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Report of the third ICPM expert working group on the revision of ISPM No. 2
31 October - 2 November 2005

Niagara Falls, Canada

1.
BACKGROUND

The first expert working group (EWG) for the revision of ISPM No. 2 (Guidelines for pest risk analysis) met 26 - 30 January 2004. The draft standard produced by the EWG was reviewed by the Standards Committee (SC) in May 2004. The SC recognized the work achieved by the EWG but thought that the draft was not ready to be sent for country consultation. It was sent back to the EWG and a second meeting took place 22 - 24 June 2004, in which another draft was produced. 

In reviewing the second draft in April 2005 the SC felt that certain issues should be resolved before it could be sent for country consultation. The SC suggested that the steward produce a new draft and e-mail the text to the Plant Health Risk Assessment list-serve (an e-mail discussion group for people involved in pest risk analysis consisting of 127 members from 36 countries) for comment. The SC further suggested that the steward incorporate the comments as appropriate and present a new draft to the participants in the International Plant Health Risk Analysis workshop, 24 - 28 October 2005 in Niagara Falls, Canada. Any additional comments could be incorporated into the draft by a third EWG, held the week following the workshop, consisting of some of the original EWG members and some of the workshop’s steering committee members. 
2.
PRIOR TO THE EWG MEETING

2.1
Plant Health Risk Assessment (PHRA) list-serve

As per the SC’s request, a draft of the revised ISPM No. 2 was sent by the steward (Mr Ebbe Nordbo) to the PHRA list-serve in June 2005. Comments were received from four members and incorporated into the draft as appropriate by the steward. 
2.2
International Plant Health Risk Analysis (IPHRA) workshop

The steward’s draft of ISPM No. 2 as modified after the PHRA list-serve comments was presented to the participants in the IPHRA workshop in October 2005 and an evening session devoted to the revision of the standard was held. The session was attended by over 35 participants and many comments were received. The comments were then considered for incorporation by the EWG. 

3.
OPENING OF THE EWG MEETING
The third EWG was attended by Mr Allan Auclair (USA), Ms Lesley Cree (Canada), Ms Stacie Johnston (IPPC Secretariat), Mr Moses Kairo (USA), Mr Ebbe Nordbo (Steward - Denmark), Ms Gritta Schrader (Germany) and Ms Doreen Watler (Host - Canada). Mr Kairo was chosen as chair of the meeting. 

The EWG revised the text of ISPM No. 2, basing its work on:

-
Steward’s draft as modified following comments from members of the PHRA list-serve 
-
Comments received from participants in the IPHRA workshop

-
Glossary Working Group (GWG) meeting reports (February 2004 and October 2005).
4.
POINTS OF DISCUSSION
4.1
Definitions
The EWG carefully considered the GWG discussions of suggestions for terminology from previous EWGs on the ISPM No. 2 revision. Subsequent to the EWG meeting, the steward produced a note to the SC, particularly on the three new or modified definitions of pest risk analysis, pest risk assessment and pest risk. The note is attached as Annex 1 to this report. 
Agreed interpretation of ‘Pest risk analysis’: ICPM-6 (2004) identified that there was a need to address the issue of considering an organism (such as an alien plant, biological control agent or LMO) in order to determine if it is a pest or has potential to be a pest before continuing with pest risk assessment. The definition of pest risk analysis as it appears in the IPPC (1997) does not include this concept and so an agreed interpretation was deemed necessary. 
The EWG agreed with the SC’s conclusion of April 2005 that although the term phytosanitary risk analysis, as suggested by previous EWGs, had its merits there was no need to introduce it, especially when the term pest risk analysis is so well-established and frequently used in the phytosanitary community. Instead, the EWG developed an agreed interpretation for the term pest risk analysis, attempting to find a balance between comprehensiveness and minimal change from the original definition appearing in the Convention. See Annex 1, Section 1 of this report.
Redefining ‘Pest risk assessment (for quarantine pests)’: The EWG suggested a slight revision to the currently adopted definition, to introduce the concept of the “magnitude” of the associated economic consequences of the introduction and spread of a pest. See Annex 1, Section 3.
Defining ‘Pest risk’: It was decided not to retain the term and definition phytosanitary risk as proposed by previous EWGs. Instead, the EWG felt that it was important to define pest risk for the IPPC’s use and scope and that its definition should be in line with that of pest risk assessment. See Annex 1, Section 2.
Phytosanitary hazard: The EWG felt that this term, proposed by previous EWGs, was not necessary as the underlying concept was similar to that of the term pest. The EWG chose not to retain the term.
Alien plants and invasive plants: On the basis of a discussion paper submitted by one EWG member regarding the difficulties surrounding these terms within and between various international conventions (notably the CBD), the EWG agreed to avoid using the term invasive and that it was not necessary to define alien. 
4.2
Text structure

The EWG agreed to maintain the structure of the text as: 

-
Introduction

-
Background

-
PRA Stage 1

-
Summary of PRA Stages 2 and 3

-
Aspects common to all PRA stages. 
In the final section, sub-sections on uncertainty, information gathering, documentation and risk communication were slightly modified from earlier drafts and one new section was added regarding consistency.
4.3
Consistency in performing PRAs
The need for consistency in conducting PRAs was mentioned often at the IPHRA workshop, and participants indicated that NPPOs should endeavour for such consistency. The concept had not been addressed in previous versions or drafts of the standard, but the EWG felt that it was important to include.
4.4
Relationship of ISPM No. 2 with other PRA standards

In agreement with the Specification, the EWG endeavoured to draft the standard so as to provide general and conceptual guidance for PRA and an introduction to the more specific PRA standards for quarantine pests and regulated non-quarantine pests.
The EWG felt that it was important to present information in ISPM No. 2 in a way similar to the other related PRA standards. Sections and titles were harmonized as much as possible and the order that information is presented was aligned.
5.
DRAFTING PROCEDURE
The EWG felt that the SC’s decision to consult members of the PRA community through the PHRA list-serve and those taking part in the IPHRA workshop proved very useful. It was thought that this helped many involved in PRA who would not normally have an opportunity to comment or input into the standard setting process to have a say and offer ideas. It was thought that this practice could be used again in the future, if the opportunity presented itself.
6.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The EWG made the following recommendations to the SC: 

· In the future the PRA standards should be revised at the same time to ensure repetitions are minimised and to promote consistency of structure, terminology and style. In particular, the EWG pointed to some prevailing inconsistencies among ISPMs No. 2, 11 and 21 concerning:
· the description and location of the conceptual interface between Stages 1 and 2 (in particular pest categorisation) and Stages 2 and 3

· the verb to precede ‘management options’ (identify, select, choose etc.)

· the style, as the draft of ISPM No. 2 has been deliberately written in a minimalist style (as a consequence of SC reactions to previous versions), whereas ISPMs No. 11 and 21 are rather detailed and explanatory.

-
Future revision of the PRA standards should avoid repetition among standards by including the initiation stage only in ISPM No. 2. 
-
Consideration may be given to combining the three PRA standards into one all-inclusive guideline for PRA. 

-
In the soon to be published book or compendium containing all adopted ISPMs, a preface could be written to tie the PRA standards together and outline their interaction. This preface could indicate that ISPM No. 2 should be consulted first, especially for the initiation stage, and then could lead readers to the other more specific ISPMs. 

-
An explanatory document for ISPM No. 2 (exclusively or together with ISPMs No. 11 and 21), could be considered to provide further explanation and guidance for NPPOs and pest risk analysts.

7.
CLOSE

The EWG agreed to the text as it was drafted and felt that it had been improved and clarified. The steward noted that the draft would be submitted in time for the SC to review at their meeting in May 2006. The Chair thanked the EWG members for their input and hard work on the text and closed the meeting.
Note on definitions of three terms in the draft of 

the revision of ISPM No. 2

This note explains the rationale for (re)defining three terms in the draft of the revision of ISPM No. 2:

1. Proposed agreed interpretation of ‘Pest risk analysis’

2. Proposed new definition of ‘Pest risk’

3. Proposed amended definition of ‘Pest risk assessment’

1.
Proposed agreed interpretation of ‘Pest risk analysis’ 

It has been identified that the current definition of ‘Pest risk analysis’ needs to be amended to incorporate new ideas and the amended text should become an agreed interpretation. The current definition as in Article II reads: 

	Pest risk analysis

Existing definition in IPPC
	The process of evaluating biological or other scientific and economic evidence to determine whether a pest should be regulated and the strength of any phytosanitary measures to be taken against it 




The EWG acknowledges the observations made by the Glossary Working Group (GWG) in their meeting reports of February 2004 and October 2005. The GWG in October 2005 suggested two options for the revised definition: 

	Pest risk analysis

GWG October 2005, 1st 
	The process of evaluating biological, economic, environmental or other scientific evidence to determine whether an organism is a pest; if so, whether it poses an unacceptable phytosanitary risk; and, if so, options for phytosanitary measures to manage the risk. The analysis may also be applied to a pathway potentially carrying a range of organisms.



	Pest risk analysis

GWG October 2005, 2nd 
	The process of evaluating biological or other scientific and economic evidence to determine whether an organism should be a regulated pest, and the strength of any phytosanitary measures to be taken against it. 




The GWG made the following concluding remarks to accompany the two options:

 “…the GWG identified a number of issues, but could not agree on what would be the best option among the two agreed interpretations above. It identified the danger of making too many changes in the IPPC, and thought that proposing an agreed interpretation substantially different from the current definition might make it more difficult to approve...However, the GWG recognized that it may not be the way that the EWG thought the most appropriate. If the EWG intended to describe the steps of PRA in the definition, then the simpler agreed interpretation would not be adequate.”

The November 2005 EWG embarked on the challenge to develop a concise and comprehensive definition, while making minimal alterations to the existing definition which is contained in the IPPC. Endeavouring to exploit the benefits of each of the two GWG options, the EWG proposes the following definition. Changed wording in comparison to the existing definition is shown in bold: 

	Pest risk analysis

EWG proposal November 2005
	The process of evaluating biological or other scientific and economic evidence to determine whether an organism is a pest, whether it poses an unacceptable pest risk, and the strength of any phytosanitary measures to be taken against it




With this definition, the EWG endeavours to retain simplicity while capturing the following:

· The revised ISPM No. 2 has a novel aspect as it provides guidance for the determination of whether an organism is a pest, prior to the analysis of the potential risk involved.

· In the revised ISPM No. 2 (as well as in ISPMs No. 11 and 21), the PRA process is described as having three stages (initiation, pest risk assessment, pest risk management). This is reflected in the proposed 3-tiered definition. 

· Reflecting the Specification for the standard and strong opinions put forward during the informal consultation among PRA practitioners and theoreticians worldwide, the revised ISPM No. 2, and this definition in particular, endeavours to emphasize that it is the pest risk having been deemed unacceptable that would justify taking phytosanitary measures, whereas the mere identification, outbreak, presence etc. of a pest is not sufficient. The proposed definition: “…whether it poses an unacceptable risk…” addresses this issue explicitly, in contrast to the existing “…whether a pest should be regulated…”

· According to the IPPC, the conducting of PRAs is the responsibility of the NPPO (Article IV.2), whereas regulation is a Contracting Party responsibility (Articles VI and VII). Thus, the conclusions of a PRA are a separate issue from taking the actual regulatory decision. Again, the proposed definition unambiguously reflects this issue, in contrast to the existing definition. 

The EWG suggests that the proposed agreed interpretation does not conflict with the meaning or intention of the term ‘pest risk analysis’ wherever used in the IPPC. 

2.
Proposed definition of ‘Pest risk’ 

The EWG suggests ‘Pest risk’ be defined as: 

	Pest risk 
	The probability of the introduction and spread of a pest and the magnitude of the associated potential economic consequences 




The EWG finds it essential that this core concept of the IPPC, ISPM No. 2 and related ISPMs is firmly defined. It is particularly crucial to ensure a common understanding that, in the general case, the pest risk concept combines the ‘probability of an event’ and the ‘consequences of that event’, and that neither of the two alone would constitute the risk. The EWG points out that the words ‘magnitude of’ are essential to produce the proper meaning of the definition. 

In support of the EWG proposal it is noted that OIE and Codex Alimentarius have defined ‘risk’ analogously. However, the EWG prefers the combined term ‘pest risk’, as it would not be feasible to reserve the widely used and broad term ‘risk’ for a narrow application. 

The EWG is proposing a definition as close as possible to the notion captured in the existing definition of ‘pest risk assessment (for quarantine pests)’, although the EWG also suggests a slight amendment to that definition (see proposal below).
The EWG acknowledges that there may be special cases where the proposed definition may not explain the phytosanitary situation in full detail:

· In the case where pests are introduced intentionally, the probability of introduction obviously is 100 %, and thus the notion of ‘probability of introduction’ evidently is irrelevant. However, in that special case, the wording can simply be ignored as superfluous.

· For RNQPs, the proposed definition does not explicitly explain that the concern is exclusively with the introduction and spread of pests with plants for planting. However, the general wording does not exclude taking the more narrow perspective in this special case. 

· Similarly for RNQPs, whereas the proposed wording does not explicitly explain that the concern is exclusively with the economic consequences associated with the intended use of the plants for planting, the general definition does not exclude taking the more narrow perspective in that special case. 

‘Pest risk’ appears in the IPPC Article VII.2g. The EWG suggests the proposed definition is in agreement with that text. 

The EWG has discarded the earlier proposal of defining ‘phytosanitary risk’. 

The EWG similarly has discarded the earlier proposal of defining ‘phytosanitary hazard’. The EWG found that ‘phytosanitary hazard’ (as had been proposed) and ‘pest’ would basically be synonymous concepts and concluded there would be no added value or increased text clarity from introducing the term. 

3.
Proposed revised definition of ‘Pest risk assessment’ 

The EWG suggests a slight amendment to the existing definition of ‘Pest risk assessment’ (as shown in bold): 

	Pest risk assessment (for quarantine pests)
	Evaluation of the probability of the introduction and spread of a pest and of the magnitude of the associated potential economic consequences 




The EWG suggests the revised definition is more precise, as it is the severity rather than the mere existence of economic consequences that should be evaluated. Furthermore, the proposed amendment would align the definition to that proposed for ‘pest risk’.
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