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Extracts of reports of EPPO Meetings

As mentioned on the introductory section of the Web page on PRA documents, PRA documents are working documents which have usually been produced by an assessor whose opinion may have been commented during Panel meetings and comments have usually not been included in the PRA documents but are found in Panel meeting reports.   This document consists of extracts of EPPO Meetings’ discussions on Pest Risk Analysis documents on the relevant pest. Discussions on Pest Specific Phytosanitary Requirements (PSPR)
,  have also been reported when relevant as they include elements on possible risk management options.

Report of the 39th meeting of the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures (Paris, 2007-03-06/09)
5.    Candidate pests to be recommended for regulation by EPPO member countries

5.1   National PRAs to review

· Phytophthora kernoviae 

A PRA was prepared by CSL in September 2004. Mr Bartlett informed the Panel that a new version was due in the following months. He underlined that P. kernoviae was considered a more serious pest than P. ramorum in the UK. Mrs Petter (Chairman) noted that a new version will be welcomed as the current one did not provide management measures and still had lots of uncertainties. The Panel agreed that there was no emergency to regulate this pest, because it was under control in the UK. 


A revised British PRA will be studied in 2008 by the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures.
Panel on Quarantine Pests for Forestry (Lisbon, 2007-03-20/22)

4. New pest situations in forestry.

Phytophthora kernoviae
Mr van Opstal (Chairman) noticed that a new PRA is under preparation by UK. Mr Bokums informed that Pieris and Magnolia had been found as new hosts in the UK.

Report of the 45th Meeting of the Working Party on Phytosanitary Regulations (Almaty, Kazakhstan, 2007-06-19/22)
7.4 Priorities for PRA in 2008

7.4.2 Pests recommended for PRA in 2007-2008 

The Panel on Phytosanitary Measures prepared a priority list of pests for which a PRA should be conducted by an EWG and also of pests for which a national PRAs will be reviewed by the Panel. Ms Petter (EPPO) noted that an EWG was originally planned in 2007-08 on Lissorhoptrus oryzophilus but as no experts were nominated, an EWG will be organized to study a pest selected this year instead. The PRA planned in 2006 on Bactrocera invadens is still pending because of lack of data.

Mr Giltrap (GB) commented that no PRA on Aulocaspis yasumatsui will be conducted in the UK as announced in the Panel but a plant pest notice was prepared.
The Working Party concluded that:

· The Panel on Phytosanitary Measures should evaluate national PRAs produced by members for Lygus lineolaris, Phytophthora kernoviae, X. axonopodis pv. poinseticola, Diaphania indica, Leucinodes orbonalis.
· EWGs for PRA should be organized for Aulocaspis yasumatsui; X. axonopodis pv. alli. and the 3 following pests of palm: Diocolandra frumenti, Metamasius hemipterus, Raoellia indica; 
Report of the 40th meeting of the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures (Paris, 2008-02-19/22)

6.1 Annual review of the Alert List
· Phytophthora kernoviae. Ms Petter (Chairman) noted that the British PRA has not been updated as originally planned last year. The Panel agreed that P. kernoviae appeared more damaging than P. ramorum, and that a PRA should be prepared at EPPO level. P. kernoviae will remain on the Alert List. The Panel recommended an EWG to update the PRA.

Report of the 46th Meeting of the Working Party on Phytosanitary Regulations (Bled, SI, 2008-06-24/27)

The Working Party concluded that:

· The Panel on Phytosanitary Measures should evaluate national PRAs for Diaphania indica, Diaphania perspectalis, Phytophthora kernovia.
· EWGs for PRA should be organized for Tomato viroids, Meloidogyne minor and M. enterolobii, Leucinodes orbonalis, Hydrocotyle ranunculoides, Nysius huttoni, Bactrocera invadens. This list will be circulated with a call for experts. 

Panel on Quarantine Pests for Forestry (Bled, SI, 2008-07-01/03)

5.2 Review of the PRA Phytophthora kernoviae
The Panel discussed the UK PRA on Phytophthora kernoviae and welcomed the information this provided. Mr Montecchio questioned the susceptibility data (Table 2) based on laboratory tests – and how relevant it was for field conditions and what does “resistant”, “more resistant” and “less resistant”mean? He believed that susceptibility could not be 100% translated into resistance: it would be better to use more or less susceptible. He was also concerned about the non-accessibility of references to the document.

Report of the 41st meeting of the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures (Paris, 2009-02-16/20)

7. Candidate pests to be recommended for regulation by EPPO member countries 
7.3 National PRAs to review and preparation of Pest Risk Management
Phytophthora kernoviae (see also discussions under point 3.2 and 6.3)
Ms Petter (Chairman) explained that an extensive British PRA was prepared. Mr Cardon explained that the PRA was discussed at the Standing Committee in January 2009. It was considered as a good basis to consider emergency measures for EU, but the PRA should be widened to all EU territory if P. kernoviae was to be included in the Annexes of the Council Directive 2000/29/EC. Mr Pfeilstetter commented that it was mentioned that EFSA could be in charge of widening the PRA. Mr Bartlett underlined that one question was whether P. kernoviae was present in other EU countries. It is considered that the annual surveys required for P. ramorum would have also detected P. kernoviae but it was not found (except in UK and Ireland). It is suspected that P. kernoviae arrived in the United Kingdom from New-Zealand where the pest is present. A derogation allowing import of nursery plants from New Zealand existed from 1950 to 1990. The quantity of these imports of plants from New Zealand is unique to the United Kingdom, which may explain why P. kernoviae is not found in other countries. Ms Petter (Chairman) wondered if a PRA should be performed to widen the UK PRA to the regional level. Mr Cardon commented that it was not urgent for P. kernoviae because emergency measures have been adopted. He noted that the EFSA Panel has been requested to widen the PRA on Thaumetopoea processionea based on a British PRA. He recalled that priorities will be further discussed at the Standing Committee in March 2009. Ms Petter (Chairman) suggested including P. kernoviae on the priority list for PRA. The final decision would then be taken in June by the Working Party, taking into account the decision of the EU Commission to avoid duplication of work. Ms Paulsen commented that a decision on this pest should be made while further spread can still be prevented. Mr Klay explained that in Switzerland integrated monitoring for P. ramorum is implemented in nurseries, and therefore it will not be difficult to include P. kernoviae although no survey will be performed in the wild. Mr Rikken stressed that there is already good PRA for UK and did not see the need to widen the PRA. He wondered whether a complementary climatic study would be sufficient. Mr Cardon underlined that at Commission level, an EU PRA will be needed for listing P. kernoviae in the Annexes of the Council Directive 2000/29/EC. 

Report of the 47th meeting of the Working Party on Phytosanitary Regulations (Las Palmas de Gran Canaria, ES, 2009-06-16/19)

8. Pest risk analysis 
7.3 Priorities for PRA in 2009-2010
Phytophthora kernoviae

Mr Giltrap (GB) explained that the PRA prepared for the United Kingdom is relevant for a larger area than the United Kingdom. Given the discussions in the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures, Ms Petter (Chairman) suggested that the task of the EWG for PRA would be to complete the PRA to broaden it for the EPPO region.

43rd meeting of the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures (EPPO Headquarters, Paris, 2011-04-05/08)
7.
Candidate pests to be recommended for regulation by EPPO member countries

7.1 Review of PRAs prepared by the Expert Working Groups for PRA and preparation of PRM
Phytophthora kernoviae 

The PRA was conducted by a EWG on 2009-11/30-12/03 on the basis of a British PRA for this pathogen and the EU PRA for P. ramorum. Ms Petter (Chairman) explained that the PRA had been challenging. In particular the impact was intensively debated. In the UK impact is considered important on heathlands. Damage in public gardens is of concern in the UK and Ireland but public gardens do not appear to have the same social importance in other EPPO countries. Considering the impact on nurseries, some members of the EWG considered that this new Phytophthora species will not be more damaging than those already present. It was thought that measures imposed will have a larger impact than the pest itself. The impact on forest is less clear. Ms Petter (Chairman) concluded that the different opinions of experts may be linked to the level of risk considered acceptable as some mainly considered impact on nurseries, and others mainly impact on the natural environment. Mr Giltrap commented that it rare that the country where a pest is present asks for more stringent measures than countries where it is not present. Mr Pfeilstetter noted that damage seems to be limited to some areas because of climatic requirements and this may limit the endangered area. 

Ms Petter (Chairman) explained that the EWG had no time to develop management options during its first meeting and many questions remained, so an email consultation was organized in spring and summer 2010.

Mr Giltrap stressed that many uncertainties exist on the risk for forests. He noted that P. ramorum recently expanded its host range and caused important damage to Larix species in forest and considered that a similar behaviour could also occur with P. kernoviae. Ms Benko-Beloglavec noted that in Slovenia a large proportion of the territory is covered by forests, including Fagus, and consequently damage to the environment is of major concern. 


The PRA on P. kernoviae will be reconsidered at the next meeting in the light of the EFSA opinion on the PRA for P. ramorum. The Panel on Phytosanitary Measures will elaborate management measures if necessary. 

44th meeting of the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures (EPPO Headquarters, Paris, 2011-11-08/09)
4.3 Selection of the pests to be evaluated by PRA and elaboration of a priority list 
Ms Petter (Chairman) invited the Panel to decide on the pests to be covered by the next two EWGs for PRA so that they can be organized early in 2012 and work on PRA can be spread over the year, which is easier to handle for the Secretariat and the core members. The Panel reviewed the pests on the Alert List as well as the pests suggested for addition. 

The Panel agreed that a decision should be taken for P. ramorum and P. kernoviae as they have been on the Alert List for many years. Mr Potting thought that a EWG may not be necessary given the amount of information already available and the forthcoming discussions (and working groups) that will be held in the EU framework. Ms Petter (Chairman) considered that the Secretariat did not have time to draft this PRM and that a 2-day meeting would be more efficient to address management options (see 5.1). The Panel agreed with this priority.
5. Candidate pests to be recommended for regulation by EPPO member countries 

5.1 Review of PRAs prepared by the Expert Working Groups for PRA and preparation of PRM

· Phytophthora kernoviae – P. ramorum
Ms Petter (Chairman) recalled that a PRA for Phytophthora ramorum had been prepared in the framework of an EU project (RAPRA
) and concluded that the endangered area for this species was mainly within the EU. Therefore the endangered area defined in this PRA is valid for the entire EPPO region. She recalled that EFSA reviewed the PRA and made recommendations on management measures. She also recalled that the EPPO EWG that drafted the PRA on P. kernoviae thought that the endangered area and the management measures for P. kernoviae will be similar to those for P. ramorum. Ms Petter (Chairman) underlined that EPPO should not duplicate EFSA work but that measures should still be revised in the light of the comments made by EFSA. She suggested convening a EWG (in 2012-02-01/02) to discuss management options for P. kernoviae and P. ramorum based on the supporting justification provided by RAPRA, the EPPO PRA and the EFSA opinion. 

Mr Potting recalled that the first EWG for the PRA on P. kernoviae could not agree on its impact and consequently on the measures to be recommended and he was concerned that the same may occur again. Ms Petter (Chairman) thought that it will be easier to agree on measures now that EFSA agreed with RAPRA conclusions. Mr Cardon recalled that, within the EU, emergency measures are in place against P. ramorum. It is now needed to decide if permanent measures should be taken. He explained that the EU Commission has to make a proposal on this issue although he could not comment on the date or content of the proposal. He considered that it will be helpful that the EU Commission is kept informed of the discussions within EPPO. Ms Petter (Chairman) noted that another approach for EPPO was to wait until the EU makes a decision. Mr Cardon explained that measures will be discussed in the EU Working Group on the Annexes of Council Directive 2000⁄29⁄EC but it will be useful to have preliminary discussions at an EPPO EWG between Phytophthora experts. Mr Pfeilstetter and Mr Giltrap agreed. It was noted that the Annexes Working Group will still need to discuss outcomes and will not necessarily follow all EPPO recommendations. 

The Panel agreed that the EU PRA was a sufficient basis to recommend the listing of P. ramorum by EPPO. It also agreed that a EWG should be organized to deal with management options for P. kernoviae and P. ramorum. Both pests could then be recommended for regulation as quarantine pests.

45th meeting of the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures (Paris, 2012-03-13/15)
6. Candidate pests to be recommended for regulation by EPPO member countries 

7.1 Review of PRAs prepared by the Expert Working Groups for PRA and preparation of PRM

7.1.6 Phytophthora kernoviae and Phytophthora ramorum 

Ms Petter (Chairman) recalled that the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures recommended that pest risk management options for Phytophthora kernoviae and Phytophthora ramorum should be designed taking into account the conclusions of the RAPRA PRA FP6 project and the comments presented in the EFSA Scientific Opinion on the Pest Risk Analysis on Phytophthora ramorum prepared by this project. 
An Expert Working group was convened on 2012-02-01/02. During this meeting, the group focused on measures regarding host plants for planting which constitutes the major pathway for entry and spread of the pests into and within the EPPO region. As it was not possible to finalize the work, the group will meet again on 2012-03-28/30 to consider the remaining pathways. The management part for plants for planting was presented to the Panel for feedback on measures for plants for planting. 

Ms Petter (Chairman) underlined that, for pest freedom of the crop or of the place of production, different sizes for the area that should be free from infestations depend on the height of sporulating host plants in the vicinity of the place of production. 

Mr Cardon was concerned that the size of the buffer zone was not defined (it is ‘up to one km’ in case of presence of tall sporulating hosts) and the exact distance should be evaluated by the NPPO based on the height of the host plants near the place of production. He considered that it may be difficult for the NPPO to obtain this information. Ms Petter (Chairman) agreed that this recommendation was based on technical elements but may be not easy to implement as it requires that the presence of sporulating hosts in the vicinity of the place of production is investigated. 
Mr Finelli noted that a list of sporulating hosts was needed. Ms Petter (Chairman) explained that it can be found in the section “general comment on the host plants”. 

Mr Pfeilstetter wondered why there are no provisions on testing water for the verification of an area freedom. Ms Petter (Chairman) explained that testing asymptomatic plants in places of production was considered problematic, which is why soil and water only is recommended. 

Mr Giltrap noted that the report of the EWG states that the risks posed by an introduction of P. ramorum lineage(s) from outside the EPPO region is higher than from the movement of existing lineages within the EPPO region. He noted that the RAPRA PRA did not identify real evidence of this and noted that it was not possible to test for this. Ms Petter (Chairman) explained that this risk was underlined by the EFSA opinion. 

Ms Petter (Chairman) underlined that the measures proposed in this document do not distinguish so far the case of host plants originating from EPPO, or non-EPPO, countries where the pest occurs. This will be considered further at the next meeting when finalizing the recommendations. In addition given the uncertainty on the origin of both pests, it was considered more appropriate to recommend measures for all host plants for planting and not only for those originating from areas where the pest is known to occur. Ms Petter (Chairman) was of the opinion that this approach is safer as it requires all exporting countries to sign a Phytosanitary Certificate stating that the pest is not present. 

Mr Pfeilstetter wondered if there are indications that P. ramorum is present elsewhere than in the USA. Ms Petter (Chairman) responded that it is thought to originate from the Himalayas. There are no clear indications that it is present there but the EWG considered easier that exporting countries prove that the pest is not present. The EWG had a long discussion as some experts thought that absence of a pest is very difficult to prove but Ms Petter (Chairman) recalled that this is possible on the basis of general surveillance. 


The final PRM will be presented at the next Panel meeting in October.
� formerly called  Specific Quarantine Requirements (SQR)


� RAPRA, Risk Analysis for Phytophthora ramorum, http://rapra.csl.gov.uk/





