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COMMISSION ON PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES
Third Session

Rome, 7 – 11 April 2008

Report of the 19th Technical Consultation among Regional Plant Protection Organizations

Agenda Item 6 of the Provisional Agenda

1.
The 19th Technical Consultation among Regional Plant Protection Organizations (TC-RPPOs) was held in Ottawa, 10-14 September 2007. Eight RPPOs were represented, namely the Asia and Pacific Plant Protection Commission (APPPC), Andean Community (CA), Southern Cone Plant Health Committee (COSAVE), Caribbean Plant Protection Commission (CPPC), European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization (EPPO), North American Plant Protection Organization (NAPPO), Regional International Organization for Agricultural Health (OIRSA) and the Pacific Plant Protection Organization (PPPO). The only RPPO not represented was the Inter-African Phytosanitary Council (IAPSC). 

I. Review of RPPO Activities 
2.
Each RPPO described the major events and activities undertaken within its region during the previous year. These included collectively, the development of new regional standards for phytosanitary measures, pest risk analyses, strategic and biennial work plans, involvement with workshops (including on draft ISPMs, the International Phytosanitary Portal, the Agricultural Application of Standards for Phytosanitary Products, Regional Workshop for Plant Quarantine Officers), information exchange, descriptions of databases, invasive alien plants, transgenic arthropods, slowing and stopping the spread of Cactoblastis cactorum (a pest of cactus), regional pest detection surveys, training in phytosanitary measures and pest risk analysis, development of contingency plans against pests of regional interest and the harmonization of biosecurity legislation within a region.

3.
The IPPC Secretariat gave a brief presentation on its 2007 activities, which included updates on the standard setting programme, information exchange, dispute settlement, technical assistance and certain activities associated with the implementation of the IPPC. The Independent Evaluation of the Workings of the IPPC and its Institutional Arrangements (IPPC Evaluation) was completed in July and presented to the FAO Programme Committee in September. An extraordinary meeting of the CPM informal working group on Strategic Planning and Technical Assistance (SPTA) had been held to consider and comment on the FAO-related recommendations from a CPM point of view, which were forwarded to the FAO Programme Committee for consideration. A Focus Group on the Standard Setting Process had been held in Rome (July 2007) and the October meeting of the SPTA would consider and recommend on both the IPPC Evaluation (recommendations for CPM-3) and the Focus Group findings (to the Standards Committee).

II. PCE Tool - CABI Recommendations 
4.
The Second Session of the CPM agreed that the recommendations provided by CABI and the comments of the informal working group on the Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation tool (IWG-PCE) should be further considered by the 19th TC-RPPOs and then by the SPTA for final presentation to CPM-3. The TC-RPPOs proposed that, as a first step, the contracting parties should reach agreement on the concept of technical capacity and whether the IPPC should address capacity required by the Convention and ISPMs, or capacity in the broader sense of an entire plant health system. 

5.
The TC-RPPOs agreed that the SPTA should make decisions about “national phytosanitary capacity” and the appropriate role of the IPPC, for presentation to the CPM; in order to do so, the SPTA should develop a concept paper laying out the issues. The TC-RPPOs further agreed that the PCE needed to be considered within a larger package of technical assistance tools and should not be expected to solve all technical assistance problems (refer to the full report of the 19th TC-RPPOs for specific comments on each of the CABI recommendations).

III. Inspectors approved to issue phytosanitary certificates (NAPPO/COSAVE)
6.
NAPPO and COSAVE had agreed (18th TC-RPPOs) to collaborate with the development of a document (based on their two individual regional standards) on the qualifications required to enable a person to be authorized as a signing official. NAPPO presented the document and identified a number of differences in approach between the two regional standards. The TC-RPPOs agreed that any document should not be too prescriptive and that guidelines for best practices would be a more appropriate document type, rather than an international standard. NAPPO agreed to re-draft and circulate the document for feedback from other RPPOs following which a final revision would be made and forward it to the IPPC Secretariat as a document from the TC-RPPOs for consideration by the expert working group (EWG) on the revision of ISPMs No. 7 and No. 12.

IV. Presentation and discussion of the implementation problems with ISPM No. 7 and ISPM No. 12 
7.
NAPPO (Canada) presented a discussion paper on the need to revise ISPM No. 7 (Export certification system) and ISPM No. 12 (Guidelines for phytosanitary certificates). The main problems experienced by Canada with the implementation of the two standards were: 

· a lack of guidance on certain aspects relating to phytosanitary certification

· the need to consult different sections in ISPMs No. 7 and No. 12 seeking guidance on phytosanitary certification and 

· certain problems with the implementation of the standards by trading partners.

8.
The TC-RPPOs identified further concerns including: 
· that the ISPMs did not present guidelines on how to proceed when a re-exported consignment was rejected at destination
· the need to declare quarantine treatments on the export certificate 
· the need to review information on phytosanitary certificates regarding human health and the environment, e.g. when an importing country did not require a specific treatment but a treatment was applied, should it be declared on the certificate (i.e. safety of inspectors)
· that in ISPM No. 12 section 1.3 was poorly worded. 
9.
The TC-RPPOs recommended that Canada’s document and the concerns identified by the TC-RPPOs be forwarded as a discussion paper to the EWG reviewing the standards.
V. Problems associated with re-export – NAPPO  (USDA – APHIS)
10.
APHIS felt that ISPMs No. 7 and No. 12 did not adequately reflect the realities of the re-export trade or the capabilities of NPPOs, particularly in the situation of seed for sowing. The guidelines for certifying re-exports appeared to have been developed to address situations where a consignment was imported and then re-exported in its entirety, which was rarely the case in the trade of seed for sowing where importers often imported seed without knowing which countries the seed may ultimately be re-exported to. To compound the problem, in the case of seed, consignments were often split and re-exported to more than one country.
11.
In order to meet the above concerns, APHIS proposed a new document, a “Plant Health Passport (PHP).” Essentially the NPPO in the country of production would prepare the PHP based on the fact that the importer had conveyed their intention to re-export to named countries. Any special requirements to be met by the secondary importing countries would be added to those of the primary importing country. Assuming this could be done, the PHP could then be used by the NPPO of the country of re-export to certify that the re-exported product met the secondary importing country’s/countries’ phytosanitary requirements.
12.
The TC-RPPOs was of the opinion that an additional document may not necessarily solve the problem. The main problem would be the ability of the primary importing NPPO to know exactly which countries the consignment was being re-exported to and to be able to ascertain those countries’ import requirements in a short time frame and relay them back to the supply country (it may be that the supply country could only meet the requirements of the importing country and not the re-export recipient). If the supply country was issuing a PHP it would also need some form of official notification from the third country so the appropriate declaration could be made on the PHP. The above assumed the importer knew which part of the consignment was going where, and would require a huge commitment from both exporters and importers to identify potential countries of destination and their specific phytosanitary requirements (confirmed by the NPPOs), and to assure that issued documents were kept and available. 
VI. Independent Evaluation of the Workings of the IPPC and its Institutional Arrangements
13.
The TC-RPPOs was aware that the SPTA would be considering all the recommendations of the Evaluation Report of the IPPC at its October 2007 meeting and so it was considered opportune for the TC-RPPOs to comment on those recommendations and suggestions within the report that pertained to RPPO involvement in order to give the RPPO viewpoint (A table containing the relevant recommendations and responses by the TC-RPPOs is attached as Appendix IV to the full report of the 19th TC-RPPOs). 
VII. CPM Business Plan – role/activities of RPPOs
14.
The TC-RPPOs considered the goals and associated activities contained in the CPM Business Plan in order to determine whether any recommended modifications needed to made (none), and how RPPOs could optimise their input. As was expected, there was a wide variation in the involvement and capacity of RPPOs to do so. Specific areas identified for various RPPO involvement over the next year included: the ongoing implementation of ISPMs through the organization of workshops; encouragement of members to make active use of the IPP as a means to improving information exchange among contracting parties; ensure members were aware of and able to use the dispute settlement system; that the TC- RPPOs be used as a forum to assess and establish priorities on future workshops aimed at improving the phytosanitary capacity of members; inclusion of the CPM operational plan as an ongoing agenda item for the TC-RPPOs (so that RPPOs could input and identify those areas where assistance could be given); and also to include the review of the status of plant protection in the world as a standing agenda item, with issues such as pest occurrences, new technologies, etc. being topics to explore.
VIII. Regulated non-quarantine pests
15.
Other than COSAVE, the RPPOs reported limited use of the concept by their members.
IX. Dispute settlement presentation
16.
Goal 3 (Effective dispute settlement systems) of the CPM Business Plan listed one of its areas as being: “3.1 Encouragement of the use of dispute settlement systems”. One of the planned activities under the area was: “RPPOs to ensure members are aware of and able to use the dispute settlement system”. The draft 2008 CPM operational plan requested that the RPPOs report at the 20th TC-RPPOs on any activities associated with the promotion and use of the IPPC dispute settlement mechanism. To ensure the RPPOs were all aware of the scope of the IPPC dispute settlement mechanism, the Secretariat gave a power point presentation emphasising the main points of the system.
X. Procedure for organizing TC-RPPOs 
17.
As RPPOs were intergovernmental entities providing coordination on a regional level for the activities and objectives of the IPPC as laid down in its Article IX, the TC-RPPOs was a FAO meeting (RPPOs were invited by the Director General of FAO) and, as such, FAO required an “agreement” with the host Government that the Convention on the Privileges and Immunities of the UN would apply to the TC-RPPOs. The Secretariat presented a procedure to be followed for future host countries, including an example of an invitation by an RPPO to host the TC-RPPOs.
XI. TC-RPPOs work programme for 2007/2008
18.
Refer Attachment 1.
XII. Next TC-RPPOs
19.
The next TC-RPPOs will be held in Rome in 2008 and will include an in-depth discussion on information exchange.

Attachment 1: Work Programme of the TC-RPPOs 
	
	Activity
	Responsible body

	1
	4.3.3
RPPO Databases 
The IPPC Secretariat to ensure that consideration of linking various databases to the IPP is part of the in-depth information exchange discussion at the next TC-RPPOs (Rome 2008)
	IPPC Secretariat

	2
	7: PCE Tool - CABI Recommendations 
Comments from the TC-RPPOs to be forwarded to the SPTA meeting for consideration
	IPPC Secretariat

	3
	9: Inspectors approved to issue phytosanitary certificates (NAPPO/COSAVE) 
i)
CFIA to check to see if the course manuals are available for public distribution and advise other RPPOs accordingly.

ii) 
The document to be revised as “Guidelines for best practices for officials issuing/signing phytosanitary certificates”

iii)
NAPPO to re-draft and circulate the document for feedback from other RPPOs (by the end of November, 2007). Comments to be sent to NAPPO by the end of the first week of January 2008.

iv)
NAPPO to make a final revision and forward it to the IPPC Secretariat as a document from the TC-RPPOs, prior to the meeting of the expert working group reviewing ISPMs No. 7 and No. 12 (during the first week of February 2008). 
	CFIA

NAPPO/COSAVE

NAPPO, other RPPOs

NAPPO

IPPC Secretariat

	4
	10: Role and criteria for the ongoing recognition of an RPPO 
The TC-RPPOs agreed to use the criteria for recognition of an RPPO to identify areas where some RPPOs may require assistance in order to meet the ongoing expectations/requirements under the IPPC
	All RPPOs

	5
	12: CPM-3: Topics for an external presentation 
IPPC Coordinator to forward the suggested list of topics to the SPTA for consideration.
	IPPC Secretariat

	6
	13: Presentation and discussion of implementation problems with ISPM No. 7 and ISPM No. 12 
The TC-RPPOs recommended that:

i)
Canada’s document be forwarded as a discussion paper to the expert working group reviewing the standards.

ii)
The observations presented by RPPOs also be forwarded to the EWG
	IPPC Secretariat

	7
	15: IPPC Evaluation Report 
IPPC Coordinator to forward the TC-RPPOs comments on the recommendations and suggestions within the report that pertained to RPPO involvement to the SPTA for information/consideration. 
	IPPC Secretariat

	8
	16: CPM Business Plan – Role/Activities of RPPOs
A review of the Business Plan and RPPO involvement/implementation to be a standing agenda item for Technical Consultations among RPPOs.

Goal 2: Information exchange systems appropriate to meet IPPC obligations

All RPPOs to encourage their members to make active use of the IPP as a means to improve information exchange among IPPC contracting parties. 

Goal 4. Improved phytosanitary capacity of members 

The TC-RPPOS to be used as a forum to assess and establish priorities on workshops aimed at improving the phytosanitary capacity of members.
	IPPC Secretariat

All RPPOs

All RPPOs


� The full report of the 19th TC-RPPOs is available at the CPM-3 Documents desk.
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