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COMMISSION ON PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES

Fifth Session

Rome, 22-26 March 2010

Summary Report of the Technical Consultation among Regional Plant Protection Organizations
Agenda Item 7 of the Provisional Agenda
1.
The 21st Technical Consultation among Regional Plant Protection Organizations (TC-RPPOs) was hosted in Entebbe, Uganda, by the Inter-African Phytosanitary Council (IAPSC) in conjunction with the Ugandan NPPO. The IPPC Secretariat and six RPPOs were represented: the Asia and Pacific Plant Protection Commission (APPPC), the Southern Cone Plant Health Committee (COSAVE), IAPSC, the European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization (EPPO), the North American Plant Protection Organization (NAPPO), and the Pacific Plant Protection Organization (PPPO). 

2.
No representative of the Andean Community (CA), Caribbean Plant Protection Commission (CPPC), Near East Plant Protection Organization (NEPPO) or Regional International Organization for Agricultural Health (OIRSA) attended the meeting.

3.
The full report of the meeting is available at: https://www.ippc.int/index.php?id=213072&tx_publication_pi1[showUid]=217087
I. Review of RPPO Activities

4.
Each RPPO described the major events and activities undertaken within its region during the previous 12 months related to the following: 

· the development of new regional standards for phytosanitary measures, strategic and biennial work plans, 

· involvement with workshops (including on draft ISPMs and pest risk analysis),

· information exchange,

· invasive alien plants,

· fruit fly programmes,

· training in phytosanitary measures and pest risk analysis,

· development of contingency plans against major pests,

· current and emerging major pest issues,

· emergency response and contingency planning,

· purpose and use of regional pest lists, and

· the economic impact of plant protection programmes.

II. Compilation of comments on draft ISPMs

5.
At CPM-4, several NPPOs and COSAVE volunteered to compile comments on draft standards. Each volunteer compiled comments on a particular draft. COSAVE described its experience with the compilation of comments on the draft ISPM on post-entry quarantine.

6.
The Secretariat observed that from the perspective of the IPPC this was a huge success, and expressed its appreciation for the work of COSAVE and the individual countries involved. The Secretariat indicated that it anticipates that an online system for submitting comments on draft ISPMs will be made available in 2010.

7.
With regard to the online comment system, the TC felt strongly that the new system should take into account the following:

· It should not require work to be done twice

· Guidance and training material regarding use of the new system should be prepared and released well in advance.

· the needs of countries with limited internet access must be taken into account. 

8.
It was suggested that a small group meet at CPM-5 to discuss the proposed online comment system.
III. Secretariat Update

9.
The IPPC Secretariat presented its 2009 activities, including updates on the standard setting programme, information exchange, dispute settlement, technical assistance, and the implementation review and support system.

IV. Recognition of new Regional Plant Protection Organizations

10.
The TC noted that the Near East Plant Protection Organization (NEPPO) entered into force with respect to all States that have ratified it, or acceded to it, on 8 January 2009, the date when the tenth required instrument was deposited with the Director-General of FAO. The CPM has established procedures for recognition of RPPOs (ICPM-02) and NEPPO will need to apply to the IPPC to be recognized (if they decide this is desirable). This is not an automatic process, nor initiated by the IPPC Secretariat. However the Secretariat would be available for discussions and to provide guidance, if requested. Likewise, the TC indicated its willingness to provide information and guidance in establishing and running RPPOs.

V. Reporting to the IPPC through RPPOs

11.
The Secretariat provided an update regarding reporting to the IPPC through RPPOs. In consultation with the FAO Legal Office, the Secretariat developed a form for countries to notify the Secretariat if they wished to meet their reporting obligations through their respective RPPOs. This form has been made available on the IPPC website. In 2010, the Secretariat plans on establishing a mechanism for receiving information from the websites of RPPOs.

VI. Electronic certification update

12.
Following a decision at the previous meeting, there was a detailed discussion regarding E-certification. NAPPO made a presentation summarizing the Electronic Certification Workshop held in Ottawa, Canada, in May 2009, organized by NAPPO with participants from different parts of the world. EPPO provided information regarding E-certification in the EPPO region.

13.
The presentations on E-certification generated considerable discussion. It was observed that work is still at an early stage. It was emphasized that transmission of data between NPPOs should be according to a globally standardized format. In response to a question regarding the cost of implementing E-certification, it was suggested that there would be limited initial increase in cost and that ultimately, once it is fully implemented, there will be savings. There was also a question regarding how languages would be addressed by the new system. It was noted that the UN-CEFACTsystem should be able to accommodate multiple languages.

14.
It was noted that one important area of work for the follow-up meeting is to ensure that the UN-CEFACT SPS certificate can be adapted to meet all of the requirements in ISPM 12 (Guidelines for phytosanitary certificates). Likewise, it was recommended that explanatory material should be developed and circulated to increase understanding of E-certification.

15.
To encourage other regions and countries to get involved a suggestion was made to form a steering committee on electronic certification with a rotating chair. More leadership from the IPPC was also urged, noting that IPPC involvement will increase awareness and facilitate international consensus. It was suggested that a presentation on E-certification be given at
CPM-5. The steering committee could be charged with furthering the initiative; at some stage the CPM could recognize the work of the steering committee, in the same way as the PRA advisory group.

VII. Scientific presentations during plenary of CPM-5

16.
It was observed that the the scientific presentations at CPM-5 would tie in to the 2010 year of biodiversity. The TC noted that aquatic plants may represent a high risk and suggested that the CBD speaker could provide some focus on aquatic invasive plant species.

VIII. CPM Business Plan – Roles and Activities of RPPOs

17.
The Secretariat noted that a small group has been designated to draft the 2012-2017 CPM Business Plan. The TC considered the current Business Plan with regard to RPPO activities and saw no need for revision relative to the role of RPPOs. It noted many cross-cutting activities in the Business Plan.

IX. IPPC Implementation Review and Support System

18.
The TC was reminded that the work programme of the implementation review and support system (IRSS) was adopted by CPM-3 (2008). It noted that work on the IRSS has largely been on hold pending the recruitment of an IRSS officer.

19.
The TC discussed the approach outlined in the paper presented by the Secretariat and thought it would be more appropriate for NPPOs rather than RPPOs to provide the sort of information requested in this paper. The TC suggested that the questionnaire be clearly focused on a particular priority issues (e.g. the top five ISPMs facing implementation difficulties). It was noted that countries also need to see the benefit in filling out this sort of questionnaire – example explanatory documents, workshops, etc. The TC suggested that the questionnaire be referred to the Bureau for review.

20.
The TC suggested that pest reporting and systems approach are two areas in which the RPPOs can contribute by addressing issues with implementation. It was decided that presentations on these topics would be prepared for the next TC.

X. Priorities on workshops aiming at improving the phytosanitary capacity of member

21.
The group listed key priorities in each region and identified areas where needs overlapped. Examples include: strengthening of phytosanitary institutions; treatment and analysis of seeds; sampling; training with regard to the new PCE and the new IPPC website; ISPM 7 (Export certification system); an overview of the IPPC and the functions of NPPOs; how to comment on draft ISPMs, particularly given that there will be an online system; E-certification; ISPM 11 (Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests, including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms); forest pests.

22.
It was agreed that since an E-certification initiative is already in motion, the workshop that follows-up on the E-certification workshop in Ottawa could be undertaken as a joint RPPO event, with the RPPOs agreeing to act as contact points and helping members from each region for the steering committee.

23.
As other priority areas that the RPPOs are not well positioned to address were raised, the TC recommended that the Secretariat be made aware of these points.

XI. Current and Emerging Major Pest Issues

24.
Each RPPO briefly described major emerging pests confronted by their member countries. Examples included Agrilus planipennis, Bactrocera invadens, Bursaphelencus xylophilus, Cactoblastis cactorum,Cassava brown streak virus, Chromoleana odorata, Conomopherella cramerella,Lobesia botrana, Lymantria dispar, Parthenium sp, Phenococcus manihioti, Quelea quelea, Raoiella indica, Sirax noctilio, Solenopsis invicta, Thrips palmi, and Wasmania auropunctata.

25.
The TC found the discussion very useful and agreed that it would be beneficial if each RPPO provided an unofficial summary report on emerging pests in their region at the 22nd TC.

26.
The TC noted that internet sales of plants and plant products are a challenging pathway for pest introduction and it was suggested that the RPPOs explore this topic with their member countries and discuss it at the next TC.

XII. Emergency response and contingency planning

27.
COSAVE presented its regional standard for phytosantiary measures 3.17 - version 1.1: Guidelines for Phytosanitary Contingency Plans. EPPO noted that several EPPO RSPMs deal with eradication and described some key ones in detail. NAPPO provided a presentation on emergency response and contingency planning in the NAPPO region for a specific pest, Ug99 (wheat stem rust).

28.
The TC noted that with regard to emergency response and contingency planning, communication is important, particularly with respect to the potential cost of pest presence and benefits of eradication. On emergency funding, it was noted that many countries do not have money set aside for emergencies and that governments are often reluctant to compensate growers for losses incurred. With regard to compensation, an example was given of one country where there is a growers’ insurance fund for this sort of situation. When outbreaks happen, growers receive compensation provided that they have followed proper phytosanitary practices.

29.
The PPPO noted that it encourages its members to link their emergency response plans to their national disaster plans. Likewise, the PPPO assists members to develop generic contingency plans to cover both plants and animals, but with different technical specifications depending on the species.

30.
COSAVE explained that it is also important that all stakeholders are aware of and understand the importance of contingency plans. There is a perception that, when a contingency plan is developed for certain pests, this indicates that these are the only pests of concern. Consequently there is a need to prioritize regulated pest lists to identify which are the pests for which contingency plans will be developed. Likewise, since developing contingency plans is a lot of work, the information should be shared so that other countries and RPPOs may benefit.

XIII. Purpose and use of regional pest lists

31.
In a round table discussion, each RPPO reported on whether it uses regional pest lists and, if so, for what purposes and how they are established and maintained The TC found the presentations very informative and the discussions very useful. It was noted that there are considerable differences among the RPPOs in how these pest lists are established and how they are used. It was decided that this point would be maintained on the agenda of future TCs if new information is available.

XIV. Economic impact of plant protection programmes

32.
The PPPO and NAPPO presented on the economic impact of plant protection programmes in their regions. Additional presentations regarding the findings of three studies related to this topic were proposed for the 22nd TC-RPPOs.

XV. TC-RPPOs work programme for 2010-2012

33.
The work programme of the technical consultation among RPPOs for 2010–2012 is given in Appendix 1.

XVI. Next TC-RPPOs

34.
The next TC-RPPOs will be held in Portugal on 23-26 August 2010.
35.
The CPM is invited to:

1. Note the report.
Appendix 1 

WORK PROGRAMME of the TECHNICAL CONSULTATION
AMONG RPPOS FOR 2010-2012

(as extracted from the complete report)
	 
	Activity / Topic 
	Responsible body 

	1 
	Include RPPOs databases as an active avenue for reporting under the IPPC 
	Secretariat 

	2 
	Should NEPPO and CAPHSA enter into force, then they should be made aware of the requirements for recognition as RPPOs. 
	Secretariat 

	3 
	Increased involvement by RPPOs in regional workshops on draft ISPMs available for country consultation 
	All RPPOs 

	4 
	Possible increased involvement by RPPOs in the training of IPP editors if appropriate 
	All RPPOs 

	5 
	Emergency response and contingency planning – exchange 
	All RPPOs 

	6 
	Electronic certification 
	All RPPOs 

	7 
	RPPO input into the implementation review and support system in regard to ISPMs on pest reporting (EPPO) and the systems approach (NAPPO) 
	EPPO, 

NAPPO 

	8 
	Internet sales and the potential introduction of pests 
	All RPPOs 

	9 
	Developments for PRA, e.g. Climate change and pest introduction potential, PRATIQUE, invasive species, pathway risk analysis 
	COSAVE, EPPO, NAPPO 

	10 
	Management of preparations for TC-22 – periodic email communication to provide updates and reminders 
	EPPO/Portugal 

	12 
	Update regarding regional pest lists, provided that new information is available 
	All RPPOs 

	13 
	Provide NAPPO with a contact point for the E-certification steering committee by the end of 2009. 
	All RPPOs 
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