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Break-out exercise 3


Results and summary
Risk assessment beyond traditional plant quarantine

The purpose of this break-out session was to explore the similarities and differences between traditional pest risk assessment, invasive alien species risk assessment and living modified organism risk assessment. 

1. Explore the mandates of the IPPC and CBD

The objective of this exercise was to review the guiding principles of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and to discuss their relationship to the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC). In general, the break-out groups found that the ideas and approaches used by the CBD and the IPPC were similar. Both are international treaties concerned with preventing the introduction of unwanted organisms into a country or ecosystem. The CDB and the IPPC employ a similar approach to risk assessment and management, incorporating pathway analysis, environmental monitoring of potential threats and ecosystem approaches. Both seek to encourage transparent communication, cooperation between nations, capacity building, the development of supportive legal frameworks and the provision of technical assistance to developing countries. 

Some of the differences between the CBD and the IPPC that were discussed by the break-out groups were in their operational structures. For example, the IPPC identifies a specific national plant protection organization (NPPO) in member countries but the CBD does not. The IPPC is recognized by the World Trade Organization as a standard-setting body, but the CBD is not. Several groups noted that the CBD has a greater focus on public awareness and education than the IPPC. 
Other differences in the major goals of the two organizations were noted by the break-out groups. Although similar in many respects, the focus of the CBD is on environmental biodiversity, while the focus of the IPPC is on protecting plant resources. The degree of overlap between these areas was discussed at length in some of the break-out groups, and the need for developing common language and definitions was frequently noted. For instance, one group discussed whether invasive alien species are always plant pests, and vice versa. This group thought there was not universal overlap in the types of organisms addressed by the CDB and the IPPC. Several groups noted that the CBD uses the precautionary approach, while the IPPC uses phytosanitary measures, which may be precautionary. Similarly, several groups also noted that the IPPC plays an important role in international trade, and includes economic risk assessment in its standards, while the focus of the CBD is on the environment. One group noted that the CBD’s major goals of sustainable resource use and equitable sharing of genetic resources are not mirrored in the IPPC. The third major goal of the CBD is to conserve biodiversity, including animals and plants from all ecosystems. Several groups noted that the focus of the IPPC can be viewed more narrowly than this, with emphasis on protecting plant resources, and the agriculture and forestry sectors. Only recently has the IPPC extended its focus to plants in natural ecosystems. 

2. Pest, invasive alien species and living modified organism risk assessments
The purpose of this exercise was to compare the risk assessments performed on plant pests, invasive alien species (IAS) and living modified organisms (LMOs). Each break-out group was assigned a type of organism (one of: insect, invertebrate animal, vertebrate animal, plant, aquatic plant, or virus). Each break-out group then formed three teams of risk assessors: a traditional PRA team, an IAS team and a LMO team. The teams discussed and recorded the questions they would ask about their assigned organism during the course of a risk assessment. The three teams then compared and discussed their results. 
The specific questions recorded by the six break-out groups are presented in two tables. Table 1 contains the questions that each of the six break-out groups found was asked by pest risk assessors, invasive species risk assessors and LMO risk assessors. Table 2 contains the questions that the break-out groups found were not common to the three perspectives on risk assessment. 
	TABLE 1

Common questions asked by pest risk assessors, IAS risk assessors and LMO risk assessors
	Invertebrate animal 
	Vertebrate animal 
	Plant
	Aquatic plant
	Virus
	Insect

	What is the purpose of the risk assessment?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What is the species/identity of the organism?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What is its origin and distribution?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Is it considered to be invasive or a pest in other parts of the world?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What is the risk assessment area?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Is the organism already present in our country or in the PRA area?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Are any control measures already in place? Have there been any previous risk assessments? 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What is the biology of the organism?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What are the pathways of introduction?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What is the intended use of the organism? Will it be released into the environment or will it be used in containment?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What risk mitigation measures are available?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Is the organism capable of reproducing in our country?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What are the ecological conditions that would allow the organism to become established?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What are the possible economic and environmental effects of the organism in the importing country?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	When will the organism be imported? How frequently? In what quantity? In what season? At what developmental stage?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Where will the organism be released? 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Any documents available about the organism from the exporting country?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Could the organism be a vector for other organisms?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What are the hosts of the organism?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What are the symptoms of damage caused by the organism?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What are the vectors that spread the organism?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What detection methods are available/are there diagnostic labs?
	
	
	
	
	
	


	TABLE 2

Unique questions that were not common to the three risk assessor groups
	Invertebrate animal 
	Vertebrate animal 
	Plant
	Aquatic plant
	Virus
	Insect

	What novel trait was introduced into the organism? (LMO only)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What is the nature of the genetic modification/molecular characterisation? (LMO only)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What is the phenotype of the unmodified organism? (LMO only)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	How has the phenotypic and genotypic stability of the organism been demonstrated? (LMO only)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Is there a detection method for the organism? (LMO only)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Can the organism be a vector for human disease? (LMO only)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What is the volume and frequency of the importation of the organism? (IAS and pest only)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	In what quantity will it be imported? (IAS and pest only)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	How is the plant controlled in its native environment (potential biocontrol)? (IAS and pest only)
	
	
	
	
	
	


Each of the six groups (invertebrate animal, vertebrate animal, plant, aquatic plant, virus and insect) produced different lists of questions that they would ask during a risk assessment. This is to be expected because there are some differences in the biology of the different types of organisms, but also simply because different discussions happened in each break-out room. The purpose of this exercise was not for the groups to list every possible question that might be asked during a risk assessment, but rather to examine whether the questions asked in different kinds of risk assessments were similar. In general, the break-out groups observed that the questions they ask in the course of traditional PRA, IAS risk assessment and LMO risk assessment are very similar. The differences between these approaches sparked many discussions. For example, several groups discussed whether an LMO risk assessment’s impacts on non-target organisms are the same as a traditional PRA’s environmental impacts. Another group discussed at some depth the extent to which ISPM No. 11 permits the examination of impacts of pests on recreational activities. A number of the unique questions, those that were not common to the three groups, were asked of LMO organisms only and were related to the specific genetic modification that had occurred. Some questions related to potential biocontrol options, and the volume and frequency of import of the organism being assessed, were considered to be more important in pest and IAS risk assessment than for LMOs. One group noted that pests typically enter a country unintentionally, while IAS enter either intentionally or unintentionally and LMOs enter intentionally. They also noted that the scope of similarities and differences between the pest group, IAS group and LMO group tended to be unclear. Another group noted that for LMOs, effects on non-target organisms may be somewhat different than for pests or IAS since they may include impacts on a broader range of organisms than traditional PRA has generally considered. For example, an LMO risk assessment would typically include an analysis of impacts on human and animal health and whether these factors would also be examined in a PRA was the subject of some discussion.

3. Moving forward

The objective of this exercise was to evaluate whether there was benefit to examining these three different approaches to the risk assessment of living organisms and to identify specific topics for further discussion. 
All groups said there was value in discussing and comparing the approaches to pest risk assessment, IAS risk assessment and LMO risk assessment. 
Recommendations for further discussion included: 

· Risk analysis of biocontrol agents

· Harmonization of the definitions in use within the IPPC and CBD contexts, e.g. invasive vs. pest.

· Risk analysis of vertebrates, e.g. those that are hitchhikers on plant products

· More clarification of the roles and responsibilities of the IPPC and the CBD

· Is the scope of PRA moving outside of the IPPC to address invasive species

· More workshops to look at LMOs

· More discussion on approaches to dealing with uncertainty. 
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