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�
1.	OPENING OF MEETING


Dr A. Sawadogo, Assistant Director-General, FAO Agriculture Department, opened the Fourth Meeting of the CEPM by welcoming the participants. Dr N.A. Van der Graaff, Chief, FAO Plant Protection Service, introduced the eight draft standards and list of new phytosanitary terms and definitions for review, and various related topics for discussion with reference to the pending adoption of a revised text of the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC). He noted, in particular, the implications of the revision on the agricultural trade practices and obligations between contracting parties to the IPPC, and in relation to the establishment of a Commission on Phytosanitary Measures and a formal procedure for development and approval of International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs). Mr R. Griffin, Coordinator, IPPC Secretariat, addressed the group indicating the key points of each standard to be considered during the meeting.





Dr M. Vereecke was invited to continue as Chair of the meeting and Dr L. Small as Vice-Chair. Two new members of the Committee were welcomed: Dr R. Ikin, Chair of the Pacific Plant Protection Organization and Dr J. Hedley, nominated by the APPPC. It was noted with regret that Dr G. Berg of OIRSA was unable to attend for personal reasons. Mrs E. Tuazon was also unable to attend.





The Provisional Agenda (see Annex 1) was modified to include time for discussion of technical guidelines in relation to the IPPC standard-setting process, and adopted.





2.	DISCUSSION OF DRAFT INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS FOR PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES


The meeting began with a request from the Chair for general comments on the eight draft standards provided, to be followed by specific amendments to the texts. It was agreed that the emphasis of the discussions would be to reach consensus on the approach, technical content and structure of the documents and general wording of the text, in order to pass the drafts to Member countries for consultation. Any final adjustments suggested to the texts based on comments from Members would be considered at subsequent meetings of the CEPM. The final draft standards would be submitted to the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures or the Governing Bodies of FAO, depending on the decision taken by the FAO Conference in November 1997 concerning the proposed revision of the IPPC.





2.1	Guidelines for Pest Eradication Programmes


The Coordinator of the IPPC Secretariat introduced this standard as having been amended with comments provided in the previous year by some of the participants. Some modifications had also been made to take into consideration the revised text of the IPPC.





The title of the standard was questioned in relation to the text as well as the category in which it was placed in the framework of ISPMs. It gave the impression that a decision had already been made to eradicate and guidelines were provided in the standard for this action, but the text also covered decision-making to determine if a pest should be eradicated (i.e. it closely followed the pest risk analysis process, which was also not specifically referenced in the text). It was also observed to contain extraneous elements related to other standards.





It was noted that the text seemed to cover only new exotic pests for eradication. Its relationship to pest free areas, non-exotic pests and long-established exotic pests, was questioned and participants sought clarification. It was agreed the CEPM should make a decision regarding the focus of this standard.





Comments followed that different occasions for considering eradication needed to be covered and better described, such as the need for instant action, i.e. “fire-fighting”, which was not mentioned in the standard. General support for the references to contingency plans for new pests and outbreaks was given, as well as the need to consider pest free areas further. It was also noted that the need to verify eradications needed to be explicitly indicated.





It was suggested that the standard should also cover endemic pests as well as established populations and outbreaks. The Secretariat noted that most applications related to exotic (new) pests, but the text could be expanded editorially to cover other pest situations and the relationship of eradication to pest free areas and outbreak protection. The scope as well needed broadening. Inclusions of applications where quick action was required was a problem that needed editorial work but emphasis on verification of eradications could be easily incorporated.





The text was then modified to also cover other than exotic pests and situations involving established pests. The framework category was deleted from the cover. Additional specific comments were made and included in the finalized text attached in Appendix II.





2.2	Requirements for the Establishment of Pest Free Production Sites


The title and scope were questioned with regard to the terminology used. It was suggested to change “production sites” to “places of production”. Eradication was deemed to be for the long term and the “re-establishment” of sites as pest free needed to be considered. It was also suggested that emphasis be given to provisions for the security of a pest free area and not to production sites specifically. Section 1.5 was noted to be more related to the ISPM “Determination of Pest Status” than to eradication.





Another document entitled: “Requirements for Pest Free Places of Production”, was introduced by Dr I. Smith of EPPO who highlighted the differences between the EPPO proposal and the draft standard. A change in the scope was proposed because European countries use the term “place of production” in their phytosanitary requirements and it was considered important to expand the present draft to include this concept. With relationship to “buffer zones”, the EPPO version extended phytosanitary measures to cover “immediate vicinity”. Verification that specific conditions had been met were done before the crop was grown. The concept “place of production” recognized a “pest free area” within a place of production and could cover several production areas.


�
Considerable discussion followed on the various points differing in the two texts. Although the EPPO text was considered in general to be clearer, a few aspects were not widely accepted. “Buffer zone” was considered the more appropriate term and better understood cross-culturally. “Place of production” was accepted as the more appropriate expression. The Appendix in the EPPO document was mentioned as a useful addition to the standard. The question of clarifying size of the site in the text was raised, but it was agreed that size could not be covered in depth in this standard as it would depend on the pest concerned.





The Secretariat redrafted the standard taking into account the EPPO version and issues discussed. The title was changed to: “Requirements for the Establishment of Pest Free Places of Production”, and the framework category dropped from the cover. Further specific comments followed and are incorporated in the finalized text attached in Appendix II.





2.3	Inspection Methodology


An explanation of the various difficulties encountered with earlier versions of this draft standard was given by the Coordinator, with indications of where changes had been made to improve the text. “MAP” (Maximum Allowable Prevalence) was included even though some participants had not agreed on the concept in the last meeting of the CEPM. “Detection threshold” had been proposed by some as a better term. The main concern was that inspection using analysis was not widely done and that most national inspection systems do not have the scientific base for claiming a MAP. The Secretariat noted that it had checked on the use of similar terms in other disciplines and found that the term was consistent with other terminology. It was noted that MAP provided a means to understand inspection methodology and that “technical justification” was a new requirement under the revised text of the IPPC.





An explanation of why “detection threshold” was preferable was given in reference to Section 2.4.2 on MAP. The interpretation was different as a MAP may be “zero” but if the “detection threshold” was below zero it could be assumed that the pest was absent. Under requirements for phytosanitary action, the concept of “managed risk” needed to be linked as it was recognized that inspection cannot ensure zero pest prevalence. The Secretariat noted it preferred the use of MAP and “ALR” (Acceptable Level of Risk) as some probability of pest presence was a reality.





Several participants indicated they were against removal of the use of MAP as it would promote the need for more scientifically-based inspections and it was important to be consistent with other disciplines. Others thought it would be difficult for developing countries to carry out such a detailed process and preferred “detection threshold”. It was then accepted that while MAP was a difficult concept, it was important that the standard emphasize the use of higher level of analyses that could provide adequate justification for phytosanitary actions. It was therefore agreed to keep the term MAP and to clearly link this to the concept of “managed risk” in the standard.





It was noted that inspection in a broad sense involves more than just visual observation but this standard was targeted only to visual inspection and the emphasis was on technique. It was suggested that separate standards on each type of inspection be prepared rather than one comprehensive document. However some concern was raised that separate standards weren’t needed as the principles remained the same for inspection and testing. It was agreed to stay with the present emphasis of the standard, but for improved clarification of its scope the term “examination technique” was changed to “inspection technique”.





It was generally noted by the meeting that this standard was incorrectly categorized in the framework of ISPMs as part of “Export Certification”. It was better to move it to “Import Regulations” or delete reference to the framework category on the cover of the standard.





A review was then made of each component of the standard and specific comments were incorporated in the revision attached in Appendix II.





2.4	Determination of Pest Status


The Secretariat introduced the key points of this standard which was new to the participants and noted the importance of this ISPM to the information gathering and exchange responsibilities of contracting parties and the Secretariat under the IPPC. Drs Hedley, Ikin and Smith, members of the working group that developed this standard, covered the major elements in defining and describing pest status, in particular “transience, presence and absence”, and the recommended reporting practices that the working group had taken into consideration.





Some clarity on terms used was requested. One participant observed that “non-actionable occurrence” as defined was not expected to lead to an outbreak. The Secretariat noted this related to situations where it was known that small populations of pests would not establish and would die out. “Significance” in terms of ‘impact’ of the pest was not noted but significance in terms of ‘presence’ was. However it was commented that “significance” had two meanings: “occurrence” and “status”. Another participant noted that “never reported/never occurred” was another pest status situation that needed to be included in the standard. Transience needed to be better defined in the text as well. It was a problem where an incursion of a pest needed to be reported.





Another expert noted that models were needed in the standard as references for determining pest status, such as for intercepted pests, and that the standard should make clear it did not concern domestic pests but only international ones. The Secretariat observed that in future it could provide models for reporting pest status, but that this document identified areas for gathering information useful for describing pest status. A lengthy discussion was held on the whether or not to include interception reports in this document. The obligations to report interceptions and their status under the revised IPPC and in relation to exporting and importing countries were questioned. Although there was concern that use of interception reports might be problematic, as some implied incorrectly that an interception was a new pest “occurrence”, in general they could not be ignored. Interception reports sometimes provided useful information and should not be deleted as reference material in the standard. It was suggested that “pest no longer present” could be used where “interceptions” caused confusion. It was agreed that it was important to clarify that interceptions related to pest status in consignments and should not to be considered new records for exporting countries and should therefore be clearly labelled “interception”, not “present”, in importing countries. Although most of the experts were in agreement, some disagreed with the inclusion of interceptions as a fourth “status” category. Concern was also raised on the important need to correct earlier erroneous pest reports and on how to check the reliability of records. The title was questioned and it was suggested to change it to “Pest Record Status”. It was later agreed to change the title to “Determination of Pest Status in an Area”, after reviewing the text as a whole.





General comments concluded with agreement that it was better to have interceptions included within a pest status category for absence in an area. Inclusion of an Appendix to the standard with recommended references and a Table providing a matrix for evaluating the reliability of a record were approved.





Further specific amendments appear in the revision attached in Appendix II.





2.5	Guidelines for an Import Regulatory System


This standard was noted to still have problems in the structure described of such a system. Discussion was delayed to the next meeting of the CEPM due to lack of time in this session. The Secretariat asked that any suggestions for amending the text be submitted as soon as possible to the Secretariat for review before May 1998.





2.6	Guidelines for Phytosanitary Certificates


This standard had been noted to be of high priority last year, but now it was considered that it could be delayed until the next session of the CEPM, given the limited time for discussion and its close relationship with the revision of the IPPC that was still pending adoption. It was noted that there might be issues to consider later if aspects of model certificates were not consistent with the amendments of the Convention.





2.7	Guidelines for Surveillance for Specific Pests: Xanthomonas campestris pv. citri (Citrus canker)


Dr Hedley introduced the draft and particular concerns of the working group. The guidelines were based on actual practices with model cases. The Secretariat emphasized that it was important for the CEPM to become familiar now with this type of specific pest standard as it provided an understanding on how the general standards would be implemented in future. However it was decided to defer this standard for detailed discussion to the next session of the CEPM as it required the members to seek consultation with technical experts in this area. The Secretariat noted that it was also sending the draft to various specialists for comments. Dr O. Morales noted that COSAVE had established regional standards covering specific pests including citrus canker and fruitflies and would be pleased to provide these as examples and support information to the CEPM for their next meeting. Dr. Ikin added that Australia had thorough experience with this pest that could be useful in the finalization of the text, particularly in the area of statistics needed for surveillance. It was agreed that a background paper providing details on statistical applications in surveillance would be very helpful.





�
2.8	Pest Risk Analysis: Supplementary Standard for Quarantine Pests, including Pest Categorization, Risk Assessment, Economic Impact Assessment, Pest Risk Management


It was agreed that this standard was the most important one to discuss in the limited time available and general comments were requested. These would be incorporated in another draft that would be presented for review at the CEPM meeting in May.





Dr Smith noted that EPPO, in their consideration of this standard, had submitted another document that incorporated both the 1996 draft of the supplementary standard with the general Guidelines for Pest Risk Analysis ISPM endorsed by Conference in 1995. The rationale was that the first standard required modification and the supplementary text was redundant and inconsistent with the general standard. It was further felt that the EPPO document addressed concerns raised on the need for cross-referencing of the two documents.





Discussion was held on whether this standard should appear as single or separate texts. The Secretariat noted that the present draft of the supplementary standard being reviewed had been revised taking into account EPPO’s text, but limited the scope to PRA for quarantine pests as it felt that “regulated non-quarantine pests” could not be addressed at this time in this standard. “Acceptable Level of Risk” has also been incorporated in this revision.





The members generally agreed that under current circumstances both the general and supplementary PRA standards were needed and the group would concentrate on the Secretariat’s revised draft for finalization. It was observed that in future more supplementary PRA standards could be written for other specific situations. It was also agreed to remove “supplementary” from the title to clearly indicate that this standard stood on its own concerning quarantine pests as well as supported the general ISPM on PRA.





Concerning Section 3. “Economic Impact Assessment”, EPPO now had standards for this process but did not refer to assessment in monetary values as this was not considered either necessary nor within the capability of most countries. Dr Smith noted the very detailed emphasis given to monetary assessment in the present draft standard also imbalanced the document. Other participants suggested a simpler explanation could be given for this process and the emphasis should be on qualitative rather than quantitative data. The Secretariat agreed but suggested that the detail could be useful for those who needed it. Explanatory text had been added to indicate that such detailed economic analyses were not always necessary or appropriate. Section 3.3 “Appropriate Analytical Techniques” would be simplified.





In Section 4. “Pest Risk Management”, the Secretariat noted the rationale of “Acceptable Level of Risk” was appropriate for this standard although some members preferred the term “Appropriate Level of Protection” as used in the World Trade Organization’s Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (WTO SPS Agreement).





It was agreed that the draft was generally acceptable but required further review. Additional comments on this draft standard should be sent to the Secretariat no later than 1 February 1998.


3.	PRIORITIES FOR FUTURE STANDARDS


The Secretariat introduced the recommendations made for other standards by the Ninth Technical Consultation Among Regional Plant Protection Organizations that had met in Brazil in September 1997. He noted it was also important for the CEPM members to identify particular issues and subjects that would be critical in developing new draft standards. The most important standards to be drafted were agreed on with some general comments below:





3.1	Regulated Non-Quarantine Pests (Pt. 2, Appendix III, Report of the 9th RPPO Technical Consultation)


[Scope: Technical justification for classification as a regulated non-quarantine pest and the consideration of principles for their regulation in international trade.]


This standard was supported by the group as being of high priority. Various efforts at regional organization level were identified by participants that would help in developing this standard. These would be coordinated with the Secretariat. The Secretariat agreed to prepare a discussion paper for presentation at the CEPM meeting in May.





Along this line, it was also agreed that a standard for the reporting of pests should be a next step following the finalization of “Determination of Pest Status in an Area”.





3.2	Preparation of Regulated (Quarantine) Pest Lists (Pt. 1, Appendix III, Report of the 9th RPPO Technical Consultation)


[Scope: Establishment of a procedure (technical/scientific data) to elaborate procedures and criteria for compiling lists of regulated pests that would enable international acceptance of such lists.]


It was noted that this important standard would need to address good practices for the preparation of lists of regulated pests. It was agreed that a discussion paper on this subject would be prepared by the Secretariat.





3.3	Notification of Intercepted Pests and Non-Compliance (Pt. 3, Appendix III, Report of the 9th RPPO Technical Consultation)


[Scope: Guidelines for notification systems associated with non-compliance with import requirements.]


Drs Smith (EPPO) and Morales (COSAVE) agreed to provide information to the Secretariat for discussion regarding the distinction that needed to be made between obligations for notification of intercepted pests and non-compliance, and good reporting practices. The Secretariat would prepare a position paper for discussion at the next CEPM meeting.





Standards for “Low pest prevalence” and “quarantine nomenclature for plants and plant products”, also identified by the 9th RPPO Consultation were briefly mentioned, but full discussion on these and other topics nominated for standards were postponed to the CEPM meeting in May.


4.	RELEVANCE OF TECHNICAL GUIDELINES UNDER THE FRAMEWORK FOR PRODUCTION OF ISPMS


This topic was added to the Agenda for discussion to address various concerns raised on the status of technical guidelines for plant protection under the IPPC and within the ISPM framework and Secretariat work programme. The CEPM was asked to consider whether, and how, such guidelines fit into the framework of the standard-setting process, as well as guideline standards on specific pest situations that would also require technical guidance in their development from outside the expertise of the CEPM. Members were also asked to consider the CEPM’s role as advisor on such technical documents. The Coordinator introduced two sets of technical guidelines for review as some of these had, or could, become the basis for phytosanitary measures in national legislation and might have implications on trade restrictions. Drs T. Putter and G.G.M. Schulten of the FAO Plant Protection Service were invited to speak on these guidelines respectively.





4.1	FAO/IPGRI Technical Guidelines for the Safe Movement of Germplasm


Dr Putter introduced the joint FAO/IPGRI programme for the production of these guidelines, noting that they had been developed to facilitate the safe exchange of small quantities of germplasm for research purposes and breeding. However, situations had occurred where the procedures recommended in the guidelines were also applied to commercial shipments of material for both propagation and consumption. Unfortunately, the distinction between research and commercial applications of the guidelines was not always clear. For instance, there was concern that a guideline being finalized for potatoes could provide the basis for extremely trade-restrictive measures if used for material other than small amounts of germplasm.





The CEPM affirmed its strong support for the technical value of the guidelines and noted their usefulness in encouraging international harmonization in the movement of germplasm. It was agreed that the guidelines should continue to be developed and maintained but that modifications should be made to ensure that they were clearly understood to be technical references rather than ISPMs. In particular, it was suggested that the titles be modified and statements added to further clarify their intended use. Information concerning the distribution of pests might also be deleted since this was information that had led to international misunderstandings.





These proposed changes were considered by the CEPM to be both appropriate and timely. It was agreed that although these guidelines provided important information and recommended diagnostic procedures for plant quarantine officers, they should not be misconstrued as documents having the same level of endorsement and phytosanitary significance as ISPMs. They should remain neutral and clearly identified as pertaining to technical research issues on diagnostic and indexing procedures, without any implied status as regulatory instruments that could be applied to commercial shipments of plant material.





The discussion was closed with the understanding that these guidelines were not considered to have the same status as an ISPM within the framework of standards and work programme for the CEPM, but that they would continue to play an essential role in the IPPC as technical information made available by the Secretariat to RPPOs and NPPOs.


4.2	Technical Guidelines in Support of the Code of Conduct on the Import and Release of Exotic Biological Control Agents


Dr Schulten spoke on the history of these guidelines that had been developed by the CAB International Institute of Biological Control (IIBC) with FAO to assist countries in the implementation of the Code. He described some of the considerable difficulties involved with appropriate selection, introduction and managed use of exotic biological control agents. The experiences with dossiers on the candidate biological control agents, that had been prepared by IIBC under contract in support of certain biological control introductions, had been very positive. The need for national capability to prepare such dossiers was stressed. Training in implementation of the Code should be given a very high priority, but funds were scarce. National and international collaboration was required for its implementation. The dossiers also needed to be compiled in a central archive where they could be shared with other countries faced with the same or similar pest problems along with the Code and its guidelines. He indicated that the FAO IPM Group sought advice from the CEPM on ways and procedures by which these technical guidelines could be approved and promoted at international level, with particular emphasis on reaching national plant quarantine authorities.





The members discussed this issue and agreed there should be a clear distinction between IPPC Secretariat documents and FAO documents, and the respective responsibilities involved in their endorsement and implementation. Although these guidelines were considered to fall within the framework of the IPPC standard-setting process, the CEPM did not feel it was in a position to make the decisions requested. Decisions related to their approval and implementation should be left to the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures. However it was agreed that the members would consult with technical experts in their organizations on the draft presented. FAO should also circulate the guidelines to specialists for comments. The guidelines and comments submitted would then be reviewed at the next CEPM meeting for possible endorsement and forwarding to the Commission.





5.	OTHER BUSINESS





5.1	Status of the Revision of the IPPC


Dr Van der Graaff reviewed the present situation of consultation by the FAO Governing Bodies on the proposed revision of the IPPC. He introduced the document that had been presented to the 67th Session of the Committee on Constitutional and Legal Matters that had met 7-8 October 1997, and provided an overview of their comments. The concerns raised had concentrated on whether the revision had implications for Member countries in terms of new obligations. The conclusion reached by the CCLM was that there were no new obligations imposed by the amendments that would bring the Convention into line with the WTO SPS Agreement. They had made a few, very minor modifications to the wording in the proposed text and Annex with the model phytosanitary certificates that would then be submitted to the FAO Conference in November 1997.





Dr Van der Graaff noted that four interim measures were proposed to cover the period after adoption of the revised text until sufficient contracting parties had ratified the revision bringing it into force. As this was expected to take a few years, contingency plans included continuing yearly meetings of the CEPM and the present standard-setting process, and establishment of an interim Commission on Phytosanitary Measures.





5.2	Discussion of new terms and definitions for possible inclusion in the Glossary of Phytosanitary Terms


A number of terms and definitions were discussed, some having been approved by the CEPM last May, some having been modified or added in the revised text of the IPPC, and some being new terminology developed for the draft standards that had been reviewed during the meeting. Various considerations had to be made in looking at the new terminology proposed and adopted, but not yet published, to keep it in line with the IPPC amendments, and modifications made in the drafts that week. Most of the terms and definitions appearing in the discussed draft standards were accepted, some were amended and some deleted as no longer relevant. A list of the terms and definitions reviewed and agreed to appear in Appendix I.





5.3	CEPM Procedures and Close of Meeting


Discussion was held on the procedures for submittal of comments to drafts and the various ways these could be presented for review by the group. The Secretariat suggested that an annotated text could be provided to allow for comments that were of a more than just editorial nature. This was agreed to be preferable to having to read long position papers or different documents submitted in addition to ones that had been circulated. The comments should be sent to the Secretariat for compilation, however anyone wishing to also distribute them to the other members could do so. It was essential that they reached the Secretariat well in advance to allow adequate time to compile and integrate the amendments as appropriate in a revised draft. Future drafts of standards would appear in a simpler style to speed up the editing process.





Drs Smith and Morales offered their assistance in translating the draft standards into French and Spanish, respectively, for distribution to Member countries for consultation and later publication. This assistance was gratefully accepted by the Secretariat who noted their expertise in producing French and Spanish texts using appropriate terminology would greatly expedite their approval and implementation.





The Secretariat also noted it would be preparing a background paper for the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures to assist the Commission in the establishment of procedures and priorities for the standard-setting process in line with the revised text of the IPPC.





The participants were informed of forthcoming meetings and other activities scheduled under the Secretariat work programme for the following year. The meeting was then adjourned.
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