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Report of the 11th meeting of the SPTA

1.
Opening of the meeting
1. The Chairperson, Mr. Steve Ashby (Vice-chairperson and CPM Bureau member for Europe), designated by the Bureau to chair the Informal Working Group on Strategic Planning and Technical Assistance (SPTA), opened the meeting. He noted that Mr. John Griefer (CPM Bureau member for North America), was unable to attend. Each participant then introduced themselves. 
2. The Secretary to the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) welcomed participants to the meeting. He noted the full work programme of the SPTA, Bureau and IPPC Secretariat and looked forward to open and creative discussions. He noted that there had been a shortage of nominations for experts to take part in the proposed expert working group (EWG) meeting on resource mobilization; therefore, the EWG had been postponed and may need to be cancelled. He further noted that there had been discussions on resource mobilization within the Secretariat to take this forward in the absence of an EWG. He called on SPTA participants to encourage support for IPPC resource mobilisation activities.
2.
Adoption of the agenda
3. The SPTA reviewed the agenda
 and list of documents and adopted the agenda as presented in Appendix 1. 
4. A complete list of participants and their contact details is presented in Appendix 2.
3.
Housekeeping

5. The Chairperson expressed concern that some of the working papers for the SPTA meeting had been released very late. The Secretariat noted that new papers posted over the weekend were available in hard copy for participants. The Secretary apologized on behalf of the Secretariat for the late release of these papers. 
6. Mr. John Hedley (CPM Bureau member for South West Pacific) was elected as rapporteur. 
4.
Report of the last Bureau meeting 
7. The Secretariat provided the SPTA with an overview of some key points in the report of the last Bureau meeting
 in June 2010. These included:
· The Bureau had discussed proposals for speeding up the development of diagnostic protocols (DPs) and phytosanitary treatments (PTs). Since then, the Secretariat had developed a paper
 for Bureau consideration in October 2010, which detailed a new process for TPs and DPs.

· The Bureau had discussed the various changes to FAO reporting arrangements and agreed on the need to align IPPC strategic plans and reporting arrangements as closely as possible to those of FAO so that effort would not need to be duplicated by servicing two different reporting arrangements

· The Bureau discussed and agreed in principle to severe cuts in some IPPC activities during 2011 to reduce the budget deficit for the Secretariat. The Secretariat had reported that staffing costs had increased and that there were very little funds available for operational work. The Secretariat had now produced a working paper on this for consideration by the SPTA at this meeting.

8. In response to a query from an SPTA participant, the Secretariat confirmed that the FAO legal services did not intend to produce a report on the registration of ISPM 15 in addition to the consultant contracted by the Secretariat.
4.1
The role and scope of the SPTA
9. The Secretary informed the SPTA that the Bureau had decided to focus the SPTA on more strategic issues. As a result, this meeting would focus less on day-to-day issues and more on looking towards the future and dealing with long term strategic issues. He asked participants to advise him if they felt any issues on the SPTA agenda did not fit with this new scope.

10. The SPTA discussed if any of the existing rules of procedure for the SPTA needed to be adjusted but no adjustments were made.
5. 
Secretariat’s Report
11. The Secretary introduced the Secretariat report
 which reported on progress on items on the IPPC work programme. The Secretariat reported that all but a few activities planned for 2010 had been completed.
12. One SPTA participant queried what content was planned for inclusion in the ‘resource database’. The Secretariat responded that this would be used for storing technical information that supported the implementation of the IPPC, such as training material and other presentations submitted by countries. This would not include official IPPC information. Some SPTA participants were concerned that this database might become very large and unmanageable and noted it would be important to structure it well, and have a good search engine to facilitate information retrieval.
13. Another SPTA participant queried what relationship the capacity development activities that the Secretariat had undertaken (or planned to undertake in 2010), had to the IPPC’s capacity development plan. The Secretary responded that all activities are foreseen in the IPPC capacity development plan; although Secretariat resources were being stretched, the plan was not simply to increase Secretariat staff but also to coordinate delivery by others.

14. The Secretariat mentioned that it was working with the Standard Trade and Development Facility (STDF) to develop a set of indicators for the Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation (PCE) tool. One SPTA participant asked whether these indicators would be related to the Implementation Review and Support System (IRSS). The Secretariat replied that it planned for the PCE tool to feed directly into the IRSS, so those indicators would be used for IRSS.

15. Members felt it would be useful to have an update on staff working in the Secretariat and what each staff member was working on. The Secretariat agreed to provide the SPTA with an organization chart reflecting the current composition of the Secretariat; this is included in Appendix 3 to this report.
16. One participant asked whether there were plans to develop other Centres of Phytosanitary Excellence (COPEs) similar to the one in Africa (based in Kenya). The Secretariat reported that there were some plans in this regard and that the pacific region was the next likely candidate.
17. Funding for the IRSS will be available in 2011 from the EU. The questionnaire will be completed this year and utilized next year. The help desk will start next year.

18. Other items of interest were noted by the SPTA. The fund for assisting with the translation of material into Russian was smaller than initially thought and all CPM documents would not be translated into Russian. In the future, the Secretariat will need to budget for Russian translations. The Near East Plant Protection Organization (NEPPO) was planning to hold their first council meeting in Morocco the last week of October 2010. An inter-agency liaison group on invasive species met in June 2010 and the Secretariat felt it would be useful to expand its involvement in this group.

19. The Secretary provided an informal paper on contributions, offers and efforts by the Secretariat to increase human and financial resources for the Secretariat. He had categorized resources into six categories. Within each category, resources were divided into human and financial resources and also into “committed” but “yet to take place”, “in contact” and “given up after efforts”. The Secretary’s aim was to provide an overall picture of the Secretariat’s resource raising efforts. He explained that there were limited financial resources to hire staff and that was why standards setting had a lot of in-kind contributions. However, it was very important to secure long term funding commitment to support the standing setting process (such as the funding recently pledged by the European Union (EU) for the IRSS and supporting developing country participation). Long term funding was important for the sustainability of the IPPC Secretariat. The Secretary also mentioned that a public relations consultant had been funded by Australia and that EU was continuing to offer funds for travel assistance for developing country participants in CPM and other meetings. The delegate of the Republic of Korea indicated that Korea was considering providing $50,000 USD to the IPPC.
20. One participant queried the status of staff who were “in-kind” contributions and asked the Secretariat to explain which costs were covered by the Secretariat and also whether these staff members were representing FAO or their national interests. The Secretariat responded that all staffing costs were paid by national governments providing the staff, except for some travel costs to attend meetings. In each case, working arrangements were agreed to between the Secretariat and the respective organization providing the staff member and this agreement contained a disclosure clause and a process for resolving conflicts of interest.

21. One SPTA participant asked about the nature of IPPC Secretariat support for STDF projects. The Secretariat said it depended on what the project was and whether the IPPC was the implementing agency. By the end of December 2010, the Secretariat planned to make a further three proposals to work with the STDF.

5.1
Standard setting work programme

22. The Secretariat provided the SPTA with an overview of the key points outlined in the working paper on the IPPC standard setting topics and priorities
. It was likely that the SC in November 2011 would add an additional 30 treatments to the list of topics and priorities. The Secretariat noted that the IPPC standard setting work programme was complex and that pointed out that parallel processes on different sets of standards were being worked on simultaneously. The Secretariat reported that it would again limit the member consultation process to the equivalent of five standards due to resource limitations of both the Secretariat and members. Volunteers from national plant protection organizations (NPPOs) and regional plant protection organizations (RPPOs) were again assisting with the compilation of member comments on draft standards.
23. It was felt that the topics for standards on sea containers, air containers and garbage should be high profile; these topics should be used as a means of publicity and profile-building. The Secretariat confirmed that this was the plan, but noted that only one specification (sea containers) had been approved. It was also felt that other topics were equally important including: plants for planting, new ISPM 15 treatments that are alternatives to methyl bromide, fruit fly standards, international movement of wood, soil and growing media, the seeds standards (international movement of seed and forest seed) and the revision of ISPM 12.
24. The Secretariat noted that the IPPC had gone through a prioritization process several times in the last few years, but only two items had been adjusted on the work programme. There were now more phytosanitary treatments (PTs), standards and diagnostic protocols (DPs) coming through the system and the Secretariat’s capacity to deal with the output of the related technical panels had exceeded the capacity of the Secretariat. A long term strategy is now needed on how to deal with the high volume of standards coming through the system. 
25. Some SPTA participants supported reducing the number of standards being developed by the IPPC as it was not possible to continue on the current path. 
26. The Chairperson asked if the Secretariat could prioritize the standards and suggest topics to remove from the work programme. The Secretariat said that it would not be appropriate for the Secretariat to do this as there were too many different views among contracting parties. One participant commented that prioritization was linked to political considerations. The issue was not simply the lack of an effective prioritization process and therefore might be difficult to resolve.
5.2 
Update on the regional draft ISPM workshops

27. The Secretariat introduced the working paper on regional workshops on the draft ISPMs held in 2010
 and provided an overview of the funding sources for these workshops. While funding had been pledged in some regions for workshops on draft ISPMs in 2011, most did not yet have a clear funding source for 2011. The Republic of Korea had provided funding for the Asia-Pacific workshop for the past five years and would again provide funding in 2011.

28. The Secretariat also provided an update on the responses to the surveys of completed by participants at the regional workshops. Some SPTA participants highlighted the usefulness of the practice in some regions (e.g. Asia-Pacific and Latin America) of having countries prepare national comments and exchange positions prior to the meetings. 
6.
IPPC strategic framework, short term plan and strategic plans
6.1
New meeting timetable

29. At its June 2010 meeting, the Bureau discussed the possibility of rescheduling CPM and agreed in principle to investigate a new schedule
. The Secretariat said that the proposed new schedule had been designed to fit into the FAO meeting schedule and new financial reporting arrangements. The timing for 2011 would remain unchanged and the proposed changes would become effective in 2012. The working paper for SPTA also considered how proposed changes to the timing of CPM meetings would affect other IPPC meetings and activities such as the SC, comment periods, technical panels, etc. 
30. Given the substantial impact the changes would have on all IPPC activities, the Secretariat reported that the option remained to leave the timing of CPM unchanged. However, this would involve budget planning 18 months ahead of each CPM meeting so as to fit in with the new FAO reporting arrangements. The Secretariat also noted that the financial rules for the IPPC trust fund already required advance planning. An additional advantage would be that there would be 18 months in which to find funds for extra-budgetary activities planned by CPM.
31. Following some discussion, the SPTA agreed not to adjust the timing of CPM and other IPPC meetings, but instead to have the Secretariat carry out budget planning well in advance. One SPTA participant did not wish to have the CPM timing stay as it had been because, although it was useful to plan ahead, this had been discussed many times over the years and had never been done. The Secretariat said that it had already been planning ahead; however the projected figures were not always accurate when planning far in advance (they became more accurate as things got closer). If planning occurred 18 months in advance money would need to be committed early; some activities would not take place if funding was not committed at least two years in advance. One participant expressed concern that the Secretariat might not be ready to begin this new planning process in March 2011 (at the time of the next CPM).

6.2
Short term work plan 2011
32. The Secretariat introduced this topic by outlining the current IPPC budget situation and highlighting that it predicted a $1.2 million deficit in 2011. While in previous years the Secretariat had predicted deficits, none had been as large as this. The budget proposed by the Secretariat for consideration by the Bureau at its October 2010 meeting (later in the week) included severe cuts to all programs. A paper had been prepared to summarize the issue for SPTA
. 
33. The Secretariat reported that in 2011 all vacant staff posts would be filled (one D1, one P5, three P4, one P3, one G5 and two G3). In addition to the core Secretariat staff, there would be temporary staff including a standard setting APO, a programmer, a webmaster, an information exchange officer,  an IRSS officer plus some part time consultants.
34. The chairperson noted that, although the intention was to leave detailed discussion on the budget to the Bureau, it was helpful for the SPTA to hold informed discussions by looking briefly at the detailed budget. To facilitate discussion, SPTA participants were provided with a copy of the 2011 detailed budget.
35. It was explained that the Secretariat was focusing its resources on staffing core staff, rather than increasing activities that could not be delivered due to lack of staff and it was clear that this would result in reduced operational resources. The SPTA noted that salaries and operational costs could not be looked at in isolation and that there needed, for the long term, to be a balance between staff and operational costs. One participant advocated a more balanced approach that would involve re-engineering to make the top management lean enough to free funds to deliver products. Previously the Secretariat and contracting parties had thought that increasing staff might increase outputs. The redistribution of staff and operational costs needs to be reconsidered. There was some concern that if no new extra-budgetary funds came available, that, over time, some staff might become less occupied and in effect may be lost or get utilized elsewhere by FAO. The SPTA agreed that if the IPPC provided any services to other areas of FAO, the IPPC should be reimbursed. 
36. One SPTA participant suggested that the IPPC, in the long term, develop a mechanism for voluntary assessed contributions as a means of achieving funding for the long term. Meanwhile a plan for obtaining immediate funding for 2011, and then the 2012-13 biennium, was needed and this could include providing contracting parties with options for providing immediate funding for a range of activities that would otherwise need to be cut. 
37. One SPTA participant queried the decision to cut standards setting activities. The Secretariat explained that there were proposed cuts to all programmes and that the budget deficit had been larger than expected. Another participant noted that the most dramatic cuts were in standards setting and wondered whether the reason that the other goals had not been cut as severely was because this funding was committed to something else. The Secretary responded that core activities of the Secretariat are interrelated and often provided support the standard setting programme (such as maintaining the IPP and resource mobilisation). Programmes other than standard setting had also been cut more over previous years and remaining allocations were the minimum to keep these programmes functioning. 
38. The SPTA recommended that a minimum of standards setting activities go forward in 2011. One suggestion was to present contracting parties with an option to only have the standards committee meeting under conditions that would save resources (e.g. no interpretation). Overall, while most SPTA participants acknowledged that, due to the critical financial situation, some standards setting activities needed to be cut, they preferred not to completely stop standards setting. One participant strongly disagreed with stopping standards setting for any length of time as it would be difficult to re-build the momentum to restart it again. Instead, the IPPC should explore more creative ways to keep standards setting going. 
39. The SPTA requested the Secretariat to continue to explore options for more use of electronic communication to facilitate remote work, rather than having face to face meetings. This would be particularly important in light of the impending cuts to the standards setting programme.
40. Please refer to agenda item 7 for details on the discussion on “Proposed improvements for the approval of diagnostic protocols and phytosanitary treatments”.

6.3
TC feedback on 2020 IPPC strategic framework
41. At the 22nd technical consultation (TC) among RPPOs in 2010, the RPPOs were asked to brainstorm ideas on where the IPPC should be in 20 years, to highlight the issues that they thought relevant to the IPPC as a whole, and what role RPPOs could play. The Secretariat reported to the SPTA on the issues identified by RPPOs and detailed in the working paper to the SPTA
. The SPTA noted the document developed by the TC and agreed, where appropriate, to consider the TC’s ideas when developing the IPPC strategic framework. 
6.4
IPPC strategic framework and medium term plan

42. The Chairperson of the SPTA introduced this agenda item as a key discussion topic for the SPTA. Mr. Hedley (CPM Bureau member for South Pacific), with some assistance from Mr. John Greifer (CPM Bureau member for North America), had drafted the strategic framework, he who provided an overview of the draft IPPC strategic framework 2011–21
. 
43. At this early stage, the document was mainly ideas and was still very much a draft that had been developed for discussion within the SPTA. It was hoped that the proposed new strategic objectives would make the strategic framework attractive to sponsors outside FAO, be well supported and recognized within FAO and facilitate the Secretariat to service its FAO reporting responsibilities. The idea was to better align with the new FAO results-based management system, so that the IPPC aligned with FAO’s overall organizational goals, planning and reporting systems. 
44. Mr Hedley outlined some of the key aspects of the draft strategic framework and explained how it presented information on the importance of the IPPC in the context of the work of FAO four strategic objectives. These new strategic objectives would replace the functional work areas (i.e. standards setting, information exchange, implementation etc). Within each area of the draft strategic framework, several organizational results were identified. The SPTA thanked the authors for their work. The Secretary noted that the Secretariat welcomed this strategy and that the various units within the Secretariat would have to re-align their strategic plans with the new IPPC strategic framework. 
45. One participant reported positive feedback from senior managers in his government that were not directly involved in IPPC matters. Another participant thought that the new strategic objectives would be well received by the governments of contracting parties. 
46. After some discussion on the purpose and intended audience for the strategic framework, the SPTA agreed that this was to be an internal plan which specified the IPPC’s vision and mission, but was also intended to be utilized externally, particularly within national governments. Some participants noted that it was not clear to whom the document was addressed and what its purpose was. Currently, it appeared to be addressing several audiences, but it was felt that it might benefit from some focusing. It was clarified that this document was intended only for reporting within the FAO system. It was not intended for other purposes such as advocacy but the information could be used for that the development of advocacy documents. 
47. As the IPPC is part of FAO, it was felt it would be helpful to align the IPPC management and reporting systems with those of FAO.
48. There was some discussion about whether the strategic framework was a CPM document or an IPPC document. The SPTA agreed that this was a strategy for contracting parties, not just for the CPM meeting and that it should be an IPPC, rather than a CPM, document.

49. The Secretariat commented that, although there were linkages in the document to the FAO, the linkages to the IPPC’s Convention could be stronger. The Secretariat also suggested using some terminology, such as invasive species, that would be of interest to other organizations and donors.
50. The Secretariat advised that FAO was generally moving away from the term “capacity building” and towards “capacity development”. The SPTA agreed that “capacity building” should be changed to “capacity development” where necessary throughout the document.
51. The SPTA Chairperson invited comments on the various sections of the strategic framework. The discussion on these points is summarized below.

52. Vision statement. The SPTA discussed the vision statement of the strategic framework. The SPTA agreed to also include wording from the vision statement in an executive summary at the front of the document as this was the important part of the framework. SPTA participants thought the vision statement too long and agreed that it should be short and memorable. Such as “The world’s plant resources protected from pests”, “Protecting agriculture and the environment from invasive plant pests”, “Protecting global agriculture” etc. The SPTA decided to include a vision statement which was slightly different to the current IPPC vision statement.
53. Mission statement The SPTA made some changes to the section on the IPPC mission statement. There was lengthy discussion on whether the term “biodiversity” should appear in the mission statement. Although the SPTA noted that protection of total biodiversity was beyond the scope of the IPPC, the IPPC did play a role in protecting biodiversity. 
54. Strategic objectives The SPTA discussed the strategic objectives and some members felt agriculture should be included in the strategic objectives but it was agreed that as agriculture was intended to be an implicit part of all strategic objectives, there was no need to insert the word agriculture into each strategic objective. There was concern about the order in which strategic objectives were presented and as a result the order of the objectives was changed. One participant felt the role IPPC’s played as an international standard setting body should be emphasized as this is what differentiated the IPPC from FAO. The SPTA modified these objectives.

55. The SPTA discussed and provided input on conceptual issues associated with the organizational results listed under the strategic objectives. 
56. One participant suggested adding a specific organizational result on climate change, including alternatives to methyl bromide. However, the SPTA agreed to include climate change within one of the other organizational results which related to the protection of the environment.
57. There was a discussion on providing national environmental protection agencies information on conducting risk assessments and other environment-related standards developed by the IPPC so they would not develop new guidelines in other forums but it was felt this was covered. In addition, the Secretariat explained how they also provide input into the environmental protection sector at the international level through liaison efforts and had experience with the CBD and other conventions.
58. The Secretariat referred to the presentation by the previous SC chairperson at CPM-5 that advised that in order to make the IPPC more relevant, it would need to start dealing with pests other than regulated pests. The SPTA was asked for their thoughts on this. The SPTA agreed that contracting parties could share information, for example on best pest management practices, so that other contracting parties could adopt these if they chose to. Text was added to reflect this.
59. Following some discussion on whether the word “alert” systems should be included, the SPTA agreed to change this to “reporting” systems as “alert” might be interpreted by some contracting parties as a new concept and / or obligation under the IPPC which was not the intention.
60. There was some discussion about whether one of the organizational results should be focused on grain and seed or should it be broader in scope and include all food commodities. While some participants felt that the issue of grain and seeds was an important focus for the IPPC and an area in which the organization hoped to achieve results in the next 10 years, others felt it too limiting to expect results on food security only in these areas. 
61. There was a discussion on why the concept of pest free areas (PFAs) had such a high profile in the strategic framework and why it had a specific organizational result. It was explained that PFAs were important for trade and should be specifically identified, while others felt that others felt that other standards (commodity based ISPMs, systems approaches, sea containers and electronic certification) were of equal or greater importance. There was a general discussion on whether the organizational results should be drafted generally to be all inclusive or should be specific so as to inform the IPPC’s priority setting. One participant said that the organizational results should focus on the development of new standards, rather than the review and update of existing standards (as reviewing and updating was routine business). The SPTA agreed to add a new organizational result covering the idea that trade is facilitated by the development of more commodity-based ISPMs for major trade commodities. 
62. The SPTA discussed how to express the IPPC’s dispute settlement system and thought it better to focus on the use of the dispute settlement system, rather than developing further consultative systems as it was not yet possible to determine whether the existing systems required improvement.
63. Some SPTA participants wanted to state that the use of the PCE tool would be applied to all contracting parties and not just developing countries. However, others did not support this idea. One participant clarified that the issue was not about which countries used the PCE tool, but that developing countries should be assisted to use the PCE tool. Another participant noted that this issue had been debated previously by CPM, including whether PCE tool should be adopted by CPM and the CPM had decided not to go this way. The SPTA decided to retain the reference to developing countries.
64. The SPTA noted that in both developed and developing countries could undertake cooperation and collaboration with aid agencies to develop capacity development programmes and the text was adjusted to reflect this.

65. Functional objectives The SPTA had a lengthy discussion on the source of funding for the IPPC Secretariat and decided that it was essential to include additional words indicating that programmes would be made sustainable not only by a resource mobilization strategy, but also by a strong commitment by FAO. 
66. The Secretariat noted that the draft strategic framework currently did not contain any objectives on prioritizing the IPPC’s work. To address this, the SPTA decided to include a new organizational result which specified that the CPM should develop short and medium term plans, including the agreement of priorities based on the strategic framework. 
67. The SPTA added a new organizational result to indicate that the IPPC (CPM and the Secretariat) should investigate options for the IPPC exercising greater administrative and financial authority, while remaining within the framework of the FAO. This was intended as a result of consideration of the review of FAO Article XIV bodies.
68. One participant queried whether it was necessary to include in the IPPC strategic framework the various core functions. The SPTA did not come to a conclusion on this issue, but did decide to add some text in the core functions chapeau to clarify that the strategic objectives are achieved through the core functions. The SPTA agreed that a new core function be added on providing support for implementation of the IPPC and its standards. This would also include the IRSS function. One participant noted that resource mobilization was different to the other core functions identified in the draft strategic framework.
69. Impact Focus areas The Secretariat sought views from the SPTA on the inclusion of impact focus areas in the draft strategic framework. The SPTA considered eight impact focus areas were too many and that four would be more appropriate. One participant did not think it necessary to have an impact focus area on standard setting and regulations as this area was a thread through the whole IPPC. However, the Secretariat explained that this impact focus area was an FAO objective and it would help in linking the IPPC to FAO.

70. The SPTA finally agreed to have four impact focus areas which would link to the following themes: climate change, grains and seeds, invasive species, and environment and biodiversity.
71. One participant observed that the strategic framework only included general statements about the IPPC preventing the spread of plant pests around the world. It might be useful to include some more examples, but this could also be done in the advocacy material developed for the IPPC. The Secretariat advised the SPTA that it had started accumulating case studies where IPPC had assisted.
72. The next steps were that Mr. Hedley (CPM Bureau member for South West Pacific) would work with the Secretariat to redraft the strategic framework and then provide it to SPTA participants for review and comment. Comments would be needed quickly as the document needed to be finalized within 10 weeks after the SPTA meeting so that it could be presented to CPM 6.
6.5
Communication Strategic Plan

73. The Secretariat outlined the draft communications strategic plan
 and sought views from the SPTA on the document. The Secretary noted that the communications plan included advocacy work and traditional information exchange. It was discussed whether the plan should be more strategic or more operational and the Secretariat thought that the IPPC now needed to change the emphasis on the type of information it communicated so that this could be used for resource mobilization. It was felt that building awareness in the wider community, including an education programme for children and adults would also be useful. In addition the new plan should contain information to help with the promotion of areas of mutual interest with partners.
74. A virtual advisory group had been established consisting of one person from each region to assist with the communications plan by working to build synergies and harness information already available in the regions. The group had not started working yet. The Secretariat would welcome additional contributions from appropriately qualified communications experts. 
75. SPTA views were sought on whether to have a separate communications plan or to incorporate this into resource mobilization. None were provided.

76. Several SPTA participants noted that it might not be useful to simply repeat the IPPC strategic framework introductory components and the plan could be something operational that was appended to the IPPC strategic framework. The SPTA agreed that the communications plan needed to be linked better into the overall IPPC strategic framework. There need to be a common thread linking all the IPPC strategies and the emphasis needed to be on having a very strong linkage with the overall IPPC strategic framework. The communications strategic plan would be a lower level strategy than the overall strategy; therefore, one participant suggested that this should be a very short paper.
77. The Secretariat noted that communications targets many different audiences and this needs to be considered when developing this plan. One participant felt the IPPC needed to establish a brand which will help the Secretariat to raise awareness of plant health. One participant queried whether spending money on branding was really a high priority at this stage. Another participant agreed that focus should initially be on raising awareness of plant health and then following with branding afterwards (once people were aware of the need for the IPPC).
6.6
Resource mobilization strategic plan

78. The Secretary introduced the draft resource mobilization strategic plan
, outlined its content and welcomed suggestions from the SPTA for improving the plan. He encouraged SPTA members to think about the linkages he had attempted to make between this plan and the overall IPPC strategic framework. 
79. Some participants suggested including some baseline information, more detail on the current situation and information on where the IPPC wanted to go from there. Another participant suggested including a section on increasing core FAO funding.

80. One participant thought that aspects for resource mobilization should be considered over the short, medium and long term. Short term would be calling for urgent funding to cover core activities, using project-based approaches or outsourcing, medium term would be setting up supplementary agreements to fund specific initiatives and long term would be setting up a sustainable funding mechanism that was committed to in the convention itself.
81. The Secretary said that a lot of ideas had been discussed for cost recovery, but some of these were still a little controversial. It was agreed that something should be included in the strategy on how to get more core funding from FAO.
82. One SPTA participant commented that the plan focused a lot on “results”, but not much on how those results would be achieved. Also, more detailed information on the activities planned was needed before donors would be interested in providing money. Several participants wanted the strategy to include information on how the IPPC intended to cover costs of activities in the plan. One participant thought that the most important component of this strategy would be how resource mobilization would be achieved, including the details of all the steps that would be taken 
83. The Secretariat commented that donors often had different priorities so advocacy material presented to donors should be tailored to highlight how the work of the IPPC also relates to their priorities. One participant recalled that this type of detailed information had, a few years ago, contributed to securing funding for the IRSS system. However, there was now a situation where core activities were not being adequately resourced. Donors needed to be flexible, but some information was needed to ensure that donors did not think they were contributing to a ‘black box’ without understanding the specific priorities or work programme.
84. The SPTA agreed that, in the short term, work on resource mobilization could be done by email, rather than having a face-to-face meeting. The SPTA also emphasized that it was essential that resource mobilization issues had participation by experts in the field of fund raising and resource mobilization.
6.7
Capacity development strategic plan

85. The Secretariat reported that a new version of the capacity development strategy would be provided after the IPPC strategic framework had been adopted by CPM. One participant wondered whether the capacity development strategic plan would need to be integrated into the FAO strategic framework.

86. An expert from each region had been selected to attend the expert working group on capacity development to be held 25-29 October 2010 in Rome, Italy.
87. The Secretariat would further develop the capacity development operational plan in a format compatible with the new FAO medium term plan, programme of work and budget and annual work plans

88. The Secretariat had been working on the request from CPM 5 (2010) to catalogue information on phytosanitary capacity development activities being undertaken in each region. A database is being developed which will be used to catalogue capacity development activities (individuals have been identified from each region to provide this information).

6.8
Standards setting strategic plan

89. In introducing the draft standards setting strategic plan
, the Secretariat emphasized that this was still an early draft on which feedback was welcome. The plan included some new ideas for standards setting over the next 10 years. The Secretariat highlighted some of the elements from the plan. It was proposed that  a method for prioritization of standards be established, this would be done through the identification of core standards and reassessing all existing standards using recently approved criteria. This would then be aligned with the IPPC strategic framework after it has been adopted by the CPM. Gaps would be identified in the existing set of standards and a plan would be developed to fill these gaps through the development of new standards. Three strategic objectives were identified for standards setting. There was a proposal for changing the composition of the SC to be more expert-based rather than general regional nominations. 
90. In particular, the Secretariat requested feedback on categorization of existing standards. One participant liked the proposed structure for the standards and supported building on this and filling some gaps. This could be used for resource mobilization to show where the gaps were to show that more funding was needed for the IPPC standard setting process. The Secretariat noted there were other ways of categorizing standards, but that the reason that this particular categorization had been proposed was to enable gap analysis. 

91. The Secretariat noted that there was currently no handbook on “how to set up and operate an NPPO”, so the development of such a handbook had been suggested in the draft standards setting strategic plan. The SPTA saw setting up and operating an NPPO was more general and therefore did not think this an appropriate topic for an international standard. However, the SPTA did think it worth investigating the possibility of more informal guidance on “how to set up and operate an NPPO” and / or “How to participate in the IPPC processes” that would be very much like the guide produced by Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA). This could be done through the IPPC capacity development programme. The SPTA envisaged a possible IPPC standard on “how to fulfil the obligations of an NPPO” (e.g. on transparency arrangements). 
92. The SPTA did not support the recruiting of SC members with specific expertise and the SPTA did not wish to change the composition of the SC as they felt it was up to the contracting parties to decide who to select for a member of the Standards Committee.
93. Several participants thought it would be helpful to calculate the cost of developing an ISPM. Another participant thought that this might be a lot of work and asked whether there was another group that could do this work. No consensus was reached on this issue.
94. The SPTA referred discussion on what the priorities would be for the next year (2011) to the Bureau for its consideration given the resource constraints. 
95. One participant noted that the strategic plan on standards setting was a very important to IPPC and that this should not be left behind while the main strategy was being developed. The next steps identified by the SPTA for developing the standards setting strategic plan were for the Secretariat to make changes to align the plan with the overall IPPC strategic framework and incorporate comments from the SPTA and then present it to the SC for their consideration. It was felt that work on this plan should continue.
6.9
Dispute settlement strategic plan

96. The Secretariat noted that a Dispute Settlement strategic plan was still under development.
Strategic plans

97. The SPTA agree that these strategic plans should continue to be developed but some members felt the proposed IPPC strategic framework should be approved first so that the individual strategic plans could be better aligned.
7. 
Categories of CPM documentation

98. Because many different types of documents were provided to CPM, the Secretariat had produced a working paper
 that categorized these documents and described the clearances required for documents used under the IPPC framework. The working paper contained a table that separated IPPC documents into categories and described the intended document clearance processes, identified the gaps and informed contracting parties on how to become involved in the process. The Secretariat said that it was attempting to find a pragmatic solution to current workloads and processes, rather than have everything go through SC and CPM for approval, and to address the many operational documents that are being generated through the IPPC capacity development process.
99. The Secretariat proposed changes to the clearance arrangements for Phytosanitary treatments (PT) and diagnostic protocols (DP) as these were identified as the two main areas where there were hold-ups (due to complexity of process and volume). In addition, some new clearance processes had been proposed so that the IPPC could deal with documents produced outside of the IPPC framework. 

100. The Chairperson noted that there had previously been legal and political issues with changing documents and that any such proposal would need to be adopted by CPM. The Secretariat confirmed that this was a proposal about new categories for documents and also some additional document categories for which clearance would be required. The Secretariat highlighted that there was also a category of “Good Phytosanitary Practices” which was meant to contain documents developed outside of those generated through the IPPC Secretariat. The SPTA was being asked whether this proposal should go forward for consideration and approval by CPM. 
101. One participant suggested that a few more examples be added to the section on ‘other meeting documents’ to ensure it was clear what documents were covered in this section.
102. The SPTA agreed to delete the legal status column in the table, as it was not needed as this document was to help ease the clearance process for documents, not resolve issues over the legal status of documents. It also suggested to delete the row on RSPMs as this document only dealt with IPPC documents and RSPMs were not IPPC documents.
103. There was a lengthy discussion regarding which documents should be placed in which category and what level of clearance should be required for these categories, with debate centring around the categories on ‘Manuals’, ‘Protocols’ and ‘Good Phytosanitary Practices’. 
104. There was a lengthy discussion about which documents should be reviewed and noted, particularly with respect to documents not produced within the IPPC framework. One suggestion was for the Secretariat to publish an opinion on these documents. 
105. The SPTA also agree to remove reference in the document to a new Subsidiary Body on Capacity Development (SBCD) as there had not yet been any decision to create such a body and to change the name of the category “Implementation and capacity building” to “Technical Resources” as this more accurately reflected its content. Training material was retained as a separate category.
106. One participant queried whether there were any ways further to streamline the process of PTs and DPs, for example to make DPs into manuals and to take them off the standards setting work programme. It was felt this might reduce the quality of these documents. Another participant suggested that DPs could be produced outside the IPPC framework (maybe even by private companies) and that the SC could review and approve these documents. 

107. At the request of the SPTA, the Secretariat introduced a paper
 initially intended for the upcoming Bureau meeting which outlined a new process for producing DPs and PTs. Some aspects of the proposed new process were to introduce a public call for comments from experts prior to member consultation, to replace member consultation with expert consultation where comments would not have to be provided through NPPOs and RPPOs and to delegate to the SC the final approval, rather than CPM. It was explained that this would allow diagnostic protocols to be updated quicker and in some cases minor adjustments would be made by SC without member consultation. In all cases the CPM would be informed. 

108. The Secretariat noted that the key decision needed was whether to change the consultation process and whether to have the SC instead of CPM approve the documents. It was also suggested that phytosanitary treatments could also be including in this process.

109. It was suggested that this proposed new process should be tried with diagnostic protocols only at first, as treatments were often more trade-related and could be more difficult. Another participant thought that PTs and DPs should have the status of international standards and that CPM needed to have an opportunity for input on these. 

110. After a lengthy discussion it was agreed to maintain the current process for the adoption of DPs and PTs. It was also agreed that a formal step for expert consultation could be added prior to member consultation as this would assist in resolving conflicts between experts before member consultation. 
111. One participant asked how experts would be identified and what would happen if some experts continued to object. The Secretariat said that conflict between experts was already common and was routinely dealt with. There would also be a drafting team to manage the process.
112. The SPTA agreed that the Secretariat would update the paper on Categories of CPM documentation with input received at this meeting and present it to the CPM.
8. 
Rationalization of topics on the IPPC Standard Setting Work Programme

113. A process to address this issue has been incorporated into the proposal standard setting strategic plan and was not discussed separately.

9. 
IPPC Audit and Accreditation systems for NPPOs

114. The Secretary introduced the paper
 and explained that this was an idea for providing services that the IPPC could charge for. Currently this paper only provided basic ideas but these needed to be developed further.
115. One participant commented that their NPPO had a lot of experience in the recognition of pest free areas and it would be very difficult to recover the costs of this type of service. Therefore this was not likely to be of much assistance for resource mobilization. In addition, this was also a complex and contentious issue and similar proposals had been discussed and dismissed, including in the SPS Committee. Another participant commented that the IPPC had discussed this issue several years ago and noted that the development and maintenance of these sorts of systems would be difficult. One area where it could be possible to charge for services was phytosanitary certificates, but this needed to be discussed further as there already are other organizations that deliver this service. Another participant commented that OIE did work in this area and the IPPC could learn from this. Another participant referred to a meeting in Chiang Mai, Thailand, at which a paper had been presented and was in the IPPC system. At this meeting a representative from the OIE had provided negative feedback on the experience of the OIE, including that providing this service was costly and time consuming and that many member countries were unhappy with the result.

116. The SPTA agreed that this idea should not yet go to CPM as it is very complex and decided there could be some value in the Secretariat researching more information on the experiences of other organizations. 

10. 
Review of Article XIV bodies

117. The FAO legal department was reviewing ways that article XIV bodies could work more independently. The IPPC had not been initially considered as a main body for consultation. Now was an opportunity to provide comments. The Secretariat asked the SPTA to identify areas they would like to be addresses in this review. The SPTA identified the following areas: independent translation, budget autonomy, no charge on FAO funds, independent and faster staff employment system, no credentials, less bureaucracy and charge for services.
118. One participant suggested that SPTA participants be given two weeks to forward any other comments to the Secretariat on what they would like to change. The Secretary noted that he had more things to add to this list as he spent a lot of time on FAO administrative duties.
119. The SPTA agreed to request the Secretariat to prepare a paper on Article XIV bodies for further discussion at CPM.
11. 
Other business

11.1 
Use of IPPC logo
120. The SPTA agreed that contracting parties could produce any material of their own without consultation or clearance, but that clearance was needed for using the IPPC logo. There was some discussion on whether all advocacy material, including material developed outside the IPPC needed to be agreed by the Secretariat and the Bureau. The Secretariat confirmed that if the IPPC logo was used or if Secretariat endorsement was wanted, material would need some type of clearance. 
121. The SPTA agreed to a policy on the use of the IPPC logo which is presented in Appendix 4. 

11.2
IPPC trust fund

122. The SPTA agreed that the Bureau review the financial reports and budgets of the IPPC trust fund prior to them be submitted to the CPM for approval.

12.
Next meeting and feedback on this SPTA meeting
123. Participants were requested to provide feedback on the new format of the SPTA meeting which was hoped to allow this group to function more strategically. In general it was felt that the meeting had been truly strategic and was heading in the right direction. It was also requested that discussion papers should include an introduction that explained what the document was and why it was being developed as this would enable participants to gain a broad overview and help them to think strategically. All partcipants felt that in order to help the SPTA be more strategic, discussion papers needed to be posted well in advance of the meeting. One participant thought that too much time had been spent on the classification of documents. 
124. The SPTA agreed that three days was enough time for the meeting.

125. The next meeting of the SPTA is tentatively scheduled to take place 5 to 7 October 2011 Rome, Italy.

Close of the meeting

126. The Secretary thanked participants for their contribution and feedback and acknowledged that documents needed to be provided earlier next time. He thanked the Chair and the Secretariat for their contributions. 
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APPENDIX 4

IPPC Policy regarding the use of the IPPC logo

· The IPPC logo can be used in/on all materials related to activities endorsed by the CPM or undertaken by the IPPC Secretariat.

· The IPPC logo can only be used in/on training materials, seminar presentations, etc where these are endorsed or supported by CPM or the IPPC Secretariat. This includes training activities within FAO.

· The IPPC logo could be used in/on NPPO materials related to activities endorsed by the CPM or undertaken by the IPPC Secretariat provided it is authorized by the IPPC Secretariat before publication/use. It should be made clear that the logo does not imply endorsement by the IPPC (e.g. with a footnote in the document).

· The IPPC logo could be used in/on materials generated through joint activities with relevant international organizations endorsed by the CPM or undertaken by the IPPC Secretariat provided it is authorized by the IPPC Secretariat before publication/use. It may be necessary to made it clear that the logo does not imply endorsement by the IPPC (e.g. with a footnote in the document).

· RPPOs should be allowed to use the IPPC logo on/in materials that have a direct relevance to IPPC. Where these materials produced by the RPPOs are not specifically endorsed by CPM or the IPPC Secretariat it should be made clear that the logo does not imply endorsement by the IPPC, (for example with a footnote in the document). 

· The IPPC logo is not authorized for use on any commercial products.

· Private consultants are not authorized to use the logo unless undertaking an activity directly endorsed or supported by CPM or the IPPC Secretariat. 

· Speakers at seminars, conferences and training courses should not use the logo in a way that implies they are speaking on behalf of the IPPC unless they have been specifically authorized to do so. 

All other uses of the IPPC logo should be considered by the Secretariat as whole before usage and if appropriate the CPM Bureau may be consulted.

Table 1 provides specific examples and guidance regards the use of the IPPC logo.

Table 1. Examples of documents or activities and the use of the logo

	Type of document or activity
	Produced by
	Status
	Use IPPC logo?

	IPPC advocacy material
	IPPC Secretariat
	Endorsed/authorized by Secretariat/CPM
	Yes

	NPPO advocacy material
	NPPOs
	Subject to clearance by the IPPC Secretariat
	Possibly – depends on content and purpose

	Commercial products
	Commercial companies
	Not endorsed by Secretariat/CPM
	No

	ISPMs, IPPC meeting reports etc
	IPPC Secretariat
	Endorsed/authorized by Secretariat/CPM
	Yes

	Procedures, standards, reports produced by RPPOs
	RPPOs
	Not endorsed by Secretariat/CPM
	Yes, but qualified

	Other international organizations to show consistency with IPPC
	International organizations
	Depends on specific use
	Only if specific use is authorized by CPM or the Secretariat

	Speakers/seminars/training courses authorized by IPPC
	Individuals on behalf of IPPC
	Endorsed/authorized by Secretariat/CPM
	Yes

	Providers of trainers not authorized by IPPC 
	Individuals/training organizations
	Not authorized
	No

	Conferences/meetings where the IPPC provides some support
	Not IPPC
	Activity not endorsed/authorized by Secretariat/CPM
	Yes – but qualified

	Official training and resource materials 
	Individuals/organizations/member countries/commercial companies
	Endorsed by Secretariat/CPM
	Yes

	Funding applications
	Individuals/organizations
	Not endorsed by Secretariat/CPM
	No

	Training material
	Variety of sources, including FAO
	Subject to clearance by the IPPC Secretariat
	Yes, but qualified and prior authorization through the Secretariat
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