Updated version – December 2007


Form 1 

(For New and Continuing Nominations)

Methyl Bromide Critical Use Nomination for preplant soil use (open field or protected environment)

Note: For continuing nominations insert the words ‘Information previously supplied in [Year] nomination is correct’ or give variations to this information, as appropriate.  

Nominating Party:

NAME (AS PER NAMING CONVENTION, Para 3.5.2 of Handbook)

Brief descriptive Title of Nomination:

Crop name (open field or protected):

Quantity of methyl bromide requested in each year of nomination:

SUMMARY of any significant changes since submission of previous nominations:

Reason or reasons why alternatives to methyl bromide are not technically and economically feasible:

(Details on this page are requested under Decision Ex. I/4(7), for posting on the Ozone Secretariat website under Decision Ex. I/4(8).)

NOMINATING PARTY CONTACT DETAILS:

Contact Person:


Title:


Address (include

city/code numbers):



Telephone:




Fax:


E-mail:





Following the requirements of Decision IX/6 paragraph (a)(1) [insert name of Party] has determined that the specific use detailed in this Critical Use Nomination is critical because the lack of availability of methyl bromide for this use would result in a significant market disruption.

 (  Yes
( No

Signature


       Name



Date

Title:      



CONTACT OR EXPERT(S) FOR FURTHER TECHNICAL DETAILS

Contact/Expert Person:


Title:


Address (include

City/code numbers):



Telephone:




Fax:


E-mail:



LIST OF DOCUMENTS SENT TO THE OZONE SECRETARIAT IN OFFICIAL NOMINATION PACKAGE

List all paper and electronic documents submitted by the Nominating Party to the Ozone Secretariat.

	1.  PAPER DOCUMENTS:  Title of paper documents and appendices
	No. of pages
	Date sent to Ozone Secretariat

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	2.  ELECTRONIC COPIES OF ALL PAPER DOCUMENTS:  *Title of each electronic file (for naming convention see notes above)
	No. of kilobytes 
	Date sent to Ozone Secretariat

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


· Identical to paper documents

DETAILED [INSERT YEAR] PREPLANT SOIL NOMINATION

	Part A: Introduction


1. NOMINATING PARTY AND NAME AS PER NAMING CONVENTION 

Para 3.5.2 of Handbook: 

2. DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF NOMINATION:

3. Crop AND SUMMARY OF Crop System 
(e.g. open field  (including tunnels added after treatment), permanent glasshouses (enclosed), open ended polyhouses, others (describe)):

4. Total Amount of Methyl bromide nominated 
(give quantity requested (metric tonnes) and years of nomination):

Quantity requested for previous nomination year:

_
_________________

Quantity recommended for previous nomination year 

by Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee/

Technology and Economic Assessment Panel:



__________________

Quantity approved by Parties for previous nomination year:
__________________

Quantity required for year to which this reapplication refers:

__________________
5. Significant Changes in MB usage requirements 
(e.g. Increased adoption of alternative, dosage rate change, registration changes, adoption of barrier films, etc.)

6.  BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE NEED FOR METHYL BROMIDE AS A CRITICAL USE 

(e.g. no registered pesticides or alternative processes for the particular circumstance, plantback period too long, lack of accessibility to glasshouse, unusual pests):

7. STATE WHETHER the use covered by A certification STANDARD. (Please provide a copy of the certification standard and give basis of standard (e.g. industry standard, federal legislation etc.). Is methyl bromide-fumigation required exclusively to meet the standard or are alternative treatments permitted? Please state the minimum use rate for MB?  Provide data which shows that alternatives can or cannot achieve disease tolerances or other measures that form the basis of the certification standard).

8. SUMMARISE WHY KEY ALTERNATIVES ARE NOT FEASIBLE 

Summary should address why the two to three best identified alternatives are not suitable, < 200 words: 

9. HISTORIC PATTERN OF USE OF METHYL BROMIDE, AND/OR MIXTURES CONTAINING METHYL BROMIDE, FOR WHICH AN EXEMPTION IS REQUESTED 

Add separate table for each major region specified in Question 8

	For as many years as possible as shown specify:
	1998
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Area treated (hectares) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of broadacre MB use to strip/bed use if strip treatment is used
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Amount of MB active ingredient used (total kg) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Formulations of MB. (e.g. MB/Pic 98:2, 70:30)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Method by which MB applied (e.g. injected at 25cm depth, hot gas)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Application rate of formulations in kg/ha*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual dosage rate of formulations (g/m2)*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*For broadacre treatment application rate and dosage rate may be the same

10.  Breakdown in the Regional AMOUNT OF METHYL BROMIDE REQUESTED FOR CRITICAL USE in this nomination 

Duplicate table if a number of different MB formulations are being requested and/or the request is for more than one specified region:

REGION……….

	Year of exemption request 


	(Insert Year)
	
	

	Quantity of MB nominated (metric tonnes)


	
	
	

	Total crop area to be treated with the MB or MB/Pic formulation (m2 or ha) (Note: ignore reductions for strip treatment)
	
	
	

	MB use: broadacre or strip/bed treatment?


	
	
	

	Proportion of broadacre area which is treated in strips; e.g. 0.54, 0.67
	
	
	

	Formulation (ratio of MB/Pic mixture) to be used for calculation of the CUE e.g. 98:2, 67:33, 50:50
	
	
	

	Application method (hot gas, tyne injection, etc.)
	
	
	

	Application rate* (kg/ha) for the formulation 
	
	
	

	Dosage rate* (g/m2) (i.e. actual rate of formulation applied to the area treated with MB/Pic only)
	
	
	


* Give here actual rate per treated area (e.g. the area directly treated under film) not rate per total area of field. 

11. SUMMARISE ASSUMPTIONS USED TO CALCULATE MB QUANTITY NOMINATED FOR EACH REGION 
Include any available data on historical levels of use.

12. PROPORTION OF CROP GROWN USING METHYL BROMIDE 

Provide local data as well as national figures. Crop should be defined carefully so that it refers specifically to that which uses or used methyl bromide. For instance processing tomato crops should be distinguished from round tomatoes destined for the fresh market): 

	Region where MB use is requested 
	Total crop area in  2005 (Ha)
	Proportion of total crop area treated with methyl bromide in  2005 (%)

	A


	
	

	B


	
	

	C


	
	

	National Total:


	
	


Add more rows if necessary. If more recent data is available please supply.

i. If part of the crop area is treated with MB, indicate the reason why methyl bromide is not used in the other area, and identify what alternative strategies are used in this area to control the target pathogens and weeds without methyl bromide. 

ii. Would it be feasible to expand the use of these methods to cover at least part of the crop that has requested use of MB? What changes would be necessary to enable this?

	Part B: Crop Characteristics and MB Use


13. KEY DISEASES AND WEEDS FOR WHICH MB IS REQUESTED AND SPECIFIC REASON FOR THIS REQUEST IN EACH REGION  

List only those target weeds and pests for which methyl bromide is the only feasible alternative and for which CUE is being requested:

	Region where MB use is requested
	Key disease(s) and weed(s) to species and, if known, to level of race
	Specific reasons why MB needed (e.g. Effective herbicide available, but not registered for this crop; mandatory requirement to meet certification for disease tolerance; no host resistance for a specific race) 

	A
	
	

	B
	
	

	C
	
	


Add extra rows if necessary

14.  CHARACTERISTICS OF CROPPING SYSTEM AND CLIMATE 

Place major attention on the key characteristics that affect the adoption of alternatives: 

	CHARACTERISTICS 
	Region where MB is requested

	
	A
	B
	C
	D

	Crop type, e.g. transplants, bulbs, trees or cuttings
	
	
	
	

	Annual or perennial crop (state number of years between replanting)
	
	
	
	

	Typical crop rotation (if any) and use of MB for other crops in the rotation (if any)
	
	
	
	

	Soil types: (Sand loam, clay, etc.)
	
	
	
	

	Typical dates of planting and harvest 
	
	
	
	

	Typical dates of MB fumigation
	
	
	
	

	Frequency of MB fumigation (e.g. every two years)
	
	
	
	

	Typical soil temperature range during MB fumigation (e.g. 15-20°C)
	
	
	
	

	Climatic zone (e.g. temperate, tropical)
	
	
	
	

	Range in average temperature variations in mid winter and mid summer (e.g. min/max °C) (e.g. Jan 5-15°C, July 10-30°C
	
	
	
	

	Other relevant factors:


	
	
	
	


i. Indicate if any of the above characteristics in 11 prevent the adoption of any relevant alternatives?

	Part C: TECHNICAL VALIDATION


15.  Detailed REASON FOR ALTERNATIVES NOT BEING FEASIBLE 

Provide detailed information on the relative effectiveness of a minimum of the best two or three alternatives as identified and evaluated by the Party, and a summary of effectiveness of other alternatives (for assistance on potential alternatives refer to MBTOC Assessment reports, available at http://www.unep.org/ozone/teap/MBTOC, other published literature on MB alternatives:  

**PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REFERENCES USED TO SUPPORT THE NEED FOR METHYL BROMIDE and lack of performance or suitability of alternatives.

	Name of alternative
	Technical and regulatory* reasons for the alternative not being feasible or available
	**References 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Add more rows if necessary
*  Regulatory reasons include local restrictions (e.g. occupational health and safety, local environmental regulations) and lack of registration.

** References or citations should be recorded by a number only, to indicate citations listed in Question 27.

16. Provide Evidence  (DATA, Tables References) for the EFFECTIVENESS OF RELEVANT ALTERNATIVES COMPARED TO METHYL BROMIDE FOR THE SPECIFIC KEY TARGET PESTS AND WEEDS FOR WHICH IT IS BEING REQUESTED

Use the same regions as in Section 10 and provide a separate table for each target pest or disease for which MB is considered critical. Provide information in relation to a minimum of the best two or three alternatives:

A: KEY PATHOGENS:  …………………………

	MB, Chemical (include dosage rates and application method) and Non Chemical Alternatives


	 COMPARATIVE DISEASE incidence /severity (% ) or RATING and Yields of crops with Alternatives and methyl bromide treatments IN TRIALS since 2001  (3-4 last years)

	
	Year
	Trial
	Disease 

(% )


	yields

(t/ha)
	Statistical significance 
	Citation number (see Question 22)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Add more rows if necessary

B: KEY WEEDS:  …………………………

	  MB, Chemical (include dosage rates and application method) and  Non chemical Alternatives


	COMPARATIVE WEED NUMBER, BIOMASS and Yields of CROPs with Alternatives and methyl bromide treatments IN TRIALS since 2001 (last .3 -4 years) 

	
	Year
	Trial 
	Control of target weed (e.g. population per m2), Biomass
	Actual yields 
	Significance
	Citation number (see Question 22)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Add more rows if necessary

17. PROGRESS IN REGISTRATION

Where the original nomination identified that an alternative’s registration was pending, but it was anticipated that one would be subsequently registered, provide information on progress with its registration. Where applicable, include any efforts by the Party to “fast track” or otherwise assist the registration of the alternative.

18.  DEREGISTRATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Describe new regulatory constraints that limit the availability of alternatives.  For example, changes in buffer zones, new township caps, new safety requirements (affecting costs and feasibility). Where a potential alternative identified in the original nomination’s transition plan has subsequently been deregistered, the nominating Party should report the deregistration including reasons for it. The nominating Party should also report on the deregistration’s impact (if any) on the exemption holder’s transition plan and on the proposed new or alternative efforts that will be undertaken by the exemption holder to maintain the momentum of transition efforts.

19.  LIST AND DISCUSS WHY REGISTERED FUNGICIDES, NEMATICIDES AND HERBICIDES ARE CONSIDERED NOT EFFECTIVE AS TECHNICAL ALTERNATIVES TO MB 

Provide information on a minimum of two best alternatives and summary response data where available for other alternatives: 
20. Are there any other potential alternatives Under development THAT THE PARTY IS AWARE OF which are being considered to replace methyl bromide?
If so, please specify:

21.   ARE THERE TECHNOLOGIES BEING USED TO PRODUCE THE CROP WITHOUT methyl bromide? 
For example, soilless systems, grafting, solarisation, plug plants, containerised plants.  State proportion of crop already grown in such systems nationally and if any constraints exist to adoption of these systems to replace MB use. State whether such technologies could replace a proportion of proposed MB use:

i . If non-chemical alternatives are considered feasible (e.g. soilless culture, grafting, solarisation etc…), state the proportion of crop being produced with these alternatives within the region applying for the nomination and nationally
ii. IF NOT, WHY ARE THESE ALTERNATIVES NOT SUITABLE TO PRODUCE THE CROP IN THE NOMINATION?
	Part D: EMISSION CONTROL


22. TECHNIQUES THAT HAVE AND WILL BE USED TO MINIMISE METHYL BROMIDE USE AND EMISSIONS IN THE PARTICULAR USE (State % adoption or describe change):

	Technique or step taken
	Low permeability barrier films
	MB dosage reduction
	Increased % chloropicrin in MB formulation
	Deep injection
	Less frequent application 

	What use/emission reduction methods are presently adopted?
	
	
	
	
	

	What further use/emission reduction steps will be taken for the MB used for critical uses?
	
	
	
	
	

	Other measures (please describe)


	


23. IF METHYL BROMIDE EMISSION REDUCTION TECHNIQUES ARE NOT BEING USED, OR ARE NOT PLANNED FOR THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE NOMINATION, STATE REASONS:

	Part E: ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT


24. ECONOMIC INFEASIBILITY OF ALTERNATIVES – Methodology 

MBTOC will assess economic infeasibility based on the methodology submitted by the nominating Party.  Partial budget analysis showing per hectare gross and net returns for methyl bromide and the next best alternatives is a widely accepted approach. Analysis should be supported by discussions identifying what costs and revenues change and why.  The following measures may be useful desciptors of the economic outcome using methyl bromide or alternatives.  Parties may identify additional measures.  Regardless of the measures used by the methodology, it is important to state why the Party has concluded that a particular level of the measure demonstrates a lack of economic feasibility.

The following measures or indicators may be used as a guide for providing such a description:

(a) The purchase cost per kilogram of methyl bromide and of the alternative;

(b) Gross and net revenue with and without methyl bromide, and with the next best alternative;

(c) Percentage change in gross revenues if alternatives are used;

(d) Absolute losses per hectare relative to methyl bromide if alternatives are used;

(e) Losses per kilogram of methyl bromide requested if alternatives are used;

(f) Losses as a percentage of net cash revenue if alternatives are used;

(g) Percentage change in profit margin if alternatives are used.

	Part F: National Management strategy for phase-out of this Nominated Critical Use


MBTOC encourages Parties to annually provide an update of their National Management Strategy for Phase-out of Methyl Bromide as submitted under Decision Ex. I/4(3) for nominations after 2005. Parties may wish to submit this Section separately to the nomination. 

25. DESCRIBE THE FUTURE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN BEING CONDUCTED FOR FURTHER EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES (A REQUIREMENT UNDER DECISION IX/6)

26. Describe management strategies that are in place or proposed to PHASE OUT the use of methyl bromide for the nominated critical use, including :
1) Measures to avoid any increase in methyl bromide consumption except for unforeseen circumstances;

2) Measures to encourage the use of alternatives through the use of expedited procedures, where possible, to develop, register and deploy technically and economically feasible alternatives;

3) Provision of information on the potential market penetration of newly deployed alternatives and alternatives which may be used in the near future, to bring forward the time when it is estimated that methyl bromide consumption for the nominated use can be reduced and/or ultimately eliminated;

4) Promotion of the implementation of measures which ensure that any emissions of methyl bromide are minimized;

5) Actions to show how the management strategy will be implemented to promote the phase‑out of uses of methyl bromide as soon as technically and economically feasible alternatives are available, in particular describing the steps which the Party is taking in regard to subparagraph (b) (iii) of paragraph 1 of Decision IX/6 in respect of research programmes in non-Article 5 Parties and the adoption of alternatives by Article 5 Parties.

27. CITATIONS 

(allocate a number to each reference, and use this number in the text):

PAGE  
15

