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Agenda Item 9.3 of the Provisional Agenda

1.
The EC and its member states fully support the draft diagnostic protocol on Thrips palmi. We believe that, with some minor amendments already accepted by the authors, the protocol is fit for purpose. The lack of comments from other parts of the world suggests that others share this view. It has a morphological method adequate for a taxonomic entomologist to identify this species in a suitably equipped laboratory capable of performing official tests as part of phytosanitary measures. Alternative, more complex molecular assays have been included for use by laboratories which have the required equipment and expertise, with a clear indication of the limited number of species used to develop each assay.
2.
We have noted the Australian proposals presented in CPM 2008/INF/7 and we agree that the draft on T. palmi will set precedents for future protocols. We have sympathy with the tenor of some of the recommendations and agree it is timely to ensure that there are no misgivings about, or misunderstandings of, the requirements for these protocols. However, we also note that the Technical Panel on Diagnostic Protocols (TPDP) has considered a number of these points at their meetings and have tried to meet the different needs of NPPOs and their laboratories as far as possible, taking into account the limitations of resources available to countries and the framework of ISPM No. 27. We are encouraged by the indication in paragraph 25 of CPM 2008/INF/7 that the recommendations, although having implications for the draft protocols under development, are not anticipated to impede their development significantly.
3.
We have provided some responses to the Australian recommendations and some additional points below.
4.
Regarding Australian recommendation 1. We agree that draft diagnostic protocols should always be reviewed to ensure they adequately address the requirements of ISPM No. 27 and the instructions in the Instructions to Authors. It should be noted that at their last meeting, the panel elected a “reviewer” for each draft to support the discipline lead, to ensure consistency and to ensure the draft diagnostic protocol complies with the requirements mentioned above.
5.
Regarding Australian recommendation 2. We disagree with the recommendation to specify the range of tests and their level of prescription in the Instructions to Authors. The tests included in protocols will depend on the availability of methods for the organism and the purpose and use of diagnostic protocol. Apart from indicating the minimum requirements for reliable diagnosis, the levels of sensitivity, specificity and reliability for each method should be included in the diagnostic protocol, where available. This will allow NPPOs to determine the most appropriate test methods to be used depending on the circumstances of the diagnosis. This is in line with ISPM No. 27. It should be noted that these aspects of diagnostic protocols were considered in depth at different times during the development of ISPM No. 27. 
6.
Regarding Australian recommendation 3. We agree that the technical panel should urgently review the Instructions to Authors to provide guidance on the amount of detail to be included on methods, particularly regarding differentiation between similar species and confidence of the outcome. We note that, once the first protocols have been adopted, these will provide examples of the level of detail required for different types of methods. We understand that this is also recognized by the TPDP.
7.
Regarding Australian recommendation 4. The EC and its member states support this recommendation. We note that the Instructions to Authors encourages authors of diagnostic protocols to consult with all relevant experts in their field prior to submitting their drafts to the technical panel. 
8.
Regarding Australian recommendation 5. Although the proposal to form a review committee for each discipline to test draft diagnostic protocols has some attraction, we are concerned about the resource implications for NPPOs as well as the IPPC Secretariat. Such new committees would require not only direct financial resources but also considerable additional administrative for the IPPC Secretariat and the TPDP. Only a few countries would be able to commit staff for such additional tasks and the process of developing a diagnostic protocol may become more complex and even more lengthy. 
9.
We are not clear what is proposed by the alternative proposal. We consider that the suggested activities are already the normal task of a contracting party when comments are prepared during the country consultation process. Also, SC members should actively consider the suitability of standards, including diagnostic protocols, for their regions as indicated in Section 2 of the Guidelines on the duties of members of the Standards Committee (section 12.1.2 of the 2007 Procedural Manual). 
10.
Regarding Australian recommendation 6. ISPM No. 27 indicates that diagnostic protocols are to be used by an “expert” for “official diagnosis of regulated pests” and are “intended to be used by laboratories performing pest diagnosis as part of phytosanitary measures”. We understand that to mean that they are for a specialist in an official diagnostic laboratory. For all test methods, we would expect that the expert would have had some experience in performing the type of test. For example, for morphological examination, they would have some experience in diagnosis based on morphology and for molecular assays; staff should have had some experience in performing such assays.
11.
In the case of the diagnostic protocol for T. palmi, this would imply that experts working in official quarantine labs should have some expertise at least in the diagnosis of thrips species including their preparation etc. because thrips species are important quarantine pests in many countries. We consider that draft diagnostic protocol for T. palmi is suitable for this level of expertise. 
12.
Contact names of experts who are willing to be consulted are provided in protocols.
13.
Regarding Australian recommendation 7. The SC is already responsible for overseeing the work programme of the technical panel and for requiring, if necessary, specific amendments to it. This is a function the SC undertakes and they have in the past made changes to the technical panel’s recommendations. We note that Australia is represented in the SC. All SC members are encouraged actively to ensure that standards meet the needs of and are applicable to at least in their regions via their contributions and comments. We do not support the involvement of the Enlarged Bureau as this work is largely technical. 
14.
We have the following additional recommendations. 
15.
EC recommendation 1. A review of the mechanisms for calls for expert authors. It is important to ensure that the most appropriate experts take part in the drafting process.
16.
EC recommendation 2. A time limit to be agreed by the technical panel on adding newly acquired scientific knowledge to the draft. We propose that nothing new to science be considered once the authors have submitted the draft to the SC in advance of country consultation. Otherwise new publications may mean that the draft requires frequent and repeated revision.
17.
EC recommendation 3. As part of the process of calling for new priorities for the development of protocols, very clear specifications should be produced by NPPOs when proposing genera-specific protocols. These should be reviewed for their appropriateness by the technical panel/SC. 
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