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PARAMETERS FOR STREAMLINED ANNUAL REPORTING

Submission by Australia

The parameters proposed here are suggested to apply only to annual reporting by exemption applicants for whom the first year exemption (for 2005) had been approved.  This is separate from the development of any revised/reduced data points that could be applied to new applications.  

It is proposed that the data points for annual reporting should focus primarily on the following broad points:

1. Firstly, the applicant’s ongoing progress in their efforts to evaluate, commercialize and secure national regulatory approval of alternatives.  This should include a delineation of new actions taken, new trials begun, and/or progress reports on ongoing trials (including reports of success or failure of such trials, and alternative plans proposed to address any implementation delays or adverse results from trials of alternatives); 

2. If pending registration of an alternative was identified as a reason for the exemption in the original exemption application, the progress achieved towards achieving registration of the product; 

3. Where recommendations made by the Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee/Technology and Economic Assessment Panel in regard to their applications were adopted in a decision of the Meeting of the Parties, progress in addressing those recommendations; 
4. Where an exemption is based on the economic infeasibility of alternatives, confirmation that the market factors used to demonstrate economic infeasibility identified in the original application have not subsequently varied; or, if they have varied, advice on such changes; 

5. Where applicable, advice of any reduction in the number of hectares/cubic metres to which methyl bromide was proposed to be applied in the original application.  

1.
Implementation of the Parties’ Mandate on Continued Efforts to Find Alternatives 

In order for an applicant to qualify for an exemption, they must demonstrate their commitment to finding technically and economically viable alternatives and achieving a transition to the use of alternatives.  In particular, Decision IX/6 requires the following of an exemption application: 

“It is demonstrated that an appropriate effort is being made to evaluate, commercialize and secure national regulatory approval of alternatives and substitutes... Non-Article 5 Parties must demonstrate that research programmes are in place to develop and deploy alternatives and substitutes. Article 5 Parties must demonstrate that feasible alternatives shall be adopted as soon as they are confirmed as suitable to the Party's specific conditions…”

It is proposed that applicants should report on their ongoing progress in implementing this mandate.  The nature of information required would vary according to the specific actions that had been outlined in each application, but generally could consist of basic mandatory elements:

(a) Confirmation of implementation by the applicant of any trials or other transitional activities identified in their original application;

(b) Description of actions planned to address any implementation delays;

(c) Reporting of the results of such trials or other activities (such as yield results achieved with the alternative in comparison those achieved through methyl bromide treatment), including copies of formal trial reports where available; 

(d) A summary of the implication of the trial/activity results and outcomes, and of how they would impact on the need for a critical use exemption (in some cases, this could include confirmation of the ongoing need for methyl bromide, but of a lower quantity than that requested in the original application); and

(e) Where trials of alternatives identified in the applicant’s original transition plan had been conducted but yielded negative results, details of any alternative treatments or trials subsequently considered and proposed variations to implementation plan, as appropriate.

In relation to point (c), it should be noted that formal trial reports may not be available where an applicant’s efforts focus on grower trials.  In such circumstances, the applicant could include in their report a description of all relevant parameters of the trials that are available.  These could include items such as soil and climate types in which they were conducted, plant-back times observed, the rate of methyl bromide/alternatives application (kg/hectare, or kg/m3), the proportionate mix of methyl bromide/chloropicrin, etc.  

2.
Registration of an alternative

Where an applicant has identified that an alternative was not yet registered at the time of the original application’s submission, but was intended to be subsequently registered, the applicant should report on the progress of the alternative through the registration process.  Similarly, where an alternative was de-registered subsequent to submission of the original application, the applicant would also report on this development, and its impact (if any) on the applicant’s transitional plan.

Where applicable, this may include advice on any agreement from the nominating Party’s relevant government authority to prioritize or “fast-track” the registration of the alternative.  However, it should be noted that such “fast-tracking” may not be an available option in some countries.  

It should also be noted that progress in registration of a product will often be beyond the control of an exemption applicant, as the registration application and process must be undertaken by the manufacturer or supplier of the product.  In such cases, any delay in the seeking of a product’s registration should not be attributed to the exemption applicant, and should not impact on their eligibility for an exemption.  

3.
Implementation of Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee/Technology and Economic Assessment Panel recommendations

For many of the exemption applications submitted in 2003, the Methyl Bromide Technical Option Committee and the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel have recommended that applicants should explore either:

·  
options for reducing the quantity of methyl bromide required, or

·  
the use of particular alternatives not originally identified by the applicant as part of their transitional plan.

Applicants subject to such recommendations were requested to respond through the nominating Party to the Methyl Bromide Technical Option Committee and the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel by September.  In some cases, it may be that the applicants’ initial responses will result in the recommendations not being pursued further (for example, where an applicant can demonstrate that a recommendation cannot be applied to the applicant’s specific circumstances).  

In other cases, an applicant may advise in their response that they require further time in which to determine the applicability of a recommendation (for example, where a potential alternative identified by the Methyl Bromide Technical Option Committee requires assessment and/or trialing by the applicant to determine its relative applicability to their own specific circumstances).  In such cases, the applicant could report on their further exploration of the recommendation as part of their annual reporting.  

(a) Where this further exploration took the form of trialing of an alternative, the reporting would be consistent with the parameters outlined in Section 1 above.  

(b) Where it related to an assessment of the economic viability of a recommended option, the reporting would be required to address the relevant economic data points identified for original applications set out in Section 3 of the critical use exemption Handbook.  

Alternatively, an applicant may advise that they require further time in which to actually implement a recommendation, and that this implementation will have only a gradual effect on their eligibility for an exemption, or on their exemption quantity (for example, where a recommendation has focused on the use of virtually impermeable films (VIFs), but the availability of such films to the applicant is limited, and they require sufficient time in which to source, import and/or apply them).

(c) In such circumstances, annual reporting would include information on the applicant’s implementation of the recommendation.  This would include any technical, economic or practical obstacles arising to prevent or delay such implementation.  Information on technical or economic obstacles should, where applicable, refer to relevant data points identified for assessment of economic and technical viability identified in Section 3 of the Handbook.

4.
Variations in economic feasibility

Where an application has focused on economic infeasibility of an alternative, the applicant would have clearly stated the data points on which the economic infeasibility determination was established.  

These factors can be subject to change over time, and it is possible that fluctuations in such factors could impact on the applicant’s claims that an alternative is not economically viable.  

Where an application has been approved on the basis of economic infeasibility of an alternative, the applicant should report on any significant changes to the data points used in the analysis which served as the basis for economic infeasibility.  This will undoubtedly include: 

(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.  

5.
Reduction in quantity of methyl bromide required

Section 3.1 of the Handbook requests pre-plant applicants to provide information on the number of hectares to be treated with methyl bromide.  (There is no comparable requirement for post-harvest/structural applicants, although presumably the same intent applies: to allow confirmation of the quantity of methyl bromide requested in an application.)  

In some cases, it is possible that the number of growers represented in a pre-plant application could vary over time, with a resultant change in the number of hectares proposed to be treated with methyl bromide.  Where such a change resulted in a lower number of hectares requiring treatment than that identified in the original application, the quantity of methyl bromide required for the exemption would also reduce.  

(a)
Applicants should therefore confirm that their number of hectares or fumigation facilities identified in their original application has not changed.  Where the number has been reduced, the applicant should quantify the resultant reduction in the quantity of methyl bromide nominated in the exemption.   

_____
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