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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.

31st meeting of the Panel on Phytosanitary Regulations (EPPO headquarters, Paris, 1999-01-19/22)

4.    Potential EPPO quarantine pests

4.1    Weeds as quarantine pests

Four data sheets had been proposed by Russia and Slovakia (Cuscuta spp. Acroptilon repens, Striga spp. and Ambrosia artemisiifolia). The last three had been redrafted by the Secretariat in order to extent their scope to the whole EPPO region, and were distributed during the meeting. Dr Smith noted that the Panel would first have to determine whether there was a risk, and secondly which phytosanitary measures, if any, could be implemented on relevant seeds. Mr Pemberton noted that the drafts should include bibliographic references to the scientific sources used (floras etc.), so that PRA can be done. He wondered whether some of these weeds would qualify as regulated non-quarantine pests, since measures were already applied internally in some countries. Dr Smith answered that only a PRA could determine this. Dr rautapää agreed with the Russian delegates that these organisms were certainly serious pests. The main issue was the principle of weeds as quarantine pests. Dr Smith noted that these particular weeds were already on the quarantine lists of Russia and of some former-USSR countries, and that a number of Eastern EPPO countries listed some weed species as quarantine pests. There was no fundamental difficulty in considering weeds as quarantine pests. However, he noted that the EPPO PRA scheme had not been developed for weeds, and that it should first be examined to determine whether it was suitable. Mr Husak thought that weeds may prove to be regulated non quarantine pests. Mr Pacheco noted that it would be difficult to find adequate phytosanitary measures. He also stressed that measures which are used in a huge country such as Russia may not be appropriate in smaller countries. Moreover, PRAs would be needed in addition to the data sheets. Dr Smith suggested that the Panel on Pest Risk Analysis should examine whether the EPPO PRA scheme could be applied to weeds, or which modifications would be needed.

Dr Smith presented each data sheet briefly, noting that different issues were raised. A. artemisiifolia is partly of concern because its pollen is allergenic to man. Striga spp. are tropical, and more proof is needed that they are likely to establish in the EPPO region. A. repens only presents a real danger on marginal land in hot dry areas. In all cases, besides, one principal reason for quarantine pest status is related to market access. Countries like USA and Australia list these plants as "noxious weeds" and take measures to prevent their introduction from infested countries.(….)

37th Meeting of the Working Party on Phytosanitary Regulations (Dubrovnik (HR), 1999-06-22/25)

10 EPPO lists of quarantine pests

10.4     Weeds as quarantine pests: new data sheets

Dr Smith (Chairman) reported that 3 data sheets had been prepared based on information from the Russian manual of quarantine pests and from various sources. They had been seen by Panel on Phytosanitary Measures: Acroptilon repens, Ambrosia artemisiifolia and Striga spp. He reminded the Working Party that these weeds were already quarantine pests for a number of EPPO countries. Dr McNamara (EPPO) explained that the Panel on PRA had envisaged how the scheme for pest risk assessment could be adapted to weeds and Mrs Petter reported that minor modifications had been needed. Moreover Dr McNamara (EPPO) informed the Panel that pest risk assessments had been prepared by Poland for Ambrosia spp. using the EPPO scheme. Dr Smith (Chairman) suggested that the Secretariat should carry out pest risk assessments corresponding to the three data sheets proposed, in advance of the next meeting of the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures. The revised scheme could also be tested on a straightforward A1 weed. Mr Smetnik (RU) said that he would try to assemble more information on good A1 potential candidates before the next Panel meeting (e.g. Solanum carolinense, Cenchrus pauciflorus). Mr Szabo (HU) noted that some weeds might prove to be quality pests, and this would be shown by the pest risk assessments. Mr Pemberton (GB) commented that pest risk management would also have to be applied to weeds.

The Secretariat should prepare pest risk assessments for Ambrosia artemisiifolia, Acroptilon repens, and Striga spp. before the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures. New potential candidates would also be considered based on information to be provided by Russia.

32nd meeting of the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures (Paris, 2000-01-18/21)

5. Potential EPPO quarantine pests

5.6 Weeds as quarantine pests

Concerning Striga spp., a data sheet was presented, and Dr Smith (Chairman) suggested that the Panel on PRA could be given the task to prepare a PRA for the species concerned.

9th meeting of the Panel on PRA (Maale Hahamisha, Israel, 2000-04-11/13)

9.    Any other business

9.2    PRA on Striga spp.
Mr McNamara explained that the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures had suggested that this Panel should perform a PRA on Striga spp. based on the data sheets provided. Mr van Halteren expressed the view that the purpose of this Panel was to develop the tools to perform PRAs and the composition had been chosen on this understanding. He believed that, in general, PRAs should be done by the Plant Protection Services of member countries. Mr Baker supported Mr van Halteren and added that it would not be possible for the Panel to do PRAs as a group unless it was intended as an exercise. The Panel was not clear as to why it had been asked to do the PRA on Striga. If this was intended to be a future role of the Panel, it should be made clear by the Working Party.

34th Meeting of the Panel on Phytosanitary Measures (Paris, 2002-01-22/25)

7.     EPPO quarantine pests

7.8     Striga spp.

Mr Smith noted that three species of Striga (hermonthica, lutea and gesnerioides) had been documented in a data sheet put forward by the Secretariat a few years ago. A pest risk assessment had now been prepared. It appeared that these weeds were not very likely to be introduced by existing pathways, since the two most important pathways would be seeds and plants. The main host plant of concern for S. hermonthica and S. lutea was maize (but they were also found on sorghum).S. gesnerioides attacks tobacco. None of these hosts were likely to be traded as plants. Seeds had been imported for a very long time from all parts of the world, and there was no instance of even casual occurrence of a Striga sp. in Europe. These species were tropical and were unlikely to survive winter in most of the region. Areas in the south-east would be the most suitable, but they did not grow maize. Striga needed host roots immediately to be able to germinate and this would limit establishment. S. lutea was the species with the wider geographical distribution, which presented most risk for the region. It would justify absence of soil from tropical areas. Mrs Zioni noted that it was very difficult to test seed lots for the presence of Striga spp. in the laboratory, because they had very small seeds. The only way to ensure freedom would be to require pest-free areas. Mr Bartlett noted that it would be difficult to justify A1 listing only for a very remote part of the EPPO region. Mr Smith remarked that Striga spp. were listed by Russia and some CIS countries. Mr Smith thought that ISTA could be contacted to enquire whether they knew practical cases of seed lots contaminated with Striga (detections or introductions). Also, there was an outbreak of S. lutea in the US which had been submitted to containment for 20 years but it was not clear which plants were regulated. The Secretariat should enquire on what was done for this outbreak to get a better idea of what could be done in Europe. 

The Secretariat should get information on the above-mentioned points from ISTA and from US. The PRA should be put into EPPO format.

� formerly called  Specific Quarantine Requirements (SQR)
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