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Draft SPECIFICATION: Systems for authorizing phytosanitary activities
Deadline for comments: 13 September 2010
Please use this table for sending comments on Specifications to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org). See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the table. Following these instructions will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee.
Please ensure that the cell "country name" is completed for each row of comments. PLEASE use one table for each specification.
	1. Section
	2. Country name
	3. Proposed rewording
	4. Explanation

	General comments
	MEXICO
	
	Mexico supports the point to develop an international standard that provide guidance to countries when authorizing entities to perform phytosanitary activities on their behalf. However the title should be more specific to indicate who is authorized to perform phytosanitary activities (organizations/institutions/entities, and so on.)

This standard is important because propose to authorize entities, however it is important to analyze different categories of entities (laboratories, officers, organizations, or others).

This standard is intended to establish the requirements and procedures for authorize activities to be performed by authorized entities, in this point it is appropriate to make the division between the phytosanitary activities and to evaluate the compliance of these activities.

It shall also include the responsibilities of the authorize entities and NPPOs criteria to authorize, remove and reinstall the authorization.

Something useful and interesting is to determinate the minimal requirements for the evaluators/persons to carried out audits (evaluation visits/auditors) and determine whether the standard will have an impact (positive or negative) to biodiversity and environment.

Shall be important to include a definition of “conformity evaluation” as it is an international term commonly used.



	General comments
	USA
	
	The U.S. would like the standard to harmonize the use of these three phytosanitary terms: authorization, accreditation, and certification. Some countries use these terms indistinctly; others, differentiate between them. In the U.S., we authorize individuals and entities to do phytosanitary work; we accredit entities capable to perform phytosanitary work, and we certify individuals directly or through an accredited entity to perform phytosanitary work. 

This standard is a good opportunity to harmonize the use of these terms. Otherwise, it could get more confusing for NPPOs work.

	General comments
	INDIA
	
	The establishment of said standard is very much essential as the authorized entities have to play a very responsive role in performing Phytosanitary activities on the behalf of NPPO. Hence. Govt. of India fully supports establishment of this standard

	Specific comments
	
	
	

	TITLE
	SOUTH AFRICA
	Guidelines Systems for authorizingation of non-NPPO entities to perform phytosanitary activities
	The current wording of the title implies that the standard authorizes the phytosanitary activities, and not the personnel who carry out the phytosanitary activities. Also the addition would be consistent with the wording in ISPM 20:2004, section 5.1.7.

	TITLE
	USA
	Systems for authorizing official phytosanitary activities
	Is the NPPO who is authorizing these activities

	TITLE
	INDIA
	Systems Guidelines for Authorizing Phytosanitary Activities
	In place of systems, guideline is more appropriate word as the standard provide guidance to the countries while authorizing entities to perform  Phytosanitary activities on their behalf.

	REASON FOR THE STANDARD
	CANADA
	However, there is no standard addressing this concept specifically that would provide guidance to countries NPPOs when authorizing entities to perform phytosanitary activities on their behalf.

Authorization of entities is becoming increasingly more common in various regions of the world and an ISPM on this subject would provide the necessary guidance to national plant protection organizations (NPPOs) when they authorize entities to perform certain phytosanitary activities on their behalf.
	Sentence 2: To be more specific, as it is NPPOs that do the authorization.

Sentence 3: Remove the word “more” as ‘Increasingly more’ is redundant.

	REASON FOR THE STANDARD
	EU
	Authorization is referred to in the IPPC in Article V.2(a), as well as in several standards such as ISPM 3:2005 (Guidelines for the export, shipment, import and release of biological control agents and other beneficial organisms), ISPM 7:1997 (Export certification system), ISPM 12:2001 (Guidelines for phytosanitary certificates), ISPM 20:2004 (Guidelines for a phytosanitary import regulatory system) and ISPM 23:2005 (Guidelines for inspection).
	It is necessary to add these references.

ISPM 12 explains the meaning and restrictions of authorizations:

“As clarified at the time of the adoption of the IPPC (1997), it is understood that ‘public officers who are technically qualified and duly authorized by the national plant protection organization’ include officers from the national plant protection organization. ‘Public’ in this context means employed by a level of government, not by a private company.”

	REASON FOR THE STANDARD
	
	
	

	SCOPE AND PURPOSE
	EU
	This standard will describe the essential elements required for the authorization of entities, including individuals, facilities, businesses and other organizations, to perform specific phytosanitary activities on behalf and under the control of the NPPO.
	It should be pointed out in this prominent place that the activities are always carried out under the supervision of the NPPO.

	SCOPE AND PURPOSE
	USA
	…It will provide guidance to NPPOs on their responsibilities of the NPPO in terms of developing criteria for authorization, assessing compliance, and the granting, removal and reinstatement of authorization.

…Because phytosanitary certificates are issued by authorized public officers only (CPM-4, 2009), this form of the present standard does not include this phytosanitary activity is not to be included in the consideration. This standard may be applied to private and government entities.
	Leave no doubt the standard guidelines are written for NPPOs.

For clarification

This information is not clear in the specification



	TASKS
	CANADA
	(2) consider the use of ‘authorize’ and similar terms (e.g. accredit, approve, certify) in adopted ISPMs and how this relates to procedures and requirements outlined in this new standard and provide recommendations to the Standards Committee on that matter, with respect to ISPM No. 5 - Glossary of phytosanitary terms

(6) prepare guidance on how to determine and list the responsibilities of the NPPO when authorizing entities

(7) prepare guidance on how to determine and list the responsibilities of the entities being authorized

(8) prepare guidance on how to determine the minimum requirements to be met when authorizing an entity to conduct specific activities on behalf of an NPPO

(9) describe the requirements, criteria and processes to be put in place implemented for the authorization of entities including granting the authorization, assessment/audit of compliance, removal and reinstatement of authorization
	Under (2) of the Task section - Additional clarification through provision of examples.  

Task 2 needed a bit more definition as to what types of recommendation was being provided to Standards Committee.

Under (6) and (7) of the Task section – Delete “how to determine and list” - the ISPM should provide guidance on responsibilities of the entities and NPPOs, not simply how to determine and list the responsibilities.

Under (8) - Should not be limited to how to determine the minimum requirements.  Should give guidance on minimum requirements.

Under (9) - ‘put in place’ is somewhat colloquial. Remove and replace by “implemented”.

	TASKS
	EU
	1) consider guidelines for authorization developed and currently used by NPPOs and regional plant protection organizations (RPPOs), as well as guidelines developed for similar purposes by national accreditation bodies
	National accreditation bodies are experts at authorization and auditing of entities performing accredited control tasks. Their guidelines and related documentation may be useful, although not targeted at the phytosanitary area.



	TASKS
	EU
	(4) discuss and determine the different categories of entities (e.g. individuals, facilities, businesses, organizations) that may be authorized and the phytosanitary activities they each may perform on behalf of the NPPO
	There may be differences in the tasks each entity may perform. Some entities may only perform less responsible or sovereign tasks because of their corporate structure.

	TASKS
	EU
	(5) discuss and determine the essential elements/criteria required for the authorization for different phytosanitary activities that may be performed by authorized of such entities (testing, inspection, treatment, etc.) and which phytosanitary activities may not be authorized.  

AND delete task 3). 


	See comment above: alternative proposal could be to combine tasks 3 and 5 as proposed and subsequently delete original task 5. 

As there is a lot of phytosanitary activities before phytosanitary certification that leads to PC issuance (according to Article V.2a of the IPPC (1997)), it must be stated clearly in which cases what can be done (authorized). And it must be stated in which cases it can not be done (authorized).

As this standard is about authorization, it must include all kinds of authorization – either at a level of government or at a level of authorizing entities and others.

There is a lot of phytosanitary activities, that have been done by a level of government to avoid from conflict of interest (e.g. monitoring done at the national level; controls, where non-compliance has been discovered and phytosanitary measures have to be implemented; etc.). These activities cannot be authorized to individuals or private companies. Otherwise questions arise – whether a quarantine pest will be discovered and phytosanitary activities implemented and what to do in the case of non-compliance that could be easily resolved and done by inspector at a level of government. 



	TASKS
	Japan
	(6) prepare guidance on how to determine and list the responsibilities of the NPPO of exporting and importing countries when authorizing entities
	The NPPO of the importing country should bear responsibility to evaluate the appropriateness of the entities authorized by the exporting country.

	TASKS
	SOUTH AFRICA
	Under task (1) protection organizations (RPPOs), for employees within the NPPO and for entities
	The authorization process should take into consideration the level of expertise appropriate for the duties and responsibilities of RPPO/NPPO employees, before developing authorization guidelines for entities.

	TASKS
	USA
	(2) consider the use of “authorize” and similar terms such as, “accredit” and “certify” in adopted ISPMs and how these is related to procedures and requirements outlined in this new standard and provide recommendations to the Standards Committee on that matter.

(3) discuss and determine the specific phytosanitary activities that may be performed by authorized entities (e.g. testing, inspection, treatment, etc.) and the specific activities that may not be authorized. 

(4) discuss define entities and determine the different categories of entities (e.g. individuals, facilities, business, organizations) that may or may not be authorized

(6) prepare guidance on how to determine and list the responsibilities of the NPPO when authorizing/accrediting entities

(7) prepare guidance on how to determine and list the responsibilities of the entities being authorized/accredited
(9) describe the specific requirements, criteria and processes to be put in place for the authorization of entities including granting the authorization, assessment/audit of compliance, suspension, removal and reinstatement of authorization

(10) determine and describe the minimum requirements for auditors involved in the delivery of audits at authorized entities. Define who auditors are and their responsibilities.
(12) describe what training entities would need to get authorized/accredited to perform phytosanitary activities.
	To follow up on the explanation given under General Comments. 

It may be better to state what is not allowed by authorized entities.

We need to be clear what we are referring to as entities.

It would be better to list who cannot be authorized.

The expert group should determine the appropriate term(s) to use in the draft standard.

The draft needs to address who takes away the authorization/accreditation and who gives it back.

Suspension is temporary. Removal could be permanent.

	PROVISION OF RESOURCES
	
	Comments are not expected on this section unless a country proposes to collaborate by providing funds to cover the cost of the development of the standard.
	

	STEWARD
	
	Comments are not expected on this section as this is decided by the Standards Committee.
	

	COLLABORATOR
	
	Comments are not expected on this section unless a country proposes to collaborate by providing funds to cover the cost of the development of the standard.
	

	EXPERTISE
	
	
	

	PARTICIPANTS
	
	Comments are not expected on this section as this is decided by the Standards Committee. Countries are encouraged to nominate experts when the IPPC Secretariat issues a call for nominations.
	

	APPROVAL
	
	Comments are not expected on this section as it records the approval process for the specification.
	

	REFERENCES
	CANADA
	NAPPO RSPM No. 8. 2008. The authorization of individuals to issue phytosanitary certificates. Ottawa, NAPPO.
	Remove this specific reference to NAPPO RSPM No. 8 as the standard will not cover the authorization of public officers as mentioned under Scope and purpose.

	REFERENCES
	EU
	NAPPO RSPM No. 8. 2008. The authorization of individuals to issue phytosanitary certificates. Ottawa, NAPPO.
	NAPPO RSPM No.8 goes beyond the scope of this new ISPM.

As phytosanitary certification is not included in the consideration of this new standard, this regional standard may create confusion

	REFERENCES
	EU
	The IPPC, relevant ISPMs and other national, regional and international standards and agreements as may be applicable to the tasks, and discussion papers submitted in relation to this work (including ISO standard 17020).
	We acknowledge the need for international guidance on this issue. As reference is made in the text to NAPPO RSPM No. 9 and we assume that the authorization of laboratories to carry out phytosanitary testing is also part of the standard, we would like to stress again the importance of quality assurance for laboratories. We suggest considering the possible relationship with ISO Standard 17020 (General criteria for the operation of various types of bodies performing inspection).

	DISCUSSION PAPERS
	
	Comments are not expected on this section as this is standard text used for all specifications.
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	1. Section
	2. Country name
	3. Proposed rewording
	4. Explanation

	General comments
	Country name
	The use of NPPO and contracting parties need to be considered throughout the document and made consistent with the IPPC.
	

	4.1.2 Measures for imported consignments
	Country name
	Requirements for imported consignments
	Aligns with section 4, 4th bullet

	4.1.2 Measures for imported consignments
	Country name
	The regulations should specify the requirements (phytosanitary measures) with which imported consignments of plants, plant products and other regulated articles should comply. These measures may be general, applying to all types of commodities, or specific, applying to specified commodities from a particular origin. Measures may be required prior to entry, at entry or post entry. Systems approaches may also be used when appropriate.
	1- Align with section 4 and modified heading
2- The commodity also should be specified.

	4.1.2 Measures for imported consignments
	Country name
	documentary checks
	clarification


