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COMMISSION ON PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES

Sixth Session

Rome, 14 - 18 March 2011

Report on the 2010 regional workshops for the review of draft ISPMs
Agenda Item 12.4 of the Provisional Agenda

I. BACKGROUND
1.
The Secretariat of the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) supported and attended Regional workshops on draft International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs) in 2010 to help countries within regions to discuss and prepare national comments on draft ISPMs. These workshops have been held since 2000; seven workshops per year have been held for the past three years, covering all FAO regions except Western Europe and North America.  EPPO and NAPPO make their own arrangements for discussion of draft standards in these regions.
2.
Countries have often noted the importance of these workshops and consider them an important forum for the exchange of national perspectives on draft ISPMs. The workshops assist with sharing and consolidating national and regional positions on the standards during the country consultation period. They also help representatives of NPPOs to understand the draft ISPMs.

3.
Some regions have had difficulties in obtaining funding for developing country representatives to attend these workshops annually. When possible, the IPPC provides funds for annual regional workshops in alternating FAO regions. It has been increasingly difficult to attract funding for this activity resulting in a reduction of direct support by the Secretariat to regional workshops in recent years.
II. REGIONS
4.
A summary of the historical development of workshops in each region is as follows:
	Asia
	
	The Republic of Korea has consistently provided financial support to host the consultation meeting for the Asia region for the last five years. However, it is not known whether this support will be provided in 2011. Early indications are that it will.

	Africa
	
	An EU/AU initiative has funded the past two annual regional workshops for Africa. The project closes early in 2011. The Secretariat has not been informed of funding arrangements for the 2011 regional workshop(s).

	Caribbean
	
	FAO supported the Caribbean workshop through a letter of agreement with the North American Plant Protection Organization (NAPPO). The Instituto Interamericano de Cooperación para la Agricultura (IICA) assisted in the organisation and contributed top-up funding. The IPPC has not been informed of funding arrangements for the 2011 regional workshop.

	Latin America
	
	FAO supported the workshop through a letter of agreement with NAPPO. IICA assisted in the organisation and provided top-up funding. The IPPC has not been informed of funding arrangements for the 2011 regional workshop.

	Near East
	
	The IPPC/EU provided the main source of funding for the Near East workshop. FAO provided top-up funding. The FAO regional Officer who has been an invaluable resource for the organization and sourcing of funding for the annual workshops has retired.  A replacement is expected but it is unsure whether it will be in time for the next session of regional workshops. The IPPC has not been informed of funding arrangements for the 2011 regional workshop.

	Russian language 
	
	The IPPC supported the second regional workshop in the Russian Federation in the Russian language in 2010. The meeting was organized by FAO Regional Office for Eastern Europe with support from EPPO. The IPPC has not been informed of funding arrangements for the 2011 regional workshop.

	Pacific
	
	The IPPC supported the Pacific regional workshop with funding provided by the EU. The SPC organized the workshop and contributed through funding obtained through capacity development funds from Australia. The IPPC has not been informed of funding arrangements for the 2011 regional workshop.


5.
The IPPC has, and continues to, encourage regions to take ownership of the process, i.e. consider how to organize the workshops regionally and source their own funding. Notwithstanding, the IPPC has actively sought and received a firm commitment from the EU to support two regional workshops on draft ISPMs per year from 2011-13.

6.
In total, 191 representatives participated in the regional workshops on draft ISPMs in 2010. An operational overview of the regional workshops is provided in Attachment 1.
III. EVALUATION OF 2010 WORKSHOPS

7.
To evaluate the regional workshops the IPPC Secretariat asked participants at all regional workshops where the IPPC had provided support to fill out a questionnaire. 90 participants responded to the evaluation questionnaire and 100% of these indicated that they benefited from the workshop.
8.
Points of note arising from the workshop evaluations included:
a) Active participation - most participants (90%) felt that they had participated actively in the workshop.
b) Low level of comments submitted - only 35% of the countries whose representatives participated in the workshops submitted comments on the draft ISPMs and the total number of countries that submitted comments in 2010 was lower than in 2009.
c) Discrepancy between the evaluation and comments submitted - many countries whose representatives indicated in their evaluations that they would submit comments did not submit comments by 30 September 2010 deadline.
9.
Further detail on the workshop evaluations is provided in Attachment 2.
10.
Because there were fewer comments submitted than expected, the IPPC Secretariat sent a follow-up questionnaire to those NPPOs and RPPOs that attended the workshops but did not submit comments. The follow-up questionnaire asked about reasons for not submitting comments and sought suggestions to enhance follow-up action after the workshops.
11.
40 countries and one RPPO responded to the follow-up questionnaire. Responses indicated that some countries did not submit comments because they assumed that comments prepared during the regional workshops would automatically be submitted for them – this is not correct.

12.
However, the IPPC Secretariat would like to clarify that, according to the currently approved standard setting procedures, comments prepared during Regional workshops can only be accepted as country comments if submitted through the IPPC contact point. Similarly, the Secretariat does not consider RPPO comments as national comments unless the national IPPC contact point officially informs the Secretariat to accept the RPPO comments as its own. Communication from the national IPPC contact point is the sole source for adding country names to regional comments.

13.
The Secretariat would like to inform members that the Online Comment System (OCS) currently being developed should streamline the process of preparing and compiling member comments and provide a tool for members to allow access to their comments to other members. Once the OCS is operational, it is expected that comments would be entered at regional workshops directly into the OCS.

14.
The CPM is invited to:

1. Note that the resources currently available are not sufficient for holding all regional workshops planned for 2011.
2. Encourage contracting parties to contribute funding and to participate in the workshops in their regions.
3. Note the results of the evaluation of the 2010 regional workshops.
4. Note that according to current standard setting procedures, comments prepared during the Regional workshops to review draft ISPMs are not considered as official unless a member country requests that the Secretariat accept the comments prepared during the regional workshop as its own. 
5. Note that the Secretariat does not consider RPPO comments as national comments unless the IPPC contact point in that country informs the Secretariat to consider the regional comments as its own.
6. Note that communication from the national IPPC contact point is the sole source for adding country names to RPPO or workshop comments.
Attachment 1: 2010 overview of IPPC regional workshops to review draft ISPMs

	
	Region
	Date and Venue
	Funding Status
	Funding Agency
	CPs Total in Region
	#CPs
represented
	#non-CPs
represented
	# Participants
	# Workshop  Evaluations
	Sent Comments
	Answered to follow up questionnaire 
	IPPC/FAO Cost (USD)

	1
	Africa- Anglo & Francophone
	09-13 Aug. Zambia
	Full funding
	PANSPSO/AU/IBAR
	42
	31
	2
	48
	13
	5
	12
	4648

	2
	Asia
	6-10 Sept.
Korea
	Full funding
	Republic of Korea
	20
	16
	0
	25
	4
	5
	5
	0

	3
	Caribbean
	6-10 Sept. 
Trinidad and Tobago
	Full funding FAO/IICA
	FAO via NAPPO
	14
	13
	0
	24
	7
	8
	2
	26670

	4
	Russian language - Baltics, CIS and Central Asia 
	19 - 23 July.
Russia
	Full Funding
	EU
	11
	10
	3
	24
	17
	0
	4
	31197

	5
	Latin America
	30 Aug - 3 Sept.
Costa Rica
	Full funding FAO/IICA
	FAO via NAPPO
	19
	16
	0
	27
	17
	11
	3
	40638

	6
	Near East
	5–8 July.
Egypt
	Full Funding
	EU
FAO
	16
	12
	0
	16
	6
	3
	5
	26089

	7
	Pacific
	9-13 Aug.
Fiji
	Full Funding
	EU
	13
	12
	3
	27
	17
	5
	7
	47258

	
	
	
	
	
	135
	110
	8
	191
	81
	37
	38
	176500


Attachment 2: Detail on the evaluation of 2010 regional workshops
Table 1. Average relevance ranking (Scale: 1 = Not very relevant, 5 = highly relevant)

	Draft 1: Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies
	4.3

	Draft 2: Submission of new treatments for inclusion in ISPM No.15 
	3.9

	Draft 3: Integrated measures approach for managing pest risks associated with international trade of plants for planting
	4.3

	Draft 4: Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata (Annex to ISPM 28) 
	3.6

	Draft 5: Diagnostic protocol for Plum pox virus 
	3.1


Table 2. Average likelihood of national implementation (Scale: 1 = Very unlikely, 5 = highly likely)

	Draft 1: Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies
	4.0

	Draft 2: Submission of new treatments for inclusion in ISPM No.15 
	3.4

	Draft 3: Integrated measures approach for managing pest risks associated with international trade of plants for planting
	4.0

	Draft 4: Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata (Annex to ISPM 28) 
	2.7

	Draft 5: Diagnostic protocol for Plum pox virus 
	3.0


15.
Reasons for participating in the workshops included: increasing understanding of the drafts and the standards setting process (n=22 (number of respondents), to improve understanding of how to implement standards, exchange of information and experience (n=12), to express national views regarding the draft standards (n=5), to engage in regional dialog and achieve harmonization (n=14), recognition of the importance of active participation in the IPPC and the importance of the standards (n=14), to fill a specific role in the meeting (e.g. as a representative of the standards committee, n=14).
16.
94% of the respondents indicated that the material provided at the workshops was helpful, and 97% of the respondents found the information on the IPPC member consultation process that was provided at their regional meeting helpful. On average, the participants ranked the relevance of the draft standards as being “somewhat relevant” to “relevant” (greater than 3; Table 1). The scores for the “likelihood of implementation” tended to be lower (between 2.8 and 4.0; Table 2.).
17.
Only 68% of the respondents indicated that their NPPO would submit comments on the draft standards. 26% did not know. Of those that indicated that they would not comment, only two countries gave reasons why (that they would be more active in the future and that they did not have enough time). 
18.
Of the 40 countries and one RPPO that  responded to the Secretariat’s follow-up questionnaire, more than half indicated that they carried out some national activities after the regional workshop to share the information and knowledge related to draft ISPMs (55% held a debriefing meeting with relevant stakeholders and 58% produced and shared a report with relevant stakeholders). More than half (56%) of the respondents indicated that they did not submit comments because they were “satisfied with comments submitted by the Regional Plant Protection Organization”. The RPPOs of these countries only submitted comments in three out of the 21 cases. The remainder of the respondents indicated that they did not submit comments because the procedures for submitting comments were unclear (n=1), the contact point had been unavailable or unable to submit the comments (n=3), the NPPO was satisfied with the drafts as presented (n=5), or there was not enough time or opportunity for discussions at a national level (n=7). No NPPO stated that they did not submit comments because the drafts were not relevant. 
19.
While several of the respondents indicated that no changes needed to be made to the workshop, others indicated that more time was required (before, during and after the workshop) to prepare national comments, that roles of NPPOs and RPPOs should be clarified and strengthened, that better preparations for the workshop were required and that the drafts should be made available earlier in all languages (drafts are made available each year on 20 June).
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