiji, Tonga and Samoa.
It was suggested that a sentence be added to para 25 - The exporting country should ensue that an adequate system is in place to record that the required temperature regime is achieved. Treatment records should be kept and made available on request.
Re 3.2.2 …now changed to 3.2 Verification of effective usage

Re 27 – Since 1993, approximately 16,500 tonnes of fruit fly host commodities……………………….No live eggs, larvae or adults have been detected. 
Re 29 – this can now be removed.
Re 30 – should be …Pacific Island Countries and Territories.
7. IPPC material

The following subject areas were briefly discussed:

· Implementation Review and support system
· ISPM 15 ….legal issues. It was noted that some countries are still having problems with stamped wood packaging which is infested.
· IPPC Capacity development strategy

· Project proposals for capacity development. Two proposals that were submitted to STDF were noted. Only the PCE trainer project will go ahead at the moment.

· Information resource site.
8. Presentation to HOAFs

Mr Josua Wainiqolo went through the Power point slides that will be presented to the HOAF meeting next week. This presentation is to promote the PPPO and try to obtain funds for the work programme of the PPPO.

9. Future work of the PPPO

The meeting discussed future regional standards. The following subjects were listed:
· Movement of sea containers - delay
· Movement of sand and gravel – progress - Cook Islands with Kiribati
· Ballast water - investigate
· Air containers - delay
· Movement of handicrafts – work with IPPC
· Import of used vehicles and machinery – work with APPPC
· Freezing – treatment – progress with PHAMA
· Movement of germplasm (plants) – use FAO manuals
· Preclearance procedures (eg machinery) – progress – New Zealand with Nuie and PNG
· Waste disposal in vessels – progress with IPPC – Australia with Samoa
It was suggested that three topics are to go forward (the items in bold) – with guidance from the three IPPC SC members and leading input from the countries noted. PHAMA will work with the Freezing procedure.  It was suggested that drafts be submitted to this meeting in 2013 for further work before being sent out for consultation.
10. Organisation of future regional workshops
The future regional and international meetings include the following:

· Committee of Representatives of Governments and Administrations, November 2012

· CPM meeting will be in Rome in April, 2013.

· Review draft ISPM September 2013, Suva, Fiji Islands. 
11. Conclusion

The meeting finished on Friday morning  21st September 2012.
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