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Solidago nemoralis

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.

3rd meeting of the Panel on Invasive Alien Species (Paris, 2003-10-14/15)

5. Invasive plant species as quarantine pests

5.3   Pest risk assessment 

The Panel had undertaken to try out EPPO PRA systems on some specimen cases, and reviewed a PRA drafted by Ms Schrader and Dr Baker on Solidago nemoralis., a North American plant which it was proposed to import and sell in European countries as a trouble-free ground cover for gardens and parks. Dr Smith (Chairman) noted that this species is currently neither present nor invasive in Europe but might become so. It could therefore be considered as an A1 species for PRA (in contrast to other plants previously used for specimen PRA). Mr Vereecke felt that the PRA concentrated on environmental aspects rather than phytosanitary aspects and wondered how far this case would concern an NPPO. Ms Schrader replied that the supplement to ISPM no 11 was well adapted to cases like this one, which accordingly fell within the terms of reference of the Panel. Dr Baker agreed. Ms Schrader added that for such an A1 case, the first measure was to prevent entry, as indicated by the CBD. She added it was important to work on pest plants which have not entered as well as on dangerous species which are already present. Mr Vereecke wondered in that case what measures could be justified and applied under the IPPC if the risk of economic impact is not clearly perceived Ms Schrader agreed that this was the main problem with PRA in such a case. 

Mr Nordbo asked if the Panel on PRA had agreed to change the 1 to 9 scale to a clearer scale like 1 to 5. Ms Petter explained that the scoring was still under discussion but the majority of the PRA Panel was in favour of a 1 to 5 scale or word scale. The information related to the advantage of a 1 to 9 scale in relation to the evaluation of uncertainty still needed to be provided. The revised scheme will provide a scale with 5 steps described with words.

The Panel started to go through the PRA question by question to determine how well it functioned in this particular case. Dr Baker, with reference to Q9 on “intrinsic attributes", suggested that fuller explanation was needed of what this meant, in a note. Dr Smith (Chairman) commented that, even though Q9 allowed a plant with dangerous intrinsic attributes to continue in the PRA, the analyst would still have difficulty in giving answers to later questions on economic impact. In the absence of data, it will always be difficult for a PRA to identify a high risk. In Section B question 1.12 , Dr Baker thought that in the case of intentional introduction the risk of transfer from the pathway to a suitable habitat was still related to the amount of material imported. However, it was finally concluded that intentional introduction included transfer to a suitable habitat. Concerning the questions on "Establishment", the Panel noted that there were many uncertain replies and that the analyst was sometimes asked to obtain substantial data on points which then proved relatively unimportant. It did not prove possible to go through the whole scheme in detail, but it did not appear that the scheme was likely to deliver a clear decision in the case chosen. It was agreed to return to this question at the next meeting, and noted that the Secretariat was still working on a new version of the PRA scheme more suitable for use with pest plants. 

Dr Smith (Chairman) added that, in his opinion, PRAs do not need to be very detailed. In any single case, good answers can be given to certain questions, and less importance can be given to questions which are difficult to answer. A few key positive replies can lead to a clear decision. Ms Petter agreed there was no need to answer all questions if key questions are certain. Mr Nordbo thought, however, that PRAs should be completed in detail with as little uncertainty as possible because they are used in "risk communication", e.g. to growers, or to exporters, or to the WTO. 

Mr Klingenstein recalled that S. nemoralis was chosen for study because it is intended to be widely imported in Germany for landscaping by municipal authorities. It was one of a list of about 20 species from North American rangeland habitats, whose general robustness, drought resistance and competitiveness made them easy to establish and maintain. Unfortunately, these attributes are rather close to those of an invasive species. As a representative of the environmental authority in Germany, he had been interested to determine how far the EPPO system could address such a case and generate official recommendations. It seemed that the system was still under development, and that in any case the EPPO system for decision making in such a case took a year in the most favourable circumstances. Dr Smith (Chairman) agreed that this was so, since adequate consultation was needed for international agreement on recommended measures. He explained that EPPO also has rapid information systems for urgent cases, through its Alert List or Web site. Mr Klingenstein agreed to arrange for the list of species to be imported for amenity purpose in Germany to be communicated to EPPO, so that EPPO could publicize the question.

4th meeting of the ad hoc Panel on Invasive Alien Species (Edinburgh, GB, 2004-04-05/07)

2.    Report of the previous meeting (Paris, 2003-10-14/15) 

(…..)Concerning the Pest Risk Analysis on Solidago nemoralis, Mr Baker and Mrs Schrader did not agree with the conclusion of 5.3 that the PRA did not identify clear measures against this plant. It was recommended not to allow import. Mr Smith (Chairman) recalled that Mr Klingenstein (representing the German Federal Office for Nature Protection) had hoped for a rapid decision from the meeting. EPPO procedures did not allow this, and the outcome remained unsettled. He suggested that the Panel should now make an explicit recommendation to the Working Party. Mr Baker wondered if the present Panel could make a recommendation directly, or whether it should address it to the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures. Mr Smith (Chairman) replied that the terms of reference of the Panel allowed it make direct recommendations. However, in the light of current discussions about the significance of the EPPO lists, it was not yet clear what kind of recommendation was appropriate: to add to the Alert list? to add to the A1 list? to regulate?. The Panel should present some conclusions to the Working Party, e.g. to prepare a list of species and of possible measures. It would be preferable to begin with a very clear case of an invasive alien species, such as Hydrocotyle ranunculoides. The Working Party would discuss how the EPPO systems should now be used for invasive alien plants. Mr Steeghs commented that the EU has no process concerning the regulation of invasive alien plants. Mrs Schrader noted that, in the case of S. nemoralis, the suitable measure was prohibition of import.

5.      Invasive plant species as quarantine pests

5.4     Pest risk analysis

5.4.1     Pest risk assessment 

Report of Pest Risk Assessment for Solidago nemoralis.

The Panel reviewed the report of pest-risk assessment prepared by Mrs Schrader for Solidago nemoralis. Concerning the format, Mr Smith (Chairman) suggested moving the summary to the beginning of the document, so as to have a clearer view of the conclusion.

Mr Steeghs thought that the report of Pest Risk Assessment should include a cost-benefit study, not only an evaluation of economic damage. Mr Baker commented that the benefit of intentional introduction lay beyond the expertise of the Panel. Mr Smith (Chairman) recalled that the Panel was asked to reflect on how countries can respect the Convention on Biological Diversity in practice. The level of acceptable risk for invasive species is an important political issue in this respect. 

Mr Smith (Chairman) concluded that a report of PRA could be prepared but that this implied the inclusion of a report on PRM. It seemed that, for S. nemoralis, the only possible measure was to prohibit the import. Mr Steeghs added that prohibition of planting or use was also possible. Mrs Chard commented that prohibition of sale and of import was in fact the same at EU level. Mr Smith (Chairman) agreed but noted that PRA was prepared for all EPPO members and not only EU countries. 

The report of the PRA will be presented to the Working Party. The Secretariat will check the wording for the overall conclusion.

Report of the 42nd Meeting of the Working Party on Phytosanitary Regulations Amman, 2004-06-22/25

12.
Alert List

12.1 Additions to the alert list

The list of pests added to the Alert list was provided to the Working Party for information. Mr Smith (Chairman) pointed out that for the first time invasive plants were included on the Alert list (Crassula helmsii, Hydrocotyle ranunculoides and Solidago nemoralis). These species were listed to highlight the problem. He stressed that there was no real mechanism at the moment for regulating these plants and that control measures still have to be developed. 

Mssrs Lopian (FI) and Giltrap (GB) noted that Solidago memoralis was mentioned on the list but that it was being advertised and sold in the EPPO region. They were concerned that, when distribution of a plant had started, it would be difficult to take any action. Mr Ashby (GB) agreed, but considered that the best thing to be done for the moment was vigorously to draw the attention of the authorities Ministries dealing with invasive alien species. Mr van Opstal (NL) agreed but felt that the EPPO Alert list was only suitable for NPPOs, and was not well known by other authorities. Mr Smith (Chairman) explained that an EPPO position on invasive alien species had been published in 2002. The Panel concerned was now revising this statement. Mr Smith (Chairman) stressed that there was also a need to communicate information on eradication and containment measures. He suggested that a Conference on the management of invasive alien species should be added to the EPPO programme. Mr Unger (DE) informed the Working Party that an international symposium on introduction and spread of Invasive Species will be held on 2005-05-09 in Germany. 

The Working Party agreed that EPPO should alert its members on potential risks arising from plants, and find ways to improve communication with other authorities.

� formerly called  Specific Quarantine Requirements (SQR)
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