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Report of the meeting of the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments,

26-30 January 2009

Tokyo, Japan

____________________________________________________________________

Executive Summary of the Report
The Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) met in Tokyo, 26-30 January 2009, hosted by the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Japan. The TPPT welcomed two new members as well as the future steward who would succeed the current steward after the CPM.

Agenda item 7.1 Review of TPPT specification

The specification for TPPT was reviewed and the modified specification will be presented to the Standards Committee (SC).

Agenda item 7.2 Consideration of implication of decision on brand names
The TPPT discussed the SC decision on brand names and its implication for phytosanitary treatments and decided that it would not use brand names in treatments.
Agenda item 7.3 Review of ISPM No.15 criteria
The TPPT noted the draft criteria developed by the TPFQ for future ISPM No.15 treatment submissions and that will be sent to the SC for approval for member consultation.  The TPPT also noted that the TPFQ were drafting criteria for treatments for wood moving in international trade, part of which was based on the draft criteria for ISPM No. 15 treatments.
The TPPT considered the issue of how historical data can be used in support of submissions and the panel will consider this issue at their next meeting.

Agenda item 10.1 Cold treatment rejected by SC through e-mail discussion in September 2008

The TPPT considered the draft Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Ceratitis capitata, which was returned from the SC for further consideration.  The TPPT agreed that the treatment was useful in providing quarantine security because there are circumstances when C. capitata can infest lemons and the TPPT will resubmit this treatment to the SC through the special process.

Agenda item 10.2 Treatments submitted in 2006 and 2007
The TPPT discussed 13 treatments submitted in 2006 and 2007, following updates provided by lead members on the progress of their relevant submissions since the last TPPT meeting. 
The TPPT recommended the vapor heat treatment of Cucumis melo var. reticulates for Bactrocera cucurbitae to the SC. The Secretariat will format the treatment appropriately and submit it to the SC through the special process. The TPPT requested that for seven submissions, the Secretariat should send a letter with a summary report of the TPPT evaluation to the submitters, asking for further data. 
The TPPT decided that five submissions where there had been no response from the submitter in 2008 would be deleted if there is no response following a registered letter which would be sent by the Secretariat during 2009.
Agenda item 11. Review of administrative procedures

Apart from the score sheet, the TPPT agreed to delete the “Prioritization criteria for proposed phytosanitary treatments and score definitions” and use the Procedure and criteria for identifying topics for inclusion in the IPPC standard setting work programme adopted by the CPM for determining priorities. The TPPT revised the score sheet.

The TPPT revised the “Procedures for the production of phytosanitary treatments”, taking into account the discussion on the criteria for determining priorities.

The TPPT discussed and made some minor changes to the submission form for phytosanitary treatments.

The TPPT recommended that guidance should be produced for NPPOs on fumigation and temperature treatments and sought a view from the SC on how to proceed (add them as new topics to the IPPC standard setting work programme, as explanatory documents or checklists).
The SC is invited to:

1. approve the revision of Specification for Technical Panels No. 3, which will be presented by the Secretariat.

2. note that the TPPT decided not to use brand names in treatments.

3. note that the TPPT considered that the draft Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Ceratitis capitata was useful and the TPPT will resubmit this treatment to the SC through the special process.
4. note that the TPPT recommended the vapor heat treatment of Cucumis melo var. reticulates for Bactrocera cucurbitae and the Secretariat will format the treatment and submit it to the SC through the special process.
5. note that the Secretariat will send letters to treatment submitters, outlining the outcome of the TPPT evaluation of the ISPM No. 15 treatments and the generic irradiation treatment for insects. Additional information will be requested on the existing submissions with a due date of 15 October 2009.
6. note that treatment submissions where there have been no response from the submitter will be deleted if there is no response to a registered letter which will be sent by the Secretariat during 2009.
7. note the following administrative procedures that have been revised by the TPPT and will be added to the IPPC procedural manual;

-
prioritization criteria for proposed phytosanitary treatments and score definitions

-
procedures for the production of phytosanitary treatments

-
submission form for phytosanitary treatments
-
checklist
8. provide guidance on how to proceed with the TPPT recommendation that guidance is produced on fumigation and temperature treatments.

9. note that Japan has offered to host and partially fund the next meeting of the TPPT.

10. note the work programme proposed by the TPPT, contained in Annex 11.

Report of the Meeting

1.
Opening of the meeting
The Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) were welcomed to Japan by the IPPC Secretariat, who explained that the meeting was being hosted by the Ministry of Agriculture, forestry and fisheries, the national plant protection organization (NPPO) of Japan. Mr. Motoi Sakamura also welcomed the panel to Japan on behalf of the NPPO.
The TPPT welcomed two new members, Mr. Andrew Jessup and Mr. Min-Goo Park, who were selected by the Standards Committee (SC) in November 2008. The Secretariat introduced the future steward, Ms. Jane Chard, who was selected by the SC and would succeed Mr. David Porritt after CPM-4.
2.
Background to TPPT, roles and expectations from the meeting

The Secretariat gave an overview of the IPPC and also reminded the TPPT of the roles and responsibilities of the members. 
3.
Selection of Chair

Ms. Alice Baxter was elected as Chair and Mr. Ray Cannon was elected as Rapporteur.
4.
Adoption of Agenda

The agenda was reviewed and adopted with one addition to Agenda item 11.1 on investigation of modern technologies for sharing and editing documents and holding discussion by electronic means (Annex 1).
5.
Report of the last meeting of TPPT

The steward reviewed the report of the December 2007 meeting. The TPPT noted that there would not be a capacity-building workshop at least in 2009, which Japan had proposed to hold in association with TPPT..
6.
Update on Commission on Phytosanitary Measures and other relevant bodies

6.1
CPM-3

The Secretariat updated the TPPT on developments and decisions of the third session of Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM-3), in particular relating to the work of TPPT.
6.1.1
Replacement or reduction of the use of methyl bromide as a phytosanitary measure

The document entitled Replacement or reduction of the use of methyl bromide as a phytosanitary measure was developed as a draft International Standard for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPM) and presented to the Standards Committee, which recommended it to the CPM for adoption.  However, CPM-3 felt that this was not  an ISPM so instead  adopted it as a Recommendation, which was annexed to the report of CPM-3.  CPM will discuss how to format and disseminate CPM recommendations.
6.1.2
CPM-3 Decisions on Standard Setting Procedures

CPM-3 adopted the Hierarchy of terms for standards, which outlined definitions for the terms technical area, topic and subject. It outlines that the SC is able to approve a subject within an approved topic, whereas the CPM must approve addition or deletion of topics. The panel noted that in the TPPT work programme, there were three topics (i.e. types of treatment) and 21 subjects (i.e. individual treatments) at the time of the TPPT meeting in 2009.

CPM-3 also adopted the Procedure and criteria for identifying topics for inclusion in the IPPC standard setting work programme. Among other things, the procedures clarify that, in addition to the biennial call for topics, the CPM may include a new topic or subject in any year if it is urgent.  
The IPPC standard setting procedure was adopted by CPM-3. The procedures outline the various steps of the standard setting process, both in the regular process and the special process (formerly the fast-track process). 

The Terms of reference and rules of procedure for technical panels were adopted by CPM-3 to help clarify the role of technical panels.

6.2
International Forest Quarantine Research Group (IFQRG)

Mr. Michael Ormsby provided an update of the last IFQRG meeting in September 2008. IFQRG discussed ISPM No.15 treatments being considered by the TPPT and recommended that a fumigation treatment (sulfuryl fluoride, submission number: 2007-TPPT-101) and a microwave irradiation treatment (submission number: 2007-TPPT-114) be approved for inclusion in ISPM No. 15.  With regard to the microwave irradiation, the schedule in the submission to the TPPT was 65 degrees centigrade for 1 min; but a new schedule was submitted to IFQRG by researchers, which was 62 degrees centigrade for 2 min (see also 10.2.1.4).  
Considering that IFQRG is not an IPPC body, the TPPT noted the discussion at the meeting of 2008 IFQRG and it was decided that there was no need to reply formally.  
6.3
SC (November 2008)
The Secretariat and both the in coming and outgoing stewards provided an update of the SC in November 2008, particularly mentioning some changed procedures of Technical Panels.
Terms of reference and rules of procedure for technical panels

As the Terms of reference and rules of procedure for technical panels were adopted by CPM-3, the SC decided to ask all technical panels to review their specifications to ensure they were harmonized with it (see also 7.1).

Common procedures for technical panels
The SC revised and adopted the common procedures for technical panels. 

Criteria for evaluating treatments to be included in ISPM No. 15

With regard to criteria for evaluating treatments to be included in ISPM No 15, the SC agreed that treatments submitted in 2006 and 2007 should be evaluated for equivalence to the current ISPM No. 15 methyl bromide treatment. The SC also agreed that treatments submitted in the future should be evaluated against criteria that were being developed by the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine (TPFQ) and approved by the SC.

Call for treatments

The TPPT noted that there would be a call for heat treatments for fruit flies in 2009. The TPPT was informed that the SC recommended a new topic for treatments for wood moving in international trade to be added to the IPPC work programme and if this topic was added to the IPPC work programme by the CPM, there would also be a call for treatments for wood moving in international trade (not ISPM 15 treatments).  
Use of brand names in ISPMs

The SC agreed on a policy for the use of brand names in ISPMs, whose main point is the use of brand names should be avoided as far as possible. The SC also recommended the policy be considered and implemented as appropriate by some technical panels including TPPT that may use brand names in draft ISPMs (see also 7.2).

Issues associated with technical standards
The incoming steward explained that the SC was informed that a document had been developed, which aimed to address misconceptions and misunderstandings concerning technical standards such as phytosanitary treatments. The document was developed as a CPM-4 paper with the assistance of some SC members and it invites the CPM to consider the need for guidance on procedures for the effective use of treatments.
The TPPT discussed whether it was appropriate to develop specific ISPMs for different types of phytosanitary treatments, which provide technical guidance along the lines of ISPM No. 18 (Guidelines for the use of irradiation as a phytosanitary measure).  A treatment manual approach had been discussed at the SC.  Given that there is considerable variability in how treatments are applied, the TPPT felt that it would be necessary to produce generic guidance which referenced the different ways applying the treatments.
Former formal objections

The SC agreed that the “formal objections” submitted under the fast-track process, which has been replaced by the special process, should be considered as member comments, allowing them to be taken into account to revise the documents.

Second round of member consultation
At the SC meeting, it was decided that no second round of member consultation (on 15 October) will be done, following the first round on 20 June. The Secretariat introduced a chart to help outline the special process time schedule for standard development (Annex 3). 
Draft ISPM recommended for adoption by the CPM
The SC agreed to recommend to the CPM for adoption the draft ISPM Categorization of commodities according to their pest risk and the draft revision of ISPM No. 15 Regulation of wood packaging material in international trade.

6.4
TPFQ (December 2008)
Mr. Mike Ormsby (also a member of TPFQ) reported the discussion of the TPFQ meeting in December 2008, especially on how the draft criteria for evaluating future ISPM No.15 treatments had been developed.
A member enquired whether there were any criteria for determining appropriate surrogates.  The TPPT noted that the draft criteria for future ISPM No. 15 treatments use the terms ‘equal biological characteristics and response to the treatment’, but the Secretariat indicated that additional work could be done to define criteria for choosing surrogates. It was agreed that the TPPT should  develop draft guidelines for choosing a surrogate pest and put this on the work programme. Some members expressed the view that the new system may be very strict in regard to the provision of data and these may limit the number of applications for the approval of treatments.  

7.
Issues arising from relevant bodies
7.1
Review of TPPT specification

The specification for TPPT was reviewed and revised. The revised specification will be presented to the SC.
7.2
Consideration of implication of decision on brand names
The TPPT discussed the SC decision on brand names and its implication for phytosanitary treatments.  It was noted that brands may contain additional products which affect efficacy but which the company may not wish to disclose and that such agents as carriers and surfactants may be changed without a change to the brand name.  
The TPPT decided that it would not use brand names in treatments, even though there is a small risk of some proprietary treatments not being submitted.  It was noted that some brands may be more efficacious than others, but given the lack of comparative efficacy data, and the national focus of products and product names, it was more appropriate to use the chemical names of active ingredients.
7.3
Review of criteria for future ISPM No.15 treatment submissions and criteria for treatments for wood moving in international trade
7.3.1
Criteria for future ISPM No.15 treatment submissions

 The process for reviewing future  ISPM No. 15 treatment submissions was described, with reference to a decision tree chart..  The TPPT noted the draft criteria and was informed that it would be sent to the SC for approval for member consultation. 
7.3.2
Criteria for treatments for woods moving in international trade

The TPFQ is currently engaged with drafting a new ISPM for the international movement of wood.  The TPFQ had produced draft criteria for treatments for the international movement of wood. This included two categories of treatments, firstly those already in use in bilateral trades and with efficacies against specific pests. The second category was for classes of wood (round wood, sawn wood and mechanically processed wood) and was based on the draft criteria for future ISPM No.15 treatment submissions and used the same decision-tree approach. The SC had recommended to the CPM that a new topic “treatments for wood moving in international trade” should be added to the IPPC standard setting work programme and, if added by the CPM a call for treatments for wood moving in international trade could go out later in 2009.  However, the TPPT noted that the draft criteria for wood treatments would not be sent to the SC until after the next TPFQ meeting.  
A member suggested that the panel should consider how historical data could be used in support of a treatment submission.  The TPPT discussed how it might be possible to include such historical data on the successful use of a treatment in trade.  It was considered that it would be necessary to document inspection rates and volumes of trade over time, records of treatments applied, and evidence for success or failure.  However, it was also noted that this approach would not be strictly quantitative and could not produce precise efficacy data while ISPM No. 28 requires that an efficacy level be stated.  Nevertheless, the TPPT thought that it might be possible to derive a general efficacy and outline how historical data might be used, this was added to the work programme.  
A member drew attention to an FAO fumigation guide on the FAO website (http://www.fao.org/inpho/content/documents/vlibrary/ad416e/TopFrameset.htm?Introduction/best_fumigation_practiceframeset.htm~rightFrame ) on fumigation of methyl bromide and phosphine under containment, which contains lots of useful information.  It is not intended as a training manual, but includes best practice. It was agreed to investigate the FAO fumigation guide and provide advice to the TPPT, this was put on the work programme.
8.
Update on progress with treatments approved at previous meetings of TPPT

The TPPT was informed that;

-
The SC agreed to send 14 irradiation treatments to CPM-4 for adoption
-
The SC approved the irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata for member consultation
-
The SC approved seven cold treatments out of eight that TPPT recommended for member consultation. The other cold treatment was returned to the TPPT for further consideration (see 10.1.1).
Lead members for the treatments above were reconfirmed (Annex 4). 
9.
Overview of treatment submitted in 2006 and 2007
As the TPPT directed at its meeting in 2007, letters were sent out in 2008 by the Secretariat to submitters of treatment submissions requesting additional information. The Secretariat updated the TPPT on submitters’ responses to the letters. Lead members for the potential submissions were reallocated as two new members have joined the panel (Annex 5).  
10.
Consideration of additional information

10.1
Cold treatments rejected by SC through e-mail discussion in September 2008

10.1.1
Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Ceratitis capitata (Submission number: 2007-TPPT-210)
A discussion paper on the draft Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Ceratitis capitata was produced by an SC member, which indicated that this treatment was not justified, as lemons are not recognized as a host. Additionally, cold treatments seriously affect the quality of lemon fruit.  
A member stated that in certain circumstances lemons can be a host (e.g. lemons can be a conditional host using artificial infestation).  Another member commented that the toughness and thickness of the skin made it difficult for the Medfly to drill into the lemon with its ovipositor, however they will lay eggs (which will develop to adulthood) if the fruit is damaged (by thorns, fungus, wind, rain etc.).  

The TPPT considered that there were sufficient circumstances under which infestation of lemons by Ceratitis capitata can occur naturally. Since it is not possible to determine whether or not the fruit was damaged or undamaged (and hence inaccessible to Medflies), the TPPT agreed that the treatment is useful in providing quarantine security (i.e. avoiding the potential infestation of lemons by this species) and the TPPT will resubmit this treatment to the SC through the special process.
10.2
Treatments submitted in 2006 and 2007

The TPPT discussed 13 treatments submitted in 2006 and 2007, following updates provided by lead members on the progress of their relevant submissions since the last TPPT meeting. The TPPT reviewed or created checklists for the submissions as needed.

The TPPT recommended a vapor heat treatment of Cucumis melo var reticulates for Bactrocera cucurbitae to the SC. The Secretariat will format the treatment appropriately and submit it to the SC through the special process.
The TPPT were appreciative of the additional information that had been received in 2008 from submitters and acknowledged the amount of work involved in providing this information. Answers had been provided to many of the questions that had been raised during the evaluations in 2007. However, the TPPT were unable to recommend any other treatments. The TPPT therefore requested that for seven submissions (sulfuryl fluoride, Ecotwin, hydrogen cyanide, microwave, phosphine, methyl iodide and generic irradiation), the Secretariat should send a letter with a summary report of the TPPT evaluation to the submitters, asking for further additional data on specific issues and for the treatment to be resubmitted, so that the TPPT can re-evaluate them at its next meeting. Leads were encouraged to follow up with submitters.
The TPPT decided that five submissions where there had been no response from the submitter in 2008 (Cold treatment of Citrus, Psidium guajava and Mangifera indica for Bactrocera zonata, Cold treatment  of Citrus, Psidium guajava and Mangifera indica for Ceratitis capitata, Cold treatment for Ceratitis capitata and C. rosa, Hot-water immersion of Mangifera indica for Ceratitis capitata and Vapor Heat Treatment of Selenicereus megalanthus for Ceratitis capitata) would be deleted if there is no response following a registered letter which would be sent by the Secretariat. Leads were encouraged to follow up with submitters by email to see why there had been no further contact.

10.2.1
ISPM No. 15 treatment
With regard to criteria for evaluating treatments to be included in ISPM No 15, the SC in November 2008 agreed that treatments submitted in 2006 and 2007 should be evaluated for equivalence to the current ISPM No. 15 methyl bromide treatment. The two reference papers which provide the criteria are:

-
Barak A. V., Wang Y., Xu L., Rong Z., Hang X. and Zhan G. (2005) Methyl Bromide as a Quarantine Treatment for Anoplophora glabripennis (Coleoptera: Cerambycidae) in Regulated Wood Packing Material. J. Econ. Entomol. 98(6): 1911-1916

-
Soma Y., Goto M., Naito H., Ogawa N., Kawakami F., Hirata K., Komatus H. and Matsumoto Y. (2003) Effects of Some Fumigation on Pine Wood Nematode Bursaphelenchus xylophilus infesting Wooden Packages. 3. Mortality and Fumigation Standards for Pine Wood Nematode by Methyl Bromide. Research Bulletin Plant Protection Japan 39: 7-14

10.2.1.1
Sulfuryl fluoride (SF) (Submission number: 2007-TPPT-101)
Additional information was provided by the submitter in 2008 in response to the request by the TPPT. A new study on pine wood nematode (PWN) was initiated and completed in 2008, addressing the issues identified at the last TPPT meeting.  The lead reported that he had also asked a PWN expert from the TPFQ to examine the paper.  Whilst many of the issues of concern to the TPPT had been addressed in the new study (such as determining the numbers of nematodes and the numbers of each life stage), it was still not known what the most resistant stage was.  The TPPT also noted that the conditions of the experiment in the second submission in 2007 were not the same as those in the first submission in 2006.
One of the major concerns of the experiments, as admitted by the submitters in their comments, was that the number of PWN infesting each wood stick was unknown and therefore they “could not verify that zero PWN emergence from treated wood was due to zero infestation of the wood prior to fumigation”.  The experimental design precluded the determination of an efficacy level due to the lack of a representative sample demonstrating the number (mean +/- SD) of nematodes present in the wood samples prior to fumigation.  
The TPPT could not determine on what basis the submitters had produced the schedules for 36 and 48 hrs, since the experiments were only carried out over a 24 hour period 
The highest mean moisture content of the tested wood was 59%, which may be the limit under which this treatment can be carried out it if the efficacy is related to moisture content (which it could be).  The practical implications of this would be that wood with higher moisture contents would have to be left to dry out to this level, or below, before being treated.  The TPPT decided to restrict the treatment to those conditions where wood is less than 59% moisture.
 The TPPT considered that in the absence of evidence of the most resistant life-stage of PWN,  future submissions should provide evidence that all life stages of the nematode likely to be associated with wood packaging material were present at the time of treatment.
It was considered that sufficient information was provided to support a Probit-9 efficacy for SF fumigation against Anoplophora glabripennis (Asian longhorned beetle, ALB) in wood packaging material (WPM), and therefore no further information is required for this organism.  The TPPT also considered that published papers and the historical use of SF have demonstrated that this treatment practically eliminates other pests of concern associated with WPM in trade.
The TPPT requested that the Secretariat should send a letter with a summary report of evaluation asking for further data.

A member mentioned that there was a potential issue with Agrilus planipennis (Emerald Ash Borer), which is reportedly resistant to SF and heat treatment.  In addition there might also be an issue with SF because it is being examined as a potentially potent greenhouse gas.

10.2.1.2
Ecotwin fumigation (Submission number: 2007-TPPT-102)
Additional information was provided by the submitter in 2008 in response to the request by the TPPT.
The TPPT pointed out that data in the submission showed that methyl isothiocyanate (MITC) concentrations rapidly declined to a low level relatively, i.e. SF/MITC ratios changed markedly over time.  The TPPT also pointed out that the submitter indicated that different woods may absorb MITC in different ways, potentially altering the ratio of SF to MITC and perhaps the efficacy.  It was not known exactly what effect the MITC had on the overall mortality of the pests (it is known to act on eggs) and how the contribution of this chemical to the efficacy of the mixture product was maintained during treatment.  

The TPPT found that carbon dioxide (CO2) represented 40% of the Ecotwin formulation, but was considered an inactive ingredient. The TPPT felt that the potential contribution of CO2 to mortality should also be considered and agreed that they would be best dealt with by incorporating this formulation level into the schedule.

The TPPT discussed that the proposed treatment schedule called for a minimum CT product of 420 mg per h/l at a dose of 27 g/m3 of both products, at 15°C or below, and it was agreed that the CT product was appropriate.
The TPPT thought that further information was needed regarding Ecotwin fumigation safety and aeration. It was reported that a practical test of tarpaulin fumigation had been carried out for logs using Ecotwin and results would be provided once the information is made public.
It was also necessary to request Probit-9 supporting data on Asian Longhorn beetle. However, the TPPT considered that the numbers of pine wood nematodes tested was sufficiently large (>Probit-9) and likely included the more tolerant stages. The TPPT requested that the Secretariat should send a letter with a summary report of evaluation, asking for further data.

10.2.1.3
Hydrogen cyanide (Submission number: 2007-TPPT-103)
Experiments required by the TPPT in 2007 were still in progress and would not be completed until later in the year (2009).

10.2.1.4
Microwave irradiation (Submission number: 2007-TPPT-114)
No additional information had been provided by the submitter in response to the TPPT request in 2008.

IFQRG, at their meeting in 2008, considered this treatment effective and they felt it should be recommended  (see also 6.2). The TPPT noted some inconsistencies in the literature regarding the parameters defining the treatments. The TPPT agreed that a single treatment schedule be specified and asked the Secretariat to send a letter to the submitter to request this. 
It was noted that additional work needs to address the TPPT requirement for Probit-9 data for PWN applicable to operational conditions.

10.2.1.5
Phosphine treatment (Submission number: 2007-TPPT-115)
Additional information was provided by the submitter in 2008 in response to the request by the TPPT.

The TPPT felt that further information and research were required to 1) provide comprehensive efficacy data for pests of wood and 2) to demonstrate its feasibility for use (especially how to maintain a sufficiently high concentration over time).  
The TPPT discussed the use and limitations of phosphine and concluded that phosphine fumigation was not equivalent to methyl bromide but in some cases may be an effective replacement to be included into ISPM No. 15.  However, to achieve this goal the TPPT requested additional information in the form of Probit-9 data for ALB and PWN.  The TPPT also asked for additional information as to whether higher temperatures would effectively shorten the treatment time, and could therefore be used to facilitate the versatility of the treatment.
The TPPT requested that the Secretariat should send a letter with a summary report of evaluation, asking for further data.

10.2.1.6
Methyl iodide (Submission number: 2007-TPPT-115)
Additional information was provided by the submitter in 2008, to address the issues raised by the TPPT.  
Although no new research was undertaken, the submitter extracted the requested information from existing research.  The TPPT agreed that there was sufficient information to support the 99.99683% (Probit-9) efficacy of this schedule against PWN.  
On the other hand, the TPPT considered that there was no such equivalent information for ALB.  It was pointed out that ALB was not present in the submitter’s country.  The TPPT agreed that as long as a small-scale comparative test was done to determine the relative susceptibilities of ALB with the surrogate species, a native Anoplophora species could be used.
The TPPT discussed the fact that the mortality in the controls at 10 °C was high and did not allow Probit-9 to be calculated at this temperature.  To avoid restricting the use of the treatment to temperatures >10°C, the TPPT offered to investigate whether the relevant data can be extrapolated to Probit-9 efficacy at this temperature.
It was pointed out that no life stage information was available for PWN.  Given the very large number of PWN individuals tested, and the condition of the wood at testing, the TPPT was content that the most tolerant life stage had been tested.
The TPPT requested that the Secretariat should send a letter with a summary report of evaluation, asking for further data.

10.2.2
Fruit Fly
10.2.2.1
Cold treatment of Citrus, Psidium guajava and Mangifera indica for Bactrocera zonata (submission number: 2007-TPPT-107) and Cold treatment of Citrus, Psidium guajava and Mangifera indica for Mediterranean fruit fly (submission number: 2007-TPPT-108)

No further information had been received from the submitters.  The TPPT requested that a final reminder be issued in the form of a letter from the Secretariat.
10.2.2.2
Vapor Heat Treatment of Cucumis melo var. reticulates for Bactrocera cucurbitae (submission number: 2006-TPPT-110)
The submitter had provided information on the practical application of the treatment under operational condition in response to the TPPT request in 2008. 
The efficacy level for this treatment (46 °C for 30 mins) was 99.9948% at the 95% confidence level.  The TPPT discussed the extent to which this treatment is being used internationally. Although this submission only concerns internal national quarantine movements, the TPPT considered that vapor heat treatments (VHTs) are being used widely, and this treatment would be of utility internationally.  

A member queried whether it would be useful to have a manual available for such VHTs.  The TPPT concluded that because of the different types of fruits and cultivars being exported by different countries, it would be difficult to produce a generic guideline, and each treatment would require unique standards.
The panel noted that a relatively small number fruits had been infested with 1-day old eggs (the most tolerant stage), but given that the fruits were only carrying eggs (rather than larvae) at the time of treatment, plus the satisfactory attainment of a high efficacy level, this may not be particularly relevant.  In conclusion, the panel agreed that the experimental procedure was acceptable.
The TPPT felt that the treatment schedule needs to incorporate a cooling time to bring it into line with bilaterally approved schedules.  This treatment was done under ambient post-treatment cooling and the TPPT recommended that this treatment schedule should be limited to this method. The TPPT also agreed that heat-up time was an important factor in the treatment and should be included in the schedule.  
The TPPT drafted the treatment schedule entitled ‘Vapour heat treatment of Cucumis melo var. reticulates for Bactrocera curcubitacae’; exposure of melons to saturated water vapour at 46°C for 30 minutes after the core temperature reaches 45 °C, followed by cooling at ambient air temperatures.  Other relevant information in the schedule included: i) a heat up time of between 3-5 hours to allow the core of the melons to reach the target temperature; ii) the commodity temperature should be monitored during the treatment. 

The TPPT recommended this treatment to the SC. The Secretariat will format the treatment appropriately and submit it to the SC through the special process, in addition the Secretariat will draft a summary report to be accompanied this treatment during member consultation and the TPPT will be requested to approve this summary report by e-mail.

10.2.2.3
Others
No further responses had been received from the submitters in respect of three fruit fly treatments below and the TPPT requested that final reminder letters should be sent out by the IPPC secretariat

-
Cold treatment of fruits for Ceratitis capitata and C. rosa (Submission number: 2006-TPPT-111); 

-
Hot-water immersion of Mangifera indica for Ceratitis capitata (Submission number: 2006-TPPT-113); 

-
Vapor Heat Treatment of Selenicereus megalanthus for Ceratitits capitata (Submission number: 2006-TPPT-134).
10.2.3
Irradiation

10.2.3.1
Generic irradiation treatment for all insects (Arthropoda: Insecta) except lepidopteran pupae and adults (Insecta: Lepidoptera) in any host commodity

Additional information had been provided by the submitter.

The TPPT discussed various points, which included;
-
Most of the economically important and quarantine pests within a genus or family were likely to have been tested, even though there may be a majority of species which remain untested within a given family.

-
The exclusion of certain groups (such as Lepidoptera pupae and adults) was an indication that some insects require higher doses, and there may be other examples of outliers which would become apparent if more work were done.

-
The end point varies, but the minimum result that might be delivered by the 400 Gy generic irradiation treatment is in effect a sterilization or failure to produce offspring by F1 adults. 
-
It would be useful to know whether certain types of insects (such as fruit flies) are killed outright (rather than preventing emergence of adults, or preventing the emergence of normal adults) by the 400 Gy dose.
It was argued that treatments which only deliver F1 sterility (or less) are not applicable, since if adults are detected or intercepted there will be quarantine problems (e.g. detection of adults even though they may be sterile). It would be better to use lower doses wherever possible but given that there are many existing monitoring systems which utilize traps, the presence of (infertile) adults could greatly complicate and confuse such programmes.

It was also argued that there would be problems with lack of confidence with extrapolation from genera to families. Some members suggested that it may be possible to limit the treatment to a narrower group of pests or a smaller range of commodities.  Other members wished to see approval of the generic fruit fly treatment first, before following up with this generic treatment for all insects.  One approach might be to try and get approval on an order by order basis.

However, it was argued that restricting the treatment to one or few families or orders severely restricts the utility of the generic treatment. The current data provides a degree of uncertainty, because there is not enough data (with reference to all of the millions of insect species that exist).  To avoid errors, and circumvent the likelihood of treatment failure, one would choose a dose which is very high.  In this case, this might be a level of 800 or 1,000 Gy, i.e. including a safety margin.  To lower the level, one would need to more research and testing to build up the data pool. A member pointed out that countries using this generic treatment are accumulating data on an on-going basis. The lead reported that in the submitter’s country it has been already approved the generic treatment of 400 Gy, and as experience develops, operational data would be accumulated.  A member reported that New Zealand accepted a generic irradiation treatment for all arthropods at 250 Gy. It was pointed out that we are trying to find an alternative to MeBr, and it may take a long time to accumulate the necessary data to fill in the gaps.

The specific case of thrips was discussed that a dose of 400 Gy was needed to achieve F1 sterility of T. palmi and T. tabaci (200 Gy did not achieve this result and there was no intermediate dose tested).  Hence, the TPPT was being asked to extrapolate to all other thrips on the basis of a dose that was already at the limit. The TPPT considered that the dataset could be analyzed and/or processed further.   
Some members thought that the TPPT needs to be convinced that the SC will accept a generic treatment in general, before progressing this.  Others thought that the submission should only be assessed on scientific merit. The lead agreed to document the concerns of the panel with the Generic irradiation and draft the options for progressing of this submission. The TPPT requested that the Secretariat should send a letter to the submitter with the concerns of the panel and to request more information.
11.
Review of administrative procedures
11.1
Prioritization criteria for proposed phytosanitary treatments and score definitions

In 2008, CPM-3 adopted the Procedure and criteria for identifying topics for inclusion in the IPPC standard setting work programme, which was developed based on the “Prioritization criteria for proposed phytosanitary treatments and score definitions.” Apart from the score sheet, the TPPT agreed to delete the prioritization criteria and use the Procedure and criteria for identifying topics for inclusion in the IPPC standard setting work programme adopted by the CPM for determining priorities.

The TPPT revised the score sheet (Annex 6) to reflect the criteria adopted by the CPM.

11.2
Procedures for the production of phytosanitary treatments

The TPPT considered the procedures for the production of phytosanitary treatments, taking into account the discussion on the criteria (see 11.1). The TPPT revised the procedure (Annex 7).
The TPPT agreed to investigate the potential of some new technologies for sharing and editing forms and files and holding discussions by electronic means.  
The TPPT agreed to submit working documents to the Secretariat at least two weeks prior to the meeting and requested the Secretariat to post final documents on the IPP one week prior to the meeting.

11.3
Submission form

The TPPT discussed and made some minor changes to the Submission form for Phytosanitary Treatments (Annex 8).
11.4
Checklist

It was suggested to remove the repetition in the checklist form for experimental and confirmatory data and condense it.  The TPPT agreed to remove the repetition and also to indicate where all types of data (laboratory, operational and historic) should be included in the checklist form (Annex 9). The Secretariat suggested that they will reformat the form such that empty boxes for additional information will appear underneath each entry, rather than to the right to allow a single document to be used for evaluation of a treatment and to be able to identify easily any amendments to this document made prior to and during the TPPT meetings.
12.
New topics for the IPPC work programme

The TPPT agreed there was a need for guidance for NPPOs on delivering treatments e.g. on 1) Fumigation and 2) Temperature treatments.  The TPPT discussed whether it was more appropriate to request that the SC recommend new topics for the IPPC standard setting work programme or to draft explanatory documents. The TPPT noted that the TPFQ/IFQRG are already working on documents on fumigation and kiln drying as they apply to ISPM No. 15 treatments. The TPPT wished to work on such guidance but requested instructions from the SC on how to proceed (via approval of new topics on the work programme, development of explanatory documents or production of checklists with key issues to consider when using the relevant treatments).
13.
Other tasks from specification for TPPT

13.1
Information on regulated pests, treatments needed for these pests and recommendations for research 
A member made a suggestion for a new topic, namely potential treatments for pests associated with food aid and risks of introducing quarantine pests to areas where national emergencies exist.  Topics suggested at the previous meeting, included: Fruit pests (other than fruit flies); Containers and conveyances; and Used equipment.  Some other ideas for a new topics suggested during the meeting included treatments for the following: plants for planting; stored products, soil and growing media, cut flowers and foliage, grain, garbage, and forest tree seeds.

It was suggested that the most appropriate way forward was to submit a proposal at a future call for topics and priorities for ISPMs.  If there was a call for topics in 2009, members would be asked to draft a proposal for individual topics.  Members were allocated for topics to work on. 
It was suggested that when new topics are added to the IPPC standard setting work programme, a relevant treatment topic should also be added to the TPPT work programme. For example; treatments for plants for planting or international movement with aircraft conveyances.
14
Work programme for 2009

The TPPT agreed a work programme for 2009 (Annex 10). 
15.
Date and location of next meeting

Japan has offered to host the next meeting (subject to budgetary approval in May 2009).  February was selected as an appropriate month for a meeting in 2010.
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Leads for treatments recommended at TPPT meetings in 2006 and 2007

(Update: TPPT meeting, January 2009)

Leads for treatments approved by the SC in 2008 to be sent to CPM-4 for adoption

	Submission number
	Treatment name
	Lead member

	Irradiation treatments:

	-
	- Irradiation treatment for Anastrepha ludens

- Irradiation treatment for Anastrepha obliqua

- Irradiation treatment for Anastrepha serpentina

- Irradiation treatment for Bactrocera jarvisi

- Irradiation treatment for Bactrocera tryoni

- Irradiation treatment for Conotrachelus nenuphar

- Irradiation treatment for Cydia pomonella

- Irradiation treatment for Cylas formicarius elegantulus

- Irradiation treatment for Euscepes postfasciatus

- Irradiation treatment for Grapholita molesta

- Irradiation treatment for Grapholita molesta under hypoxia

- Irradiation treatment for Omphisia anastomosalis

- Irradiation treatment for Rhagoletis pomonella

- Irradiation treatment for fruit flies of the family Tephritidae (generic)
	R Cannon


Leads for treatments approved by the SC in 2008 for member consultation

	Submission number
	Treatment name
	Lead member

	Fruit fly cold treatments for Ceratitis capitata:

	2007-TPPT-210
	Cold treatment of Citrus paradisi for Ceratitis capitata
	M Mizobuchi

	2007-TPPT-206BD
	Cold treatment of Citrus reticulata x C. sinensis for Ceratitis capitata
	E Willink

	2007-TPPT-212
	Cold treatment of Citrus reticulata cultivars and hybrids for Ceratitis capitata
	E Willink

	2007-TPPT-206A
	Cold treatment of Citrus sinensis for Ceratitis capitata
	A Baxter

	Fruit fly cold treatments for Bactrocera tryoni:

	2007-TPPT-206G
	Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Bactrocera tryoni
	W Yuejin

	2007-TPPT-206FH
	Cold treatment of Citrus reticulata x C. sinensis for Bactrocera tryoni
	E Willink

	2007-TPPT-206E
	Cold treatment of Citrus sinensis for Bactrocera tryoni
	A Baxter

	Irradiation treatments:

	2007-TPPT-204
	Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata
	R Cannon


Leads for treatment returned from the SC in 2008 for further consideration by the TPPT

	Submission number
	Treatment name
	Lead member

	Fruit fly cold treatments for Ceratitis capitata:

	2007-TPPT-206C
	Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Ceratitis capitata
	M Mizobuchi


Leads for treatments identified as potential submissions at TPPT meating in 2007 

(Update: TPPT meeting, January 2009)

	Submission number
	Name of treatment
	Lead

	ISPM No. 15
	
	

	2007-TPPT-101
	Sulfuryl fluoride - eradication of pests infesting wood packaging material 
(submitted by Germany)
	M Ormsby

	2007-TPPT-102
	Ecotwin fumigation of solid wood packaging material for Bursapelenchus xylophilus (pine wood nematode), longhorn beetles and scolyted beetles
(submitted by Japan)
	S Wood

	2007-TPPT-103
	Wood preservative for using in hermetically sealed structures 
(submitted by Czech Republic)
	A Jessup

	2007-TPPT-114
	Microwave irradiation (submitted by UK)
	M Ormsby

	2007-TPPT-115
	Phosphine treatment for invertebrates in wood and wooden products 
(submitted by New Zealand)
	W. Yuejin

	2007-TPPT-116
	Methyl iodide treatment for wood packaging 
(submitted by Japan)
	M Ormsby

	Fruit fly
	
	

	2007-TPPT-107
	Cold treatment for Bactrocera zonata (peach fruit fly) in Citrus, Psidium guajava (guava) and Mangifera indica (mango) 
(submitted by Egypt)
	S. Wood

	2007-TPPT-108
	Cold treatment for Ceratitis capitata (Mediterranean fruit fly) in Citrus, Psidium guajava (guava) and Mangifera indica (mango) (submitted by Egypt)
	S. Wood

	2006-TPPT-110
	Vapor Heat Treatment of Cucumis melo var. reticulates (Fresh Netted Melon Fruit) for Bactrocera cucurbitae (melon fly) 
(submitted by Japan)
	W. Yuejin

	2006-TPPT-111
	Cold treatment of fruits for Ceratitis capitata (Mediterranean fruit fly) and Ceratitis rosa (Natal fruit fly) 
(submitted by South Africa)
	E. Willink

	2006-TPPT-113
	Hot-water immersion to control the fruit fly Ceratitis capitata (Wied.) (Diptera: Tephritidae) in fresh Kent var. mangoes (Mangifera indica L.) in Peru 

(submitted by Peru)
	S. Wood

	2006-TPPT-134
	Vapor Heat Treatment for Selenicereus megalanthus Haw. (Pitahaya) infested with immature stages (eggs and larvae) of Ceratitis capitata (Wied.) (Mediterranean fruit fly) and Anastrepha fraterculus (Wied.) (South American fruit fly) 
(submitted by Colombia)
	L. Zettler

	Irradiation
	
	

	2007-TPPT-105
	Generic irradiation treatment for all insects (Arthropoda:Insecta) except lepidopteran pupae and adults (Insecta:Lepidoptera) in any host commodity 
(submitted by USA)
	R Cannon


Prioritization score sheet
(use “Procedure and criteria for identifying topics for inclusion in the IPPC standard setting work programme”)
Scorer:






Date:

Proposed treatment:

	Criterion
	Score
	Reasons

	Core criteria
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Practical
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Economic
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Environmental
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Strategic
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Total


	
	


	Scores
	Definitions
	Scores
	Definitions

	0
	No value
	3
	Moderate

	1
	Low
	4
	

	2
	
	5
	High


PROCEDURE FOR THE PRODUCTION OF PHYTOSANITARY TREATMENTS

Call for submissions for phytosanitary treatments on topics approved by the CPM

1. The IPPC Secretariat issues a call for submissions for phytosanitary treatments as approved by the Standards Committee (SC). Phytosanitary treatments are submitted by NPPOs or RPPOs for evaluation as an international standard in response to a call for submissions by the Secretariat.

2. The “Submission Form for Phytosanitary treatments” should be used by NPPOs or RPPOs to submit information on phytosanitary treatments. 

3. The submission forms are collated by the Secretariat and sent to the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) for review. 

Evaluation of treatment submissions

4.  The TPPT prioritize submissions for development of phytosanitary treatments, taking into account guidance from the SC and the “Procedure and criteria for identifying topics for inclusion in the IPPC standard setting work programme” (adopted by the CPM-3 in 2008) and using the score definitions (see IPPC procedural manual). The TPPT will also take into account recommendations by other CPM bodies.

5. Submissions will be evaluated for their suitability as an international treatment by the TPPT in line with guidance provided in ISPM No. 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests) and Section A. The submitted treatments will be determined to be: 

-
an acceptable treatment  

-
a treatment requiring more information or research in order to evaluate its efficacy or 

-
an unacceptable treatment for international use.

6. Acceptable treatments will be recommended to the SC for consideration under the special standard setting process. For treatments requiring more information, or unacceptable treatments, the NPPO or RPPO, with a copy to the contact person for the submission will be notified by the Secretariat and additional information will be requested or the reasons for the rejection will be given. In addition, the submitter of treatments that are being recommended to the SC will be advised accordingly. 

Section A Process for the evaluation of treatment submissions by experts

· One expert for each treatment submission is selected as its “lead” by the TPPT to evaluate the submission. 

· The lead will review the data to ensure it supports the stated efficacy based on ISPM No. 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests) and additional instructions from the TPPT if needed.

· The lead completes a “checklist” and an “evaluation sheet” developed by the TPPT.

· In some cases, for example where more than one submission is received for a particular treatment/commodity/pest combination, the lead may need to resolve differences between data sets and to prevent duplication of near identical treatments

· The lead may be able to accumulate further data to support a treatment submission.  Where incomplete submissions are received, leads will liaise with the submitter to help progress the submission. 
· The treatment is then submitted to the TPPT for assessment.

SUBMISSION FORM FOR PHYTOSANITARY TREATMENTS

Submission number:                   (Secretariat use only)       
Complete the following form, preferably in word processor format, and submit by e-mail to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org) no later than (date). Please use one form per phytosanitary treatment. An electronic version of this form is available at: https://www.ippc.int/id/XXXXXX?language=en. Incomplete submissions will be returned.

(Text in brackets given for explanatory purposes)

	Name of treatment
	(Provide enough detail to identify the treatment; for example, cold treatment of citrus for Mediterranean fruit fly)

(If quoting the taxonomy of any Citrus spp., it should be in accordance with the reference Cottin, R. 2002. Citrus of the world: a citrus directory. France, INRA-CIRAD.)




	Submitted by: (Name of national or regional plant protection organization)



	Contact: (Contact information of an individual able to clarify issues relating to this submission, including sources of efficacy data)

Name:


Position and organization:


Mailing address:


Phone:

Fax:


E-mail:



Treatment description

	Active ingredient
	(Brand names alone will not be accepted)

	Treatment type
	(For example, chemical, irradiation, heat, cold)



	Target pest
	(Scientific name)



	Target regulated articles
	

	Treatment schedule
	(Include a brief description such as active ingredient, dose, time and temperature and the efficacy of the treatment (effective dose and confidence limits))



	Other relevant information
	(This should include any assumptions or extrapolations and the supporting evidence for these)



	References
	


The following form must be completed in accordance with ISPM No. 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests), available at: https://www.ippc.int/id/13399?language=en. Copies of all relevant supporting information and publications should be supplied with the treatment submission, preferably in PDF format for ease of subsequent distribution.

The following refers to the relevant sections of ISPM No. 28 and are numbered accordingly.

	3.2
Efficacy data in support of the submission of a phytosanitary treatment

	The source of all efficacy data (published or unpublished) should be provided in the submission. Supporting data should be presented clearly and systematically.

	3.2.1
Efficacy data under laboratory/controlled conditions (Treatments may be considered without efficacy data under laboratory/controlled conditions if sufficient efficacy data is available from the operational application of the treatment (section 3.2.2) and if no data under laboratory/controlled conditions exists this section may be left blank.)

	Pest information

	Identity of the pest to the appropriate level, life stage, and if a laboratory or field strain was used

	

	Conditions under which the pests are cultured, reared or grown

	

	Biological traits of the pest relevant to the treatment

	

	Method of natural or artificial infestation

	

	Determination of most resistant species/life stage (in the regulated article where appropriate)

	

	Regulated article information

	Type of regulated article and intended use

	

	Botanical name for plant or plant product (where applicable)

	

	Conditions of the plant or plant product

	

	Experimental parameters

	Level of confidence of laboratory tests provided by the method of statistical analysis and the data supporting that calculation

	

	Experimental facilities and equipment

	

	Experimental design

	

	Experimental conditions

	

	Monitoring of critical parameters

	

	Methodology to measure the effectiveness of the treatment

	

	Determination of efficacy over a range of critical parameters, where appropriate

	

	Methodology to measure phytotoxicity, when appropriate

	

	Dosimetry system, calibration and accuracy of measurements, if using irradiation

	


	3.2.2
Efficacy data using operational conditions (historical data, may in some cases substitute for the requested information below)



	Pest information

	Identity of the pest to the appropriate level, life stage, and if a laboratory or field strain was used

	

	Conditions under which the pests are cultured, reared or grown

	

	Biological traits of the pest relevant to the treatment

	

	Method of natural or artificial infestation

	

	Determination of most resistant species/life stage (in the regulated article where appropriate)

	

	Regulated article information

	Type of regulated article and intended use

	

	Botanical name for plant or plant product (where applicable)

	

	Conditions of the plant or plant product

	

	Experimental parameters

	Level of confidence of laboratory tests provided by the method of statistical analysis and the data supporting that calculation

	

	Experimental facilities and equipment

	

	Experimental design

	

	Experimental conditions

	

	Monitoring of critical parameters

	

	Methodology to measure the effectiveness of the treatment

	

	Determination of efficacy over a range of critical parameters, where appropriate

	

	Methodology to measure phytotoxicity, when appropriate

	

	Dosimetry system, calibration and accuracy of measurements, if using irradiation

	

	Factors that affect the efficacy of the treatment

	

	Monitoring of critical parameters

	

	Special procedures that affect the success of the treatment, if applicable

	

	3.3
Feasibility and applicability (Information should be provided where appropriate on the  following items)

	Procedure for carrying out the phytosanitary treatment

	

	Cost of typical treatment facility and operational running costs if appropriate

	

	Commercial relevance, including affordability

	

	Extent to which other NPPOs have approved the treatment as a phytosanitary measure

	

	Availability of expertise needed to apply the phytosanitary treatment

	

	Versatility of the phytosanitary treatment

	

	The degree to which the phytosanitary treatment complements other phytosanitary measures

	

	Summary of available information of potential undesirable side-effects

	

	Applicability of treatment with respect to specific regulated article/pest combinations

	

	Technical viability

	

	Phytotoxicity and other effects on the quality of regulated articles, when appropriate

	

	Consideration of the risk of the target organism having or developing resistance to the treatment

	


Send submissions to:

E-mail: ippc@fao.org
Fax: (+39) 06 5705 6347
Mail: IPPC Secretariat (AGPP)

(preferred)

Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN



Viale delle Terme di Caracalla



00153 Rome, Italy

Checklist for evaluating treatment submissions

(Revision 1, January 2009)

Submission No.: 

	Summary information
	Comments – are the requirements met?

	The summary information should be submitted by NPPOs or RPPOs to the Secretariat and should include: 
	

	1. name of the treatment
	

	2. name of the NPPO or RPPO and contact information
	

	3. name and contact details of a person responsible for submission of the treatment
	

	4. treatment description (active ingredient, treatment type, target regulated article(s), target pest(s), treatment schedule, other information)
	

	5. reason for submission, including its relevance to existing ISPMs.
	

	
	

	Efficacy data in support of the submission of a phytosanitary treatment
	

	The source of all efficacy data (published or unpublished) should be provided in the submission. Supporting data should be presented clearly and systematically.
	

	
	

	Efficacy data provided
	

	Efficacy level
	EDxxx  at  XX%confidence level1

	Intended outcome
	

	Pest information
	

	1. identity of the pest 
	

	2. conditions under which the pests are cultured, reared or grown
	

	3. biological traits of the pest relevant to the treatment
	

	4. method of natural or artificial infestation
	

	5. determination of most resistant species/life stage (in the regulated article where appropriate)
	

	Regulated article information
	

	1. type of regulated article and intended use
	

	2. botanical name for plant or plant product
	

	3. conditions of the plant/plant product (free from non-target pests/size, shape, weight/infested at susceptible stage)
	

	Experimental parameters
 (labs and/or operational) and/or historic information.
	

	1. level of confidence of tests provided by the method of statistical analysis and the data 
	

	2. experimental facilities and equipment
	

	3. experimental design 
	

	4. experimental conditions
	

	5. determination of efficacy over a range of critical parameters
	

	6. methodology to measure the effectiveness of the treatment 
	

	7. monitoring of critical parameters (e.g. exposure time, dose, temperature of regulated article and ambient air, relative humidity)
	

	
	

	Feasibility and applicability
	

	This includes such items as:
	

	1. procedure for carrying out the phytosanitary treatment (including ease of use, risks to operators, technical complexity, training required, equipment required, facilities needed)
	

	2. cost of typical treatment facility and operational running costs if appropriate
	

	3. commercial relevance, including affordability
	

	4. extent to which other NPPOs have approved the treatment as a phytosanitary measure
	

	5. availability of expertise needed to apply the phytosanitary treatment
	

	6. versatility of the phytosanitary treatment (e.g. application to a wide range of countries, pests and commodities)
	

	7. the degree to which the phytosanitary treatment complements other phytosanitary measures (e.g. potential for the treatment to be used as part of a systems approach for one pest or to complement treatments for other pests)
	

	8. consideration of potential indirect effects (e.g. impacts on the environment, impacts on non-target organisms, human and animal health)
	

	9. applicability of treatment with respect to specific regulated article/pest combinations
	

	10. technical viability
	

	11. phytotoxicity and other effects on the quality of regulated articles
	

	12. consideration of the risk of the target organism having or developing resistance to the treatment.
	


1 Provide appropriate reference here

Couey H M, Chew V (1986) Confidence limits and sample size in quarantine research.  Journal of Economic Entomology 79: pp 887-890
TPPT Work Programme for 2009
(Agreed by TPPT, 30 Jan 2009)

	2009
	General
	Treatments recommended at 2006 and 2007 TPPT meeting
	Treatments being developed by TPPT
	Procedures

	Feb
	10  Rapporteur to submit draft meeting report to Secretariat

10  Secretariat to post new and revised docs on IPP

20  Secretariat to send draft meeting report to TPPT
	10 Ray to liaise with Larry or Scott to compile comments from Japan on Irradiation treatment for Grapholita molesta to prepare for CPM-4, circulate to TPPT members to get feedback.


	20  Secretariat to provide draft letter and summary report to leads

20 Mike-Liaise with experts on PWN protocol. Once developed it can be provided to ISPM 15 submitters.
	

	Mar
	1  TPPT to send comments on draft meeting report to Secretariat

15  Secretariat to post meeting report publicly on IPP
20  Secretariat to call for heat treatments for fruit flies, deadline XX XX
	01 Mizobuchi to liaise within Japan on Irradiation treatment for Grapholita molesta to prepare for CPM-4

15  Final date for formal objection on 14 irradiation treatments, if any, to Secretariat 

15  If formal objections, Secretariat to compile formal objection on 14 irradiation treatments and send to the SC
	01  Mike to request IFQRG for help with Methyl Iodide experiment for ALB

10  Leads to provide revised draft letter and summary report to Secretariat, Secretariat to circulate to members

20  Leads to adjust draft letter and summary report and submit to Secretariat

30  Secretariat to send letter with summary report
	

	April
	30 Mar - 3  CPM

	
	01  Ray to draft proposal on how to proceed generic irradiation treatment (2007-TPPT-105)
30 Leads follow up with submitters after letter gone out
	

	May
	4-8  SC

11-13  SC-7
29

Secretariat to submit TPPT recommended treatments to SC:

- Resubmit: Cold treatment of Citrus limon for Ceratitis capitata (Submission number: 2007-TPPT-210)
- Vapor Heat Treatment of Cucumis melo var. reticulates for Bactrocera cucurbitae (submission number: 2006-TPPT-110)
	
	
	

	June
	Develop submissions for call for topics for potential treatments for pests associated with the following:
- Fruit pests (other than fruit flies) (Andrew Jessup)
- Containers and conveyances (Scott Wood)
- Plants for planting (Wang Yuejin)
- Stored products (Mohammad Katbeh Bader)
- Soil and growing media (Ray Cannon)
- Cut flowers and foliage (Min-Goo Park)
- Grain (Eduardo Willink)
- Forest tree seeds (Michael Ormsby)
-Food aid (Mohammad Katbeh Bader).
	
	
	

	July
	13-17 TPFQ
	
	15 Ray to research FAO fumigation guide to determine how useful it is and make a recommendation to the next TPPT meeting

	01   Secretariat to draft TPPT evaluation sheet and reformat checklist form and post for use by TPPT

01  Secretariat to draft document numbering policy and circulate to TPPT



	Aug
	
	
	01 Min Goo snf Andrew to develop paper on how to calculate CT for next meeting

01 Mike to develop a paper that outlines how historical data might be used to determine general efficacy.

	

	Sept
	14-17 IFQRG

15  Submission of Treatments on heat treatments for fruit flies due to Secretariat
	
	01  Mike to complete development (IFQRG and TPFQ) of operational guidance for HT and MB for ISPM 15. Once completed, it will be sent to TPPT
15 Andres to develop draft guidelines for choosing a surrogate pest.
	.

	Oct
	15  Secretariat to have new submissions posted on IPP to share among TPPT
15  Steward to discuss via e-mail to assign leads
	
	15  Additional information due to Secretariat
	

	Nov
	30  TPPT leads to post checklists and evaluation sheet for new submissions
9-13  SC meeting
	
	
	

	Dec
	
	
	
	

	2010
	
	
	
	

	Jan
	One week before meeting; Last day for posting meeting documents
	
	
	

	Feb
	Next meeting
	
	
	


TPPT meeting, 26-30 January 2009, Tokyo, Japan
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         TPPT members

	Eduardo Willink

Estación Experimental Agroindustrial Obispo Colombres, 

P.O.Box 9, 

Las Talitas (4101)

Tucumán

Argentina 

Tel: + 54 381-4276561 int. 154

E-mail: ewillink@eeaoc.org.ar or ewillink@arnet.com.ar
	David Porritt (Steward)

Senior Plant Scientist, Plant Biosecurity

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

Edmund Barton Building

GPO Box 858 

Canberra ACT  2601

Australia

Tel: +61 2 62724633

Fax: +61 2 62723307

E-mail: david.porritt@biosecurity.gov.au

	Andrew Jessup

Insect Pest Control Sub-programme

FAO/IAEA Agriculture and Biotechnology Laboratory

IAEA Laboratories, 

A-2444 Seibersdorf, 

Austria

Tel: +43-1-2600-28413

Fax: +43-1-2600-28222

E-mail: a.jessup@iaea.org
	Wang Yuejin 
Institute of Inspection Technology and Equipment

Chinese Academy of Inspection and Quarantine
No. 241 Huixinli, Chaoyang District,
Beijing 100029 

China


Tel: +86-10-64934647
Fax: +86-10-64934647
E-mail: wangyuejin@263.net.cn

	Mitsusada Mizobuchi 
Chief Officer of Operation Division

Kobe Plant Protection Station

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries

1-1, Hatoba-cho

Chuou-ku, Kobe 

Japan

Tel: +81 78 331 3430

Fax: +81 78 391 1757

E-mail: mizobuchim@pps.go.jp
	Mohammad Katbeh Bader 

Head of Phytosanitary Department

Ministry of Agriculture

P.O. Box 11732, Area code 662

Amman 

Jordan

Tel: +962 6 5686151(Office), +962 6 79 5895691 (Mobile)

Fax: +962 6 5686310 

E-mail: katbehbader@moa.gov.jo

	Min-Goo Park

Division of Pest survey and Control
National Plant Quarantine Service
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry

Anyang-6 dong, Anyang city, Gyeonggi Prov. 
P.O. 430-016
Republic of Korea

Ph: +82 31 441 6982
Fax: +82 31 468 5814
E-mail: mgpark@npqs.go.kr
	Michael Ormsby

Senior Adviser, Plant Risk Analysis

Biosecurity New Zealand

Ministry of Agriculture & Forestry

P.O Box 2526, 

Wellington, 

New Zealand

Tel: +64 4 8940486

Fax: +62 4 8940733

E-mail: Michael.Ormsby@maf.govt.nz

	Alice Baxter

Assistant Director, Directorate Plant Health

Department of Agriculture

Private Bag X258

Pretoria 0001

South Africa

Tel: +27-12-3196114

Fax: +27-12-3196580

E-mail: AliceB@nda.agric.za
	Ray Cannon

Central Science Laboratory

Sand Hutton

York YO41 1LZ 

United Kingdom

Tel: +44 (0)1904 462218

E-mail: r.cannon@csl.gov.uk


	Jane Chard (Future steward)

SASA, Scottish Government
Roddinglaw Road

Edinburgh

EH12 9FJ

United Kingdom

Tel: (+44) 131 2448863

E-mail: jane.chard@sasa.gsi.gov.uk
	Scott Wood

Center for Plant Health Science Technology

Plant Protection and Quarantine

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture

1730 Varsity Drive, Suite 400

Raleigh, NC  27606-5202

USA

Tel: +1 919 855-7451;

Fax: +1 919 855 7480

E-mail: Scott.Wood@aphis.usda.gov

	Larry Zettler 

920 Rahn Station Rd.

Rincon, GA 31324

USA

Tel: (+1) 912-754-9907 

E-mail: zetthejet@aol.com
	


          Representatives from Japan (Host and Organizer)
	Motoi Sakamura (Host)

Director, Plant Quarantine Office,

Plant Protection Division

Food Safety and Consumer Affairs Bureau

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries

1-2-1,Kasumigaseki,Chiyodaku,Tokyo

1008950

Japan
Tel: (+81)335025978

Fax: (+81)335023386

E-mail: motoi_sakamura@nm.maff.go.jp
	Hiroshi Yokochi (Organizer)

Associate Director, Plant Quarantine Office, 

Plant Protection Division

Food Safety and Consumer Affairs Bureau

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries

1-2-1,Kasumigaseki,Chiyodaku,Tokyo

1008950

Japan
Tel: (+81)335025978

Fax: (+81)335023386

E-mail: hiroshi_yokochi@nm.maff.go.jp


          Other participants
	Brent Larson (IPPC Secretariat)

Standards Officer 

FAO Plant Protection Service (AGPP)

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

Viale delle Terme di Caracalla

00153 Rome

Italy

Tel: +39 06 5705 4915

Fax: +39 06 5705 4819

Email: brent.larson@fao.org
	Tomoyuki Araki (IPPC Secretariat)
Assistant Professional Officer 

FAO Plant Protection Service (AGPP)

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

Viale delle Terme di Caracalla
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Tel: +39 06 5705 3806

Fax: +39 06 5705 4819
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