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Report of the 6th Meeting of the Technical Panel for the Glossary 

11-15 October 2010, Rome (Italy)

1.
Welcome and opening of the meeting

The Secretariat welcomed members of the Technical Panel for the Glossary (TPG) to Rome. A brief introduction of the roles of Technical Panels (TP) participants was given. All TPG members attended the meeting, including the new member for the Chinese language, Mr. Wang Yuxi (China). Ms. Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde (Canada) attended the meeting as an invited expert. 
The TPG adopted the agenda (Annex 1). The documents list (Annex 2), participants list (Annex 3) and local information were presented.
Ms. Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde (Canada) was selected as Chairperson.

2.
Reports

2.1
Previous meeting of the TPG
The report of the previous meeting
 was presented for information. In 2009, the FAO Legal Service had been asked for a statement in relation to the appendix to ISPM 5 on CBD terminology. While one member at CPM-4 had expressed concerns that the appendix interpreted another convention, it was believed that the appendix did not interpret the CBD terminology but only clarified it and in addition, the CBD Secretariat reviewed and provided comments on this appendix. The Secretariat will consider this issue further and provide guidance to the Standards Committee (SC) when the draft appendix on Terminology of the Montreal protocol in relation to the glossary of phytosanitary terms of the IPPC is presented to them.

2.2
Revised work plan 2009-2010

The Secretariat presented the 2009-2010 work plan
. The 2010-2011 work plan was discussed under agenda item 12. 
2.3
Extracts from other meetings' reports of relevant for TPG
The Secretariat introduced report extracts from various meetings
. It was noted in particular that the SC in May 2010 had asked TPs to review their work programmes and develop a medium term plan. This was discussed under agenda item 12. In addition the Technical Panel on Fruit Flies (TPFF) had asked for guidance on draft definitions in several draft standards (see agenda item 2.4.1 and 2.4.3). 
3.
Review relating to draft ISPMs sent for member consultation in 2010

The TPG reviewed member comments made on terminology in draft ISPMs sent for consultation in 2010, and made recommendations on consistency in the use of terms in those drafts. Recommendations will be transmitted to stewards (and the SC-7 in May 2010). The TPG normally reviews the translations of terms and definitions in draft ISPMs, but there were no such terms in the drafts sent for consultation in 2010. Furthermore, the TPG reviewed the draft revised ISPMs 7 and 12 for consistency in the use of terms. These two drafts had been sent for member consultation in 2009 and consequently modified by the SC-7 in May 2010; they would next be presented to the SC in November 2010 prior to CPM. 
3.1
Integrated measures approach for managing pest risks associated with international trade of plants for planting

TPG recommendations on member comments and consistency are detailed in Annex 4. In addition, the following points were discussed. 

-
Use of the terms integrated measures approach, integrated measures or systems approach was extensively discussed based on changes proposed by members. The TPG believed that the use of approach in the title and text of this draft was confusing and did not correspond to its content. In addition, the measures described in the standard are not necessarily independent, and they therefore do not form a systems approach. They are simply “integrated” and may (or may not) be independent. The TPG also noted that there is an apparent incoherence between systems approach as described in ISPM 1:2006 and the definition in glossary, which makes it difficult to see clearly the difference between integrated measures and systems approach.

-
The text seemed to refer to those solely internal measures that a country might put in place for its own internal purposes, especially targeting its own pests. The requirements about regulated pests seemed then to also apply to those pests. One member noted that it would be clearer if the draft only target exports and does not describe what countries should do internally. 

-
The TPG proposed that phytosanitary status be added to the work programme as it is used in many contexts and might need to be clarified.
3.2
Submission of new treatments for inclusion in ISPM 15:2009

TPG recommendations on member comments and consistency are detailed in Annex 5. No other specific issue was raised. 
3.3
Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies

TPG recommendations on member comments and consistency are detailed in Annex 6. In addition, the following points were discussed:

-
The definition of systems approach needs to be reviewed. The term is widely used and the pros and cons of revising the definition should be considered. In operational terms, a systems approach allows the country to meet phytosanitary import requirements, not to achieve the appropriate level of protection, and this is the operational element that should be mentioned in the definition. This specific point could also be clarified in the current annotated glossary. In addition, the wording pest risk management measures should also be reviewed. The TPG proposed that systems approach be added to the work programme. 
-
A shortcoming of the draft was that fruit fly-specific systems approaches seemed to be linked to an area, but this was not specifically stated in the standard. The text might need to be clarified. There also seemed to be a contradiction in this respect between for example paragraphs 26 (no obligation to define an area) and 41 (area needs to be stated). 
-
Durations indicated in ISPMs for keeping documentation vary across ISPMs. The SC might need to consider this. 
-
The term stakeholder was discussed. While a member believed that this tem was unclear and interested parties should be used, others noted that both terms are used in standards (stakeholder for example in ISPM 2:2007) and have a different meaning. Stakeholder would be directly affected and have something to lose, while interested parties might have a moral obligation to interact, but would not be directly affected. 

3.4
Diagnostic protocol for Plum pox virus (Annex to ISPM 27:2006)

TPG recommendations on member comments and consistency are detailed in Annex 7.
3.5
Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata (Annex to ISPM 28:2007)

TPG recommendations on member comments and consistency are detailed in Annex 8. 
3.6
Draft revised ISPMs 7 and 12

TPG recommendations on consistency in the use of terms are given in Annex 9 and 10 and will be transmitted to the SC. The issue of electronic certification was extensively discussed, leading to the recommendation in Annex 10 and under agenda item 4.1.3.
· Recommendations on member comments and consistency in draft ISPMs for member consultation will be transmitted to stewards

· Recommendations on consistency in the use of terms in the draft revised ISPMs 7 and 12 will be transmitted to the SC.
· Addition of phytosanitary status and systems approach as subjects will be requested to the SC.

· Consideration of the durations for keeping documentation in ISPMs will be suggested to the SC
4.
Consideration of new or revised terms/definitions
4.1
Subjects already on the TPG work programme

4.1.1
Hitch-hiker pest, legislation, gray, plant pest.

Following discussion, these terms and definitions were proposed for deletion in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (see Annex 11 for details). In addition to the points mentioned in the annex, the TPG discussed the following:
-
One member questioned the need to delete these terms from the Glossary; was it a good use of countries’ resources at member consultation? Others supported that it had been previously agreed that terms that do not belong to the glossary could be deleted. The proposal to delete these terms was maintained.
-
One member argued that the term hitch-hiker,  which is defined as “see contaminating pest”,  has a wider range of meaning and does not only mean a contaminating pest. This term could be useful. Nevertheless, the current definition was linked solely to contaminating pest and deletion was still proposed.
Hitch-hiker pest, legislation, gray, plant pest will be proposed for deletion in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (Annex 11) 
4.1.2
Re-exported consignment/consignment in transit

Following discussion, these terms and definitions were proposed for revision in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (see Annex 11 for details). 
Re-exported consignment and consignment in transit will be proposed for revision in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (Annex 11)
4.1.3 
Certificate, phytosanitary certificate, electronic certification
Following discussion, these terms and definitions were included in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (see Annex 11 for details), proposed as addition of electronic phytosanitary certificate, revision of phytosanitary certificate and deletion of certificate. In addition, the use of these terms in adopted ISPM had also been reviewed and the TPG made the following recommendations: 
-
where certificate or certification refers to phytosanitary certificate or phytosanitary certification, these terms should be used, to distinguish from other instances where certification has a different meaning, e.g. certification scheme, certification of facilities. Certificate or certification should be added to the list of general recommendations on consistency of the TPG (agenda item 5.4, suggested to be added to the IPPC style guide for ISPMs and to the Procedural Manual), and be considered during the review for consistency in the use of term (ISPM by ISPM or horizontal consistency changes).

-
when certification is used with a different meaning than phytosanitary certification, a statement similar to the one in ISPM 16:2002 might be used if clarification is needed: “This certification is not to be confused with phytosanitary certification”. It is suggested to add this point to the IPPC style guide for ISPMs.
Electronic phytosanitary certificate, phytosanitary certificate and certificate will be proposed for, respectively, addition, revision and deletion, in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (Annex 11)
4.1.4
Presence and occurrence

Presence and occurrence had been added to the work programme in order to consider how the terms are used in English and if a single term can be recommended, noting that the English versions of ISPMs use both terms, but these have the same translation at least in French and Spanish. A paper was presented
. It was noted that, since other languages use the same translation for both presence and occurrence, any difference made in the English, if any, is lost. It was noted that occurrence as defined refers to the established presence of a pest in an area, while presence is not specified. It seemed that occurrence could therefore be used when a pest is established, and presence covers all cases. A long-standing member of the TPG noted that it had never been the intention to have a difference between presence and occurrence.  In general terms in the phytosanitary context, if a pest is present, it is established (e.g. as indicated in ISPM 8:1998) and it will always be understood to established. The definition of transience, which uses presence, is an anomaly in this respect as it links presence to a pest that is not expected to establish. One solution would be to use presence in relation to an established pest, and occurrence and transience as events, thereby changing the term occurrence to presence, and using occurrence instead of presence in that definition and in that of transience. It was noted that occurrence is used in the IPPC and it is a reason why it is used.

It was noted that there had been no specific concern expressed in relation to the use of these terms so far, even if there seems to be a situation where the two terms used in English have not the same meaning, but are translated with one term. The impact of the changes envisaged in standards had not been studied so far. The use of these terms in ISPMs and the IPPC needs to be analysed, to envisage if there are issues of consistency or of incorrect use of terms between ISPMs and between languages. The TPG members for the English and French languages will conduct this review.

The terms presence and occurrence will remain on the work programme. Further review will be performed before the next meeting. 
4.1.5
“and/or” in ISPMs

A paper was presented listing all instances of and/or in ISPMs and proposing how to adjust them to apply the decision agreed to by the SC in November 2009 to remove unclarity linked to the use of this term. The TPG decided that it could not review all 149 occurrences listed in the document and focused on the ones that related to the review of ISPM 5 for consistency in the use of terms (agenda item 5.6.1). Instances in other ISPMs could be reviewed when the standards are reviewed for consistency or revised. The TPG reiterated the decision on and/or, noting that there were still numerous occurrences of and/or in draft ISPMs: “Usually, “and/or” can be replaced by “or”, without loss of meaning.  “Or” means that both options can apply at the same time or either of the options can apply.  Only when a sentence reads either …. or …, does it mean that both options cannot occur at the same time”.

· Proposals in relation to ISPM 5 were proposed as part of consistency changes (Annex 12)

· And/or will remain on the work programme to be considered for other ISPMs during consistency review or revision.

· The decision on and/or will be recalled to the SC.

4.1.6
Quarantine station
Following discussion, this term and definition was proposed for revision in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (see Annex 11 for details). It should be noted that ISPM 3:2005 currently uses the words quarantine facilities to refer to the concept of quarantine stations. For consistency in the use of terms, once the revised definition is adopted, ISPM 3:2005 could be adjusted to use quarantine station. 
Quarantine station will be proposed for revision in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (Annex 11)
4.1.7
Confinement

Following discussion, this term and definition was proposed for addition in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (see Annex 11 for details). In relation to the points mentioned in the annex, one member queried the relationship between confinement and detention or custody, as well as the reason why detention is not used in the definition of quarantine instead of confinement). It was noted that confinement is a special type of detention: it aims at preventing the escape of pests, while detention, although linked to pests according to its definition, could be used for other purposes. It is also noted that detention in the IPPC context is linked to a pest, while it has a different meaning for customs. “Custody” only refers to preventing access to the consignment (or other), while confinement aims at preventing the escape of pests. It was finally noted that confinement is used to keep a pest inside a reference area, while containment is used to keep a pest outside of an area. 

Confinement will be proposed for addition in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (Annex 11)
4.1.8
Efficacy/effectiveness
The TPG in June 2009 had suggested that the TPPT be consulted on the terms effectiveness and efficacy. Both terms are used in adopted ISPMs (as well as their corresponding adjectives efficacious and effective) but this might have been casual and without intention to introduce a difference, except maybe for ISPM 28:2007. This issue should be clarified as ISPMs may be misunderstood if they use different terms with the same meaning. It was also noted that effectiveness and efficacy have the same translation in at least French and Arabic. 

The TPPT had been consulted by email. Based on the the response from the Panel, it seems that efficacy and effectiveness have a different meaning in the context of treatments. For example for pesticide, efficacy is how good it kills, effectiveness takes account of other factors influencing the result, in other words efficacy is used under controlled conditions, while effectiveness is what happens in real life. Efficacy could then be used in the context of evaluation of treatments, and is a special concept linked to efficacy of treatments. In other situations, effectiveness should be used, e.g. an effective measure. Efficacy (of a treatment) is defined correctly in the glossary, but efficacy is also (wrongly) used in relation to measures or procedures throughout ISPMs (e.g. efficacy of proposed phytosanitary measures in ISPM 2:2007). The TPG proposed that in the future, efficacy should be used in relation to evaluation of a treatment only and effectiveness in all other cases. It was noted that in at least French, Spanish and Arabic, this would not make a difference as efficacy and effectiveness have the same translation. Occurrences in previous ISPMs could be corrected during consistency review or revision.
· Removal of efficacy and effectiveness from the work programme will be proposed.

· A note will be added in the general recommendations on consistency and in the annotated glossary.

4.1.9
Domestic regulation

Following discussion, this term and definition was proposed for addition in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (see Annex 11 for details). It should be noted that the TPG did not attempt to find a term applying only to internal measures only to non-regulated pests, i.e. to make a separation between phytosanitary and non-phytosanitary measures. However, it was felt that the concept of domestic measures was useful for both non-regulated and regulated pests. In ISPMs, the context should make clear whether it relates to regulated pests or non-regulated pests or both.
Domestic regulation will be proposed for addition in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (Annex 11)
4.2
Advice on new or revised terms in other recent draft standards

Terms and definitions proposed in recent draft ISPMs, i.e. those that have not yet been reviewed by the SC for member consultation, were reviewed. The outcome of TPG discussions will be transmitted to the stewards of the drafts.

4.2.1 Definitions in the draft ISPM on phytosanitary procedures for fruit fly management 

This was a draft ISPM prepared by the TPFF and not yet submitted to the SC. The TPFF had asked guidance on the following draft definitions:

	area-wide management
	Integrated pest management against an entire target population within a delimited geographical area

	exclusion
	Application of phytosanitary measures in and around an endangered area to prevent the introduction of a pest 


Discussion on area-wide management

-
Area-wide management is a widely used term and the TPG felt that it does not need to be defined. The concept of area-wide management or control is used in a variety of contexts in relation to reducing pest populations. The term is descriptive and does not have a specific meaning for the IPPC. 

-
Area-wide management as proposed in the draft is a special case of suppression, which is already defined (i.e. “The application of phytosanitary measures in an infested area to reduce pest populations”)

-
The definition proposed above limits the term to integrated pest management, which is too narrow as the term area-wide management might be used in other contexts. If the concept expressed in the text needs to be specifically limited to integrated pest management, it would be possible to use the term area-wide integrated pest management throughout the text instead of area-wide management. This would also clarify the term and remove the need for a definition.

The TPG recommended:

-
to use the term area-wide integrated pest management in the draft instead of area-wide management.

-
not to define area-wide management (nor area-wide integrated pest management)

Exclusion

-
The TPG agreed that this definition was needed, and that it was useful in relation to the already defined definitions of eradication and suppression.

-
Use of the term phytosanitary measures. It was recognized that the term official measures might be more appropriate for such measures, applied within a country. However, phytosanitary measures is used in the current definitions for eradication and suppression, and it would not be desirable to introduce inconsistency between the three definitions. The TPG suggested to use phytosanitary measures, but to ask the SC to add consideration of the use of phytosanitary measures in the definitions for suppression, eradication and containment (and the draft definition on exclusion). In addition, the definition of control could be reviewed to consider adding exclusion to the list of activities in control.
-
Use of introduction (i.e. entry and establishment) versus entry. The TPG noted that the exclusion measures are primarily aimed at preventing entry, while eradication or suppression aimed at preventing establishment. However, a package of exclusion measures might include measures to target cases of transience or incursion, i.e. preventing establishment. The term introduction was maintained.

-
Wording in and around an endangered area. The definition of introduction already refers to an area and this wording is not needed in the definition. In addition, use of endangered might be too restrictive.

-
It was envisaged whether the definition for control (currently covering suppression, containment and eradication) should be modified to include exclusion. However, the TPG noted that control applies to an area where the pest is present, which is not the case for exclusion.

-
It was noted that once the definition of exclusion was adopted, there might be a need to check adopted ISPMs for consistency to make sure this term is used where appropriate.

The TPG proposes that exclusion be defined as

	exclusion
	Application of phytosanitary measures to prevent the introduction of a pest 


· The TPG suggested that the discussion and proposed definition be transmitted to the steward of the draft ISPM. 

· Exclusion will be proposed for addition in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (Annex 11) 
· Suppression, eradication and containment (and the draft definition on exclusion) will be proposed for addition to the work programme in order to consider the use of phytosanitary measures in these definitions, as well as control to consider mentioning exclusion in the definition.

4.2.2 Definition in the draft Annex 1 to ISPM  20:2004 on phytosanitary pre-import clearance
This was a draft prepared by an EWG and not yet submitted to the SC. The EWG had proposed the following draft definition, as a revision to the existing glossary definition for pre-clearance:

	Pre Import -Clearance
	Phytosanitary clearance prior to import either in the country of export by or under the regular supervision of the National Plant Protection Organization of the importing country resulting in minimal inspection on arrival. 


-
Use of resulting in minimal inspection on arrival. This expresses a requirement, and definitions should not make requirements. This was a simple adjustment consistent with rules for definitions.

-
The TPG had a long discussion on the term and came up with a considerably redrafted definition, based on its understanding of the draft ISPM as proposed by the EWG. The TPG felt that the process was one that concerned export rather than import hence this should be reflected in the term (see indent below). Also, as the draft standard does not deal with transit, the definition need not either. The transit standard can deal with this area. However, it was noted that this was a drastic conceptual change, and it might be better to come back to reviewing the definition once the SC has looked at the draft and agreed to the concepts in it. 

-
Use of pre-import clearance. As explained above, the TPG felt that pre-import was the wrong term. Actions done just before clearance in the importing country are still pre-import. Recognizing that the use of pre-clearance had to be avoided, it proposed that the term pre-export would be more appropriate as part of a concept change.   In addition, it was felt that the definition was not for the clearance per se but for compliance checks leading to clearance. Using compliance checks might be more appropriate than clearance.

-
or under the regular supervision of. Regular was in the original definition but was not needed. The important element was that it was performed by the NPPO of the importing country. The NPPO of the importing country could agree that this would be done through supervision, but it did not need to be mentioned in the definition.

-
Use of Phytosanitary clearance. The TPG favoured the use of application of compliance procedures, which better expressed the concept, and that consignments be mentioned.

The TPG proposed the following definition:

	pre-export compliance check 

(or if not acceptable pre-export clearance)
	Application of compliance procedures to consignments in the exporting country by the NPPO of the importing country 


The TPG suggested that the discussion and proposed definition be transmitted to the steward of the draft ISPM.
4.2.3 Definitions in the draft ISPM on protocol to determine host status of fruits and vegetables to fruit fly (Tephritidae) infestation

This was a draft ISPM prepared by the TPFF and not yet submitted to the SC. The TPFF had asked guidance on the following draft definitions:

	Reproductive adult
	An adult male of female that has its gametes fully developed, can exhibit the normal sexual behaviour, perform a copula and produce viable offspring

	Host status
	The condition of a plant species or cultivar in relation to a potential pest.

	Natural host
	A plant species or cultivar that has been unequivocally reported to be infested under field conditions (i.e., nothing is manipulated) resulting in reproductive adults of the target species.

	Non-natural host
	A plant species or cultivar that has never been unequivocally reported to be infested under natural field conditions, but for which there exists reliable experimental evidence that it could be infested and produce reproductive adults of the target species under artificial field conditions. Non-natural hosts have previously been referred to as conditional, potential or artificial hosts.

	Non-host
	A plant species or cultivar which does not allow a pest to successfully complete its life cycle.


Reproductive adult

-
The TPG suggested to not define this term. The term is used in its normal biological meaning, and there is no need for a definition. 

Host status 

-
This definition is not limited to the current draft and should be broad enough. The TPG suggested that when adopted this definition be transferred to ISPM 5.

-
Minor adjustments were proposed to clarify the definition, and it was thought that the term potential was not needed.

The TPG proposed the following modified definition:

	Host status
	The suitability of a plant species or cultivar as a host for a pest.


Natural host, non-natural host and non-host
-
The TPG suggested that, as these definitions are specific to this standard, once adopted they should remain in this standard and not be transferred to ISPM 5 (as for specific potato definition in ISPM 33:2010).

-
The three terms were discussed together as they correspond to the three possible categories of “host” in this ISPM. Consistent wording should be used as far as possible in order to better link the definitions. For example, the three definitions should mention either production of reproductive adults or completion of life cycle, but not both (the TPG used produce reproductive adults but had no preference for one or the other). Similarly target species in natural host was modified to read target fruit fly species and this term was also used in other definitions as these are specific to the draft. 

-
Unequivocally reported did not seem appropriate as it should cover the cases where further trials are conducted to ascertain the host category. Demonstrated was proposed. 

-
In the definition of natural host, it is suggested to replace under field conditions by under natural conditions. This term is used in the draft and clarifies the concept expressed.

-
in the definition of non-natural host  and non host, the words under experimental and artificial field conditions was confusing. Firstly the draft ISPM refers several times to artificial conditions as being those in the laboratory and excludes them from the draft; it would therefore be preferable to avoid the term artificial. Secondly, the term experimental is vague as it covers many aspects of the draft. This expression should be replaced but the TPG was not sure of the terms to use, and there seemed to be inconsistencies within the draft and with the diagram. It should use the clearest terms used in the draft for this. Does it means under semi-natural conditions? 

The TPG proposed the following modified definitions:

	natural host
	A plant species or cultivar that has been demonstrated to be infested under natural conditions by the target fruit fly species and produce reproductive adults. 

	non-natural host
	A plant species or cultivar that has only been demonstrated to be infested by the target fruit fly species and produce reproductive adults under the experimental and artificial field conditions set out in this standard.

	non-host
	A plant species or cultivar that has been demonstrated not to allow the target fruit fly species to produce reproductive adults under the experimental and artificial field conditions set out in this standard.


In addition, it was noted that conditional hosts and host susceptibility had been added to the work programme with a pending status (pending availability of this draft ISPM). Now that the draft is available and it is other terms that have been defined, the subjects conditional hosts and host susceptibility should be deleted from the work programme. 

· The TPG suggested that the discussion and proposed definitions will be transmitted to the steward of the draft ISPM for consideration.

· It will be proposed that, once adopted, the definition for host status be transferred to ISPM 5, but the definitions for natural host, non-natural host and non-host remain in the specific ISPM.
· Deletion of conditional hosts and host susceptibility from the work programme will be asked to the SC.
4.2.4
Definition in the draft ISPM on movement of growing media in association with plants for planting in international trade

	soil
	A growing medium which is naturally occurring, composed of the loose surface material of the earth and consisting of a mixture of minerals and organic material


-
An alternative definition “naturally occurring mixture of minerals and plant organic material that can sustain plant growth” was proposed but it was considered that the definition proposed by the EWG is appropriate.

-
It was noted that development of a definition for soil had been attempted in the past, but had never succeeded. The difficulty had always been to differentiate in the definition media that are similar to soil, e.g. occur naturally, but are not considered as soil for phytosanitary purposes. For example, the proposed definition could apply to peat, while peat is treated separately from soil in the list of growing media in annex 1. 

The TPG suggested that the discussion be transmitted to the steward of the draft ISPM.
4.3
Other terms and definitions as requested by various bodies
There were no other requests than those presented above.
5.
Review of ISPMs for consistency of terms and style
5.1
Summary - outcome of SC and CPM discussions on proposals made by the TPG in October 2009
The Secretariat presented the outcome of SC and CPM discussions on proposals made by the TPG in October 2009
. The proposed ink amendments made by the TPG in October 2009 had been modified by the SC. These ink amendments were then noted by CPM-5, to the exception of three amendments. There had been concern that the TPG may expend a lot of time and effort on this consistency review and then have the CPM enter into a long and detailed debate; however the process went smoothly and the CPM did not rediscuss the issues in detail but simply noted the changes without debate. Based on this positive experience, the TPG agreed to continue the consistency review.
5.2
For information, consistency amendments noted by CPM-5

The ink amendments noted by CPM-5 were presented to the TPG for information
.
5.3
General rules applied for the analysis/process

The general rules applied to review of ISPMs for consistency had been written down, in order to give guidance to TPG members for the continuation of the consistency review. The consistency review applies to draft ISPMs for member consultation and for adopted ISPMs, with slight differences. The proposal provided that, whether for adopted ISPMs or drafts, only one TPG member makes a preliminary study and makes proposals to the rest of the group. In the case of draft ISPMs, the TPG supported that the current situation should be maintained, i.e. all members review all drafts before the meeting, and the recommendations are compiled during the meeting. This would ensure that members are familiar with the drafts and can have good discussions. 

The TPG recalled that, when considering adopted standards to be reviewed for consistency in 2008, it had identified a list of ISPMs. It had been noted that other ISPMs required more substantial changes and would not benefit from a review for consistency only (some of these had later been added to the work programme for revision, such as ISPMs 4, 6 and 8). In addition, Supplement 2 of ISPM 5 should also be reviewed as it was the obligation of the TPG to make sure that ISPM 5 is consistent. The adopted ISPMs under review or still to be reviewed for consistency are: ISPMs 8, 9, 20, 23, 25, 16, 17 and Supplement 2 to ISPM 5 (see agenda item 5.6.2, 5.6.3 and 5.6.4 for details on each of these). 
Review of these ISPMs would complete the main review standard-by-standard. The TPG could also start looking into a “horizontal” approach to improve consistency across all standards, in order to make sure that any further necessary adjustments to be made across standards are identified and applied (see also 5.4 and 5.5). It would also still review draft ISPMs for member consultation. Both components should ensure a better consistency of ISPMs.
· The General rules and process applied for the consistency analysis will be presented to the SC to be noted (Annex 13)
· The SC will also be invited to note the list of ISPMs remaining to be reviewed: 8, 9, 16, 17, 20, 23, 25, and Supplement 2 to ISPM 5.

5.4
Draft general recommendations on consistency, to be looked at for all standards and could be part of the annotated glossary

A first list of general consistency changes had been drawn based on ink amendments agreed to by CPM-5. The purpose of this list was discussed, i.e. whether it was needed only to the consistency review (i.e. internal TPG document) or should be used by those drafting and revising standards (e.g. widely available to drafting groups, the SC etc.). The TPG noted that the Administrative guidelines for the structure of standard setting documentation in the IPPC Procedural Manual contained guidance for those writing standards. The list proposed would be useful not only for the TPG and SC when reviewing ISPMs for consistency, but also for drafting groups in order to use the correct terminology. It should remain flexible and be built-up and consolidated regularly by the TPG. It was suggested that this list could also include a “negative” list of terms to be avoided, for example to not use prevalence (instead of incidence), risk on its own, etc. The TPG suggested that the list also be included in the IPPC Style Guide for ISPMs and in the Procedural Manual. 

The TPG reviewed and modified the document. In addition to the details given in the annex, specific points of discussion were:

-
Pest risk management. Pest risk management is conceptual process of defining measures to address a risk. There was a tendency to use pest risk management in relation to actions to manage pests in the field, and this was an incorrect use of the term. 

-
Pest free. Terms such as “pest free fruit” or “pest free consignment” do not make clear which pests are concerned, whereas the defined terms pest free area and find free define pests that are targeted. The concept of “pest freedom” is however not covered by the existing definition of free from. Pest freedom is also used in ISPM 8:1998 and it might be useful to define, as it occurs in ISPMs and to tie loose ends when looking at definitions of find free and free from. 

-
Use of official. There is a tendency to use official in ISPMs associated to nouns that already include this component in their definition, for example phytosanitary measure. Care should be taken in the use of official in order to avoid redundancy.

-
The term “contracting parties” is used in ISPMs only in direct relation to the content of the IPPC. In other circumstances, it is generally appropriate to use “countries”.

· The document will be modified for a wider audience.
· The General recommendations on consistency (Annex 14) will be presented to the SC to be noted, with the suggestion to include them in the Procedural Manual and Style Guide for ISPMs.
· The SC will be invited to note that the recommendations would be regularly reviewed and consolidated 

· Pest freedom will be proposed to be added to the work programme as subject.

5.5
Draft process for process for reviewing consistency across standards in some cases, and making horizontal consistency changes across all standards

The Secretariat introduced the paper
, which envisaged the possibility for consistency changes being made across all standards. There were uncertainties on whether this should be used in parallel to the current standard-by-standard review, and in which cases it would be feasible. The following points were discussed:
-
A horizontal process could use the general recommendations on consistency (Agenda item 5.4) to consider whether corrections should be made throughout standards. Changes could then be proposed, as in the current process as ink amendments, or as revisions if they are more substantial. 

-
The standard-by-standard consistency review had the advantage of not considering only one term, but to allow identifying other changes needed in the standard, while a horizontal consistency review would ensure that one of the issues identified in the general recommendations on consistency is applied to all ISPMs and corrects all ISPMs at the same time. 

-
Some consistency changes to be made across standards might affect many standards (for example 149 occurrences of and/or; change of certificate to phytosanitary certificate). Under the current system, this would require detailed review of each and every instance by the TPG, but also by the SC and later members. With the current process, it was not realistic to deal with such horizontal consistency issues implying many changes, but they should rather be acted upon when standards are revised. The TPG did not exclude however that a global change across standards may be proposed in some instances.  

-
Application of a horizontal approach might need a change of process. A lighter solution could be envisaged, for example whereby the SC agrees that one change is made throughout all standards. It was noted that the content of ISPMs should be correct and it should be possible to introduce corrections in a simple way. The IPPC standard setting system has much heavier procedures than some other organizations for such corrections. 

-
As also mentioned under agenda item 5.3, such a horizontal process would be a good system to apply once the consistency of adopted ISPMs standard-by-standard is finished, in order to make sure that the consistency of ISPMs is reviewed as needed and adjustments made as necessary. Adjustments throughout standards might become necessary e.g. if a new term is introduced and its correct use needs to be ensured in existing standards. Such horizontal process would also ensure that newer standards (which do not require an individual review given the processes recently put in place for the review of consistency in draft ISPMs) are nevertheless reviewed and amended as needed in relation to specific points. 

-
The general usefulness or cost-efficiency of the consistency review (whether standard-by-standard or across standards) was again questioned by one participant given the work needed from TPG members, the amount of review needed at all stages, the number of proposals that had been rejected by the SC and CPM.
Review for consistency will continue standard-by-standard, but horizontal changes across standards might be proposed in the future. 
5.6
Draft consistency tables (to be prepared in the appropriate format to go to SC)

5.6.1
ISPM 5

At its 2009 meeting the TPG had reviewed proposals made by a consultant in 2008 on the consistency of ISPM 5 and had identified terms for which consistency changes should be made. The Secretariat had compiled these proposals
, which the TPG reviewed and modified. Some changes were considered beyond consistency and the TPG decided to present them as part of the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary. As a result of the discussions on the 2009 proposals:

-
Ink amendments were proposed (see Annex 12 for details) for efficacy, establishment, introduction, spread, consignment, inspection, kiln-drying, phytosanitary measure, phytosanitary regulation, plant quarantine, quarantine (and one change in supplement 1 of ISPM 5).
-
Revisions and deletions were included in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary: antagonist, competitor, control point, dose mapping, dosimeter, dosimetry, ionizing radiation
-
Some items proposed for deletion or ink amendment at the 2009 meeting were not pursued further: biological control agent, living modified organism, LMO, bark-free wood, controlled area, regulated non-quarantine pest.
In addition, the following points were discussed:

-
Required response. One member noted that the term is used in ISPM 18:2003 but not in the sense of the definition, which uses “specified level of effect”. ISPM 18:2003 includes for example mortality or sterilization as required responses. The TPG finally concluded that the “specified level of effect” does not need to be a figure and that the required responses mentioned in ISPM 18:2003 are in line with the current definition. 
-
Controlled area. One member asked for clarification on the relationships between the different “areas” defined in ISPM 5, such as quarantine area, regulated area, protected area, endangered area, buffer zone. It was noted that regulated area is a broad term encompassing some other areas; a pest might be present or not in a regulated area, and the regulated area aims at preventing its movement in or out of the area. A regulated area can include a controlled area (with the pest) or a protected area containing itself an endangered area (without the pest). The protected area is defined in order to protect the endangered area and may be wider than the endangered area (in some cases the whole country or a large part of it). The controlled area is composed of a quarantine area, where the pest is present, plus buffer zone. Its delimitation is not necessarily linked only to the presence of a pest, but might take account of administrative or practical considerations (e.g. it might be wider than the quarantine area and buffer zone, and might include other areas that allow enforcement, such as roads, etc.). The TPG proposed that an attempt should be made to include diagrams in the annotated glossary to illustrate the different types of areas. 
· Ink amendments to ISPM 5 will be presented to the SC (Annex 12).

· Revision of absorbed dose and deletion of antagonist, competitor, control point, dose mapping, dosimeter, dosimetry, ionizing radiation will be included in the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary (Annex 11).

· Diagrams on the different types of areas will be added to the annotated glossary

5.6.2
ISPMs 8 and 9

These ISPMs had been discussed in June 2009 and tables commented upon by TPG members. The versions presented at the October 2009 meeting had not evolved to the stage necessary for presentation to the SC and the tables were not studied. The tables were not adjusted and the TPG noted that they should be adjusted before being reviewed. The tables would be commented upon by members by email and presented at the next meeting.
Consistency changes for ISPMs 8 and 9 will be discussed at the next meeting (deadlines were decided when discussing the work plan for 2010-2011).
5.6.3
ISPMs 20, 23 and 25

Individual TPG members had prepared tables, but other members had not had the opportunity to comment on the tables as provided in the consistency process (Annex 13). It was preferable that members send comments to authors and the tables are adjusted before being reviewed at a TPG meeting. 
Consistency changes for ISPMs 20, 23 and 25 will be discussed at the next meeting (deadlines were decided when discussing the work plan for 2010-2011).

5.6.4
ISPMs 16, 17 and Supplement 2 to ISPM 5

These standards had not been assigned prior to the meeting. This was discussed when considering the work plan, these standards were assigned to individual members.

Consistency changes for ISPMs 16, 17 and Supplement 2 to ISPM 5 will be discussed at the next meeting (deadlines were decided when discussing the work plan for 2010-2011).

6.
Annotated glossary: 2010 version to be finalized
The 2010 version was presented
. Most changes in the main part of the text were small updates to take account of new standards and of decisions made at the 2009 meeting. The main change in response to a request at the last meeting was addition of an explanation to the list of terms not proposed to be defined by the panel. The annotated glossary is published as an explanatory document every three years, and the 2010 version should be published. The TPG commented on the draft, which will be further modified and sent to the SC. 

The 2010 annotated glossary will be finalized and sent to the SC as an explanatory document for clearance. 

7.
Explanation of glossary terms

At its 2009 meeting, the TPG had decided that this should be a standing agenda item for TPG meetings, to take advantage of the knowledge and membership of “first generation” TPG members. Terms could be discussed during TPG meetings and explanations added to the annotated glossary as needed. One member had sent questions on detention, protected area, consignment and restriction
. Protected area was discussed under agenda item 5.6.1 (leading to proposed adjustment to the annotated glossary) and detention was discussed under agenda item 4.1.6 (no adjustment to the annotated glossary). Consignment and restriction were discussed as follows:

-
The difference between restriction and phytosanitary import requirement was questioned. It was noted that not all phytosanitary import requirements are restrictions, and that restrictions are not just applicable to imports. In addition, prohibition is a phytosanitary import requirement, but not a restriction. In practice there is no difference between restriction as used in the IPPC and the term requirement. Whereas restriction is the term used in the IPPC, in practice ISPMs mostly use requirements. No adjustment to the annotated glossary.
-
Why does the definition of consignment associates it only with movement between countries and would it be appropriate to include movements within a country, for example into or out of a PFA or between PFAs. It was noted that consignment is connected to phytosanitary certificates, and therefore to movement between countries; one consignment is covered by one phytosanitary certificate. There was no word to cover something moved within a country, but the term consignment cannot be broadened to express this as it needs to maintain a link with phytosanitary certificates. No adjustment to the annotated glossary.
8.
Revocation of standards

The Secretariat noted that this issue had been further considered when developing the 2010 book of standards, and in particular changes to references. When the 2010 book of standard is published, all ISPMs will include a publication history and a revision history, and this would give information on the successive versions of an ISPM. However, a specific issue related to ISPMs that list an old version of another ISPM in their reference section or that include cross-references to an old version of another ISPM in the text, while a more recent version exist (e.g. ISPM 1:1995 and ISPM 1:2006). In these cases, would it be possible to revoke the old version and refer to the new version? 
In the references section of ISPMs in the book of standard currently in preparation, the old versions would still be indicated, but the new version would also be mentioned for information. Another option would have been to replace the old reference with the new one, but this necessitates a careful consideration of the content of ISPMs. Within the text of ISPMs, if an old ISPM is cross-referred to, especially with specific section numbers or quotes, any changes to refer to the new version would necessitate changes to the text. Options were to keep the cross-reference to the old version and make the change when the standard is revised, or to make a change, for example to refer to concepts rather than a specific section of the old version or to refer to the new version of the ISPM instead of the old version, if this does not entail further changes. This issue was still under consideration as a study was currently being conducted to check all cases of references to ISPMs for which a newer version has been adopted. 
Based on this study, the Secretariat will consider whether some old versions of ISPMs could be revoked, especially if they are not referred to in the text of other standards, but also if and how references or cross-references to old versions could be adjusted. Revocation of standards would have to be done by CPM. If changes are made to remove references or cross-references to an old version of an ISPM, the CPM would also have to be informed of changes. 

If references or cross-references to old versions remained in ISPMs, the TPG noted that one task for all EWGs revising ISPMs would be to change them.
When consulted on these issues, the FAO Legal Service had emphasized that a Secretariat should take a stronger role and should be able to take decisions to correct the text of standards. The FAO Legal Service had also advised that the text of ISPMs should refer to concepts in general in an ISPM, and not to specific sections in ISPMs. Several participants noted that references to concept would not help readers, who needed precise guidance as to where to find information. In most cases the cross-reference should be at least a reference to a dated version of a standard. Furthermore participants generally agreed that the Secretariat should have some flexibility in making some adjustments to previous standards. If an error was found, the Secretariat should correct it and should not have to ask authorization first.
The TPG noted there was a need to define what constitutes a revision to a standard. Is that a full revision, or is that when there is a small change in one section? The TPG believed that the term “revision” should not be used for minor changes, such as corrections for consistency, as it gives the idea of a full revision. Noting that there should be different types of changes to standards (e.g. revisions, amendments, etc.), the TPG suggested that the Secretariat uses defines precise categories, uses them and explains them in the Procedural Manual.

Regarding versions, it was noted that they would correspond to years in which adjustments are made. Annexes and appendices, when adopted separately from the standard, would also carry a date, and would also have a version. The Secretariat should keep a record of all previous versions of standards, whether changed through revision or amendment. It was noted that the current “versions” on the IPP did not serve this purpose as they correspond to versions of a file (i.e. a same file might have been loaded 4 times, which would be registered as 4 versions). 
9.
Terminology of the Montreal Protocol in relation to the Glossary 

The first draft had been discussed in 2009. The TPG reviewed and commented on the draft
, which would be further adjusted to be aligned with the appendix to ISPM 5 on terminology of the Convention on Biological Diversity. The Secretariat should also obtain the legal advice on whether such texts are clarifications or interpretions other conventions (see also agenda item 2.1). Input from the Ozone Secretariat should also be obtained prior to the draft being submitted to the SC.
The steward for this draft had left the TPG. It was decided that the TPG will designate a steward at a future date (future meeting or by email in 2011 if the SC decided to send the draft for member consultation). 

The draft will be modified, sent to the Ozone Secretariat, and presented to the SC in May 2011, together with the legal advice. 

10.
TPG activities in relation to languages
The paper
 that will be discussed at the next meeting in the presence of the new members for the Russian and Spanish languages. 
11.
Guidance document on the use of terms “should”, “shall” and “must”

Following discussion of a draft guidance document at CPM-3 (2008), the TPG had been asked to analyse several documents presented to CPM, and that the SC then examines and develops recommendations for the CPM, taking into account that CPM-1 had adopted previous decisions on the issue. At its 2008 meeting the TPG had proposed to wait until 2010, at which time more ISPMs would have been adopted using the terms in the correct way. The discussion was again been postponed to a later date when there would be more issues to discuss. However, this issue did not seem to have raised problems since 2008 and the TPG proposed that the guidance document on “should”, “shall” and “must” should be removed from its work plan.  The Secretariat noted that it would still be useful to provide brief guidance in the Style Guide for ISPMs (which would include guidance for experts drafting groups, the SC, the Secretariat), and the TPG proposed to develop such brief guidance. 
The Secretariat noted that the issue of translation of “should”, “shall” and “must” in French had been raised by the French Language Review Group when reviewing the standards adopted at CPM-5. The group had proposed changes to the translations agreed to by CPM-1 (2006). From the point of view of the Secretariat, this was an issue beyond translation and could not be solved through the simple mechanism in place for adjusting translations after adoption. For the time being, the Secretariat stated that they would follow the CPM-1 (2006) decision.  
· Brief guidance for the Style Guide for ISPMs will be developed.

· The SC will be invited to agree that the guidance document on the use of terms “should”, “shall” and “must” as requested by CPM-3 be removed from the TPG work plan.
12.
Work plan for the TPG
The TPG reviewed and finalized its work plan for 2010-2011. It also considered the request of the May 2010 SC for TPs to “review their work programme and the continued need for their work, and develop a medium term plan for their work, identify key areas that may need addressing, set a completion date if possible, and report back to the SC”.

· The 2010-2011 work plan (Annex 15) will be presented to the SC to be agreed.

· The review of work programme and medium term plan (Annex 16) will be presented to SC to be discussed.

13.
Membership of the TPG

The call for TPG members for Russian and Spanish will end on the 30 October 2011 and these members have therefore not yet been selected. No change in the composition is foreseen to date.
14.
Other issues 

14.1
ISO standard on definitions

The Chairperson noted that government translators in Canada use a database called Termium, which contains all terminology for use in policy documents; it had been proposed to the service in charge of Termium that ISPM 5 be included, but this idea was rejected by this service as many definitions in ISPM 5 are apparently not compliant with ISO 704:2009 terminology – concepts and methods. For example, according to that standard, definitions should not contain: examples, wordings in the negative form, parenthesis or several sentences. Since there was a standard on how to develop definitions, the TPG supported that it should look into it, although it was recognized that it might not be possible or desirable to completely align to this standard, and asked the Secretariat to provide a copy.
The Secretariat will be asked to provide a copy of ISO 704:2009 terminology – concepts and methods.

15.
Date and venue of the next meeting

There is an uncertainty on IPPC activities and the standard setting programme in 2011. If there is a meeting, it will take place on 10-14 October 2011. 
16.
Close

The Chairperson thanked the participants for their active participation.
Recommandations to the SC

The SC is invited to:
1. Approve the following additions of subjects to the list of topics for standards: revision of systems approach; pest freedom; phytosanitary status; point of entry, suppression, eradication and containment (and the draft definition on exclusion); control
2. Approve the following deletions of subjects from the list of topics for standards: area-wide control; efficacy, effectiveness; conditional hosts, host susceptibility and related terms
3. Consider the need to review the durations for keeping documentation indicated in ISPMs, and to make recommendations in this respect (agenda item 3.3)

4. Review and approve the 2011 Amendments to the Glossary for member consultation (Annex 11)

5. Review and approve the ink amendments to ISPM 5 for consistency in the use of terms (Annex 12)

6. Note the General rules and process applied for the consistency analysis (Annex 13)

7. Note that the following adopted ISPMs remain to be reviewed in the consistency analysis: 8, 9, 16, 17, 20, 23, 25, and Supplement 2 to ISPM 5.

8. Note the General recommendations on consistency (Annex 14) and note the suggestion that it be included in the IPPC Procedural Manual and IPPC Style Guide.
9. Note that the General recommendations on consistency will be regularly reviewed and consolidated by the TPG.

10. Note that the review for consistency will continue standard-by-standard, but changes across standards might be proposed in the future.

11. Review and approve the 2010-2011 work plan (Annex 15, all tables)

12. Discuss the review of the TPG work programme and medium term plan (Annex 16)

13. Review the draft appendix on Terminology of the Montreal Protocol in relation to the Glossary, together with the comments of the Ozone Secretariat and the statement of the FAO Legal Service on the appendix to ISPM 5 on terminology of the Convention on Biological Diversity, and approve the draft for member consultation.

14. Agree that brief guidance on the use of terms “should”, “shall” and “must” be developed for the IPPC Style Guide, and that the guidance document on the use of terms “should”, “shall” and “must” as requested by CPM-3 be removed from the TPG work plan.
ANNEX 1
ANNOTATED AGENDA
1.
Welcome and opening of the meeting

1.1
Meeting information (documents list, participants list)

1.2
Meeting logistics and arrangements, local information (2010-TPG-04)

1.3
Review and adoption of the agenda

1.4
Introductions

1.5
Roles (IPPC Secretariat, steward, rapporteur, chairperson)

1.6
Selection of the Chairperson

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	Documents list
	Secretariat
	
	2010-TPG-02

	Participants list
	Secretariat
	Posted 17-09
	2010-TPG-03


2.
Reports

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	2.1 Previous meeting of the TPG (Oct. 2009)
	
	Posted 24-06
	2010-TPG-05

	2.2 Revised work plan 2009-2010
	F. Grousset
	Posted 24-06
	2010-TPG-06

	2.3 Extracts from other meetings' reports of relevant for TPG 
	F. Grousset
	Posted 11-08
	2010-TPG-23


3.
Review relating to draft ISPMs sent for member consultation in 2010

5 ISPMs he sent for member consultation in June-September 2010:

· Integrated measures approach for managing pest risks associated with international trade of plants for planting

· Submission of new treatments for inclusion in ISPM 15

· Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies

· Diagnostic protocol for Plum pox virus (Annex to ISPM 27)

· Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata (Annex to ISPM 28).

The TPG will consider member comments on terms and definitions and will review the drafts for consistency (3.1 and 3.2 below).

The TPG will also review the draft revised ISPMs 7 and 12 for consistency (see 3.2).

- Review of country comments on new and revised terms 
The TPG will review country comments made on terms and definitions. Recommendations will be transmitted to stewards and the SC-7 (November 2010 or May 2011 as appropriate). The deadline for country comments is 30 September and the comments will be made available to the TPG only at the beginning of October (or just before the meeting).

Countries might request definitions for new terms. The TPG will also consider these requests and will make a recommendation for the SC May 2011 to add, or not, these terms to the work programme as subjects to be further worked on by the TPG. We will try to already identify volunteers for each term at the October 2010 meeting, so that work can start if the terms are added to the work programme.

Note: The TPG normally also review the French and Spanish translations of new terms/definitions in draft ISPMs. There are no new definitions proposed in the draft ISPMs sent for consultation, so there won’t be anything to review this year.

-
Review of draft ISPMs for consistency

The TPG reviews draft ISPMs for member consultation for consistency and makes recommendations to the stewards and SC-7/SC. Members should prepare in advance and come to the meeting with their proposals. The draft revised ISPMs 7 and 12 were also added to the agenda for consistency review. These 2 drafts were adjusted by the SC-7 and will be considered by the SC in November, for possible submission to CPM-6.

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	Member comments document (for all drafts)
	Secretariat
	Posted 07-10
	2010-TPG-40

	5 Document containing draft ISPMs sent for member consultation in 2010 
	Secretariat
	Posted 19-07
	2010-TPG-09 to-13

	Draft revised ISPMs 7 and 12
	Secretariat
	Posted 04-08
	2010-TPG-19 to-20


4.
Consideration of new or revised terms/definitions
4.1
Subjects already on the TPG work programme

The April 2010 SC agreed to subjects to be worked on by the TPG, based on TPG 2009 proposals. Volunteers were identified at the last meeting for some terms (see 2010-TPG-06). Members are invited to prepare documents before 15 September. The result of the discussion will be part of “amendments to the Glossary” to be presented to the SC in May 2011.

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	List of subjects on TPG work programme, and volunteers
	F. Grousset
	Sent 24-06 with invite and draft agenda
	Table 3 in 
2010-TPG-06

	Documents on the various subjects
	
	
	

	- Deletion: hitch hiker, legislation, Gray, plant pest
	E. Nordbo
	Posted  04-08
	2010-TPG-08

	- re-exported consignment, consignment in transit
	E. Nordbo
	Posted  04-08
	2010-TPG-14

	- certificate, phytosanitary certificate, electronic certification
	F. Grousset
	Posted  04-08
	2010-TPG-15

	- occurrence, presence
	E. Nordbo
	Posted  04-08
	2010-TPG-16

	- review of “and/or” in ISPMs
	F. Grousset
	Posted  01-09
	2010-TPG-25

	- review of definition for “quarantine station”
	F. Grousset
	Posted  01-09
	2010-TPG-28

	- confinement
	I. Smith
	Posted 04-10
	2010-TPG-39

	- others to be developed
	All as per 2010-TPG-06
	15 September
	


4.2
Advice on new or revised terms in other recent draft standards 

This point relates to draft terms and definitions proposed by expert working groups or technical panels in new draft standards which will be presented to the SC in May 2011. 

	exclusion and area-wide management
	Secretariat
	Posted 23-09
	2010-TPG-32

	conditional hosts, host susceptibility, related terms in draft
	TPFF 2010 will provide draft definitions
	During the meeting
	

	pre-import clearance
	Secretariat
	Posted 24-09
	2010-TPG-34

	soil
	Secretariat
	
	2010-TPG-44


4.3.
Other terms and definitions as requested by various bodies
Between the SC April 2010 and the TPG 2010, some groups might ask for guidance on new definitions. The TPG will also make a proposal for the May 2011 SC to decide whether to include these terms as subjects to the TPG work programme. We will try to already identify volunteers for each term at the Oct. 2010 meeting.

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	Process for proposing/working on terms 
	
	
	See Appendix in 2009 report- 2010-TPG-05

	Document with draft terms (if any)
	F. Grousset
	25 September
	No doc.


5.
Review of ISPMs for consistency of terms and style
The first batch of consistency amendments was agreed to by CPM in March 2010. The SC requested the TPG to continue work and agreed to a number of decisions (see document under agenda item 2). The items below result from decisions of the SC.

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	5.1 Summary - outcome of SC and CPM discussions on proposals made by the TPG in October 2009
	F. Grousset
	Posted 31-08
	2010-TPG-26

	5.2 For information, consistency amendments noted by CPM-5
	F. Grousset
	Posted 19-07
	2010-TPG-07

	5.3 General rules applied for the analysis/process
	F. Grousset/J. Hedley
	Posted 01-09
	2010-TPG-24

	5.4 Draft general recommendations on consistency, to be looked at for all standards and could be part of the annotated glossary
	I. Smith
	Posted 17-09
	2010-TPG-31

	5.5 Draft process for process for reviewing consistency across standards in some cases, and making horizontal consistency changes across all standards
	F. Grousset/E. Nordbo
	Posted 01-10
	2010-TPG-35

	5.6 Draft consistency tables (to be prepared in the appropriate format to go to SC)
	
	
	

	ISPM 5
	F. Grousset 
	Posted 04-08
	2010-TPG-18

	ISPM 8
	M. Katbeh Bader
	Posted 03-10
	2010-TPG-37

	ISPM 9
	M. Katbeh Bader
	Posted 03-10
	2010-TPG-38

	ISPM 20
	J. Hedley
	Posted 24-09
	2010-TPG-33

	ISPM 23
	E. Nordbo
	Posted 04-08
	2010-TPG-17

	ISPM 25
	I. Smith
	Posted 03-10
	2010-TPG-36


6.
Annotated glossary: 2010 version to be finalized
The annotated glossary is published every 3 years (last version finalized at TPG 2007 and published in 2008). The TPG should finalize the 2010 annotated glossary. Ian Smith will produce a revised version, with terms not included in the latest draft, and latest decisions (e.g. in the list of terms considered but not added to the glossary, it should attempt to specify who/which group proposed each term and the reasons for rejection). 

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	Revised annotated glossary
	I. Smith
	Posted 17-09
	2010-TPG-30


7.
Explanation of glossary terms

This is now a standing agenda item for TPG meetings. Members should identify before the meeting some glossary terms/definitions requiring further explanations (and not already explained in other places, such as the annotated glossary). These terms/definitions will be discussed during the TPG meeting and explanations added to the annotated glossary as appropriate. This is the first year this is done, and we will have to see how to prioritize terms, what kind of preparation and discussion can be done, and whether the resulting explanations will go in the 2010 annotated glossary or in a later version. 

In order to leave enough time for long-term members to think about explanations, members are required to send to Fabienne suggestions for terms to be explained by 30 July, (not only term but also short statement on what is the issue with the definition). Process and document to be assembled for meeting will depend on what is received.

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	List of terms needing explanations (and short statement on what is the issue with the def. )
	
	30 July
	

	Questions received
	
	Posted 11-08
	2010-TPG-21


8.
Revocation of standards

Follow-up from a discussion at a previous TPG meeting.

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	Additions and clarifications to the standard setting procedure
	J. Hedley
	Posted 11-08
	2010-TPG-22


9.
Terminology of the Montreal Protocol in relation to the Glossary 

A draft paper from Ana Peralta was considered at the last meeting, and TPG members invited to comment by 1 June 2009. A revised paper will be presented at the meeting. 

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	Draft
	
	
	2010-TPG-43


10.
TPG activities in relation to languages
The TPG works in languages, but the Secretariat suggests that the areas of activity of the TPG in relation to languages should be better defined.

In addition, as agreed at previous meetings, each language member other than English should report to TP on nature/reasons for substantial changes needed for translation of terms/definitions in the Glossary– then TPG to decide on how to submit changes. Note: at this meeting, the TPG will have new members for Chinese and possibly Spanish and Russian. Part of this agenda point for these languages is therefore deferred to the next meeting. 

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	Defining the work of the TPG in relation to languages other than English
	F. Grousset/B. Larson
	Posted 17-09
	2010-TPG-29

	Substantial changes needed to translations of glossary terms and reasons
	M. Katbeh Bader for Arabic and I. Smith for French
	-
	


11.
Guidance document on the use of terms “should”, “shall” and “must”

The discussion was postponed to a later date.
12.
Work plan for the TPG
The TPG will review and update its 2010-2011 work plan as amended following CPM-5 and the SC in April, and discussions at the meeting. The work plan will be updated for presentation to the SC in May 2011. 

Note: in addition the April 2010 SC asked TPs to “review their work programme and the continued need for their work, and develop a medium term plan for their work, identify key areas that may need addressing, set a completion date if possible, and report back to the SC.”

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	Work programme 2010-2011
	F. Grousset
	During meeting
	To be adapted from 2010-TPG-06


13.
Membership of the TPG
Members to notify any expected change in membership, so that calls can be organized in good time.

	Document
	Prepared by
	Deadline
	Doc. number

	Membership list (revised 24-09)
	F. Grousset
	Re-posted 24-09
	2010-TPG-27rev


14.
Other issues 

14.1
ISO standard on definitions

15.
Date and venue of the next meeting

16.
Close
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TPG RECOMMENDATIONS ON MEMBER COMMENTS ON TERMS AND CONSISTENCY IN THE USE OF TERMS
(status: sent to steward in October 2010)

Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2010
Draft: INTEGRATED MEASURES APPROACH FOR PLANTS FOR PLANTING IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE

TPG recommendations regarding member comments on terms
	
	1. Section
	2. Par. No. 
	3. sent.

row/ind,
	4. Type of comment
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	1. 
	
	
	
	
	TPG Note for SC. There is an apparent incoherence between systems approach as described in ISPM1 and the definition of systems approach in ISPM 5, which makes it difficult to see clearly the difference between “integrated measures” and “systems approach”.
	

	2. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	1. There is little difference between “systems approach” and “integrated measures” hence this change is to ensure consistency with other draft ISPMs

2. draft Standards should not be used to arbitrarily create definitions  In this document this was done in paragraphs 79-88 and Appendix 2 (paragraphs 117 – 121) to create definitions of critical non-compliance and non-critical non-compliance.  These definitions must first be agreed upon by the membership of the CPM before they can be adopted.  Until then, any reference to these terms should be changed to non-compliance….

TPG. Disagree. Have favoured that could define non phytosanitary terms in the standard. Criteria for the two types of non-compliance are specific to plants for planting 
	Antigua and Barbuda,Barbados, Dominica, Jamaica, SVG, Suriname, Trinidad & Tobago

	3. 
	General comments
	
	
	Substantive
	This draft includes concepts and terminology (such as integrated measures approach) that are not under IPPC and adopted standards. The draft forces to recognize certification schemes or production systems as a measure of pest risk management, while they are not by themselves, without considering in first place the sovereignty of the importing country to define phytosanitary measures required for risk management.

…

not proposing text rewordings because it would results in a complete redraft, so is only sending general comments.

TPG No comment
	Brazil, Chile, Uruguay, COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina

	4. 
	title
	
	Substantive
	
	INTEGRATED MEASURES APPROACH FOR PLANTS FOR PLANTING IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE

TPG. Agree that this be changed. No reason to call an approach, which creates confusion. If it is a systems approach, it should say so in the standard. See also row 16 that has an other proposal for the title
	The term “integrated measures approach” is a new term not defined in ISPM No. 5 or any other ISPMs including ISPM No. 14 (The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management) and is confusing.  Remove the word “approach” as the result would be more in line with ISPM 14 and with the scope of the standard which is to “provide guidelines for the development and implementation of integrated measures to manage the pest risks associated with the production and international movement of plants for planting (excluding seeds)”.
	Canada

	5. 
	General comments No.3
	
	Throughout the text
	Substantive
	Throughout the text replace "non-compliance" with "non-conformity", except in section 5 (para [106] last sentence) and section 5.2 (para [110] last sentence), where 'non-compliance' should be retained 

TPG Agreed, as non-compliance as defined applies to consignments.
	To avoid confusion as "non-compliance" is linked to consignments.
	EU

	6. 
	General comments no.4
	
	Throughout the text
	Technical
	Throughout the text delete the term "approach". 
	We suggest not using the word "approach", to prevent confusion with systems approach under ISPM 14.
	EU

	7. 
	GENERAL COMMENTS
	
	
	Substantive
	To add definition on of  “Integrated Measures Approach”. Because it is necessary to clarify the difference between  “Integrated Measures Approach” and “Systems Approach” 

TPG Not proposing to use approach, so no definition needed
	JAPAN

	8. 
	General comments
	
	
	Substantive

Substantive
	Concern expressed over the title and the term “Integrated Measures Approach” and how it differs from “Systems Approach”.

*If this is to be used, it requires a definition to distinguish it from systems approach.

TPG Not proposing to use approach, so no definition needed
	Korea

Korea

	9. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	…Phytosanitary manual will be the same as Quality manual??? Will be a good idea to have a definition of this because a phytosanitary manual could be useful to consider in others ISPM such as potatoes or for example post entry quarantine station.

TPG. No comment
In all text replace “import requirements” by “phytosanitary import requirements” as is defined in the ISPM No. 5.  …

TPG agreed, correct term
	Mexico

	10. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	Integrated measures approach systems approach - It is not clear why this draft uses the term ‘integrated measures approach’; no explanation of the term or its use has been given. ISPM 14 identified that a systems approach integrates pest risk management measures to meet the appropriate level of protection of an importing country; this is spelt out in the ISPM 5 definition for systems approach. The systems approach seems to be equivalent to the term ‘integrated measures approach’ used in this draft standard. The use of the term seems derived from the NAPPO RSPM 24 which gives a similar definition to that of the IPPC systems approach. The IPPC defined term ‘systems approach’ should be used. However, should the term ‘integrated measures’ be retained as the term means that the measures are interdependent, a new definition should be developed that clearly explains the difference to a systems approach.

TPG. See comment 4

Definitions: If retained, add definition of ‘integrated measures’ - Is the term integrated measures intended mean a term that covers the measures and processes required set up and run a systems approach as well as those processes needed to monitor and audit the systems approach to ensure that the measures have been applied and applied appropriately etc…???

TPG. Disagreed. No need for IPPC definitions. “integrated measures” does not have a specific IPPC meaning here, it is just measures that are integrated.
	Australia

	11. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	The term integrated measures approach is not used anywhere else in the standards. All except one of the 20 odd usages of integrated measures in the standards are associated with the term systems approach.  What does the term “integrated measures approach” mean and what is its relationships with systems approach and integrated measures for risk management?...

TPG see comment 4
	New Zealand

	12. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	The issue of critical and non-critical non-compliance does not appear in other standards and it is not clear why it is needed in this standard. Suggest using “corrective action” approach as in other standards.  In addition, it may be difficult to definitively identify an instance of critical non-compliance.

TPG. no comment
	New Zealand, Tuvalu

	13. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	…The IPPC definition of “systems approach” includes at least two independent risk management measures. Limiting the standard to “systems approaches” for plants for planting would exclude situations where risk-based single measures may be sufficient or desirable. The draft standard includes several references to single measures which may be used, if they are sufficient to manage a particular pest risk. 

TPG. See comment 3
	USA



	14. 
	General comments
	
	
	Substantive
	There is no term for integrated measures approach, but there is a system approach;

TPG. See comment 4

No term for mitigation – but management. 

TPG. Agreed.

If “Risk mitigation” is used, it should be replaced, depending on the context, either by “reduction of pest risk” or “pest risk management” if associated with PRA
No term for crop specialist – but plant protection specialist. 

TPG. Terms with usual meaning

No importing or exporting NPPO, but NPPO of the importing or exporting country.

TPG. Agree
	We propose to follow ISPM 5 Glossary terms and change these terms throughout the text. 


	Russian Speaking Regional Workshop

	15. 
	title
	
	Title
	Editorial
	INTEGRATED MEASURES SYSTEMS APPROACH FOR PLANTS FOR PLANTING IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE

TPG. See comment 4
	There is little difference between “systems approach” and “integrated measures” hence this change is to ensure consistency with other draft ISPMs
	Barbados

	16. 
	title
	
	
	Substantive
	Managing pest risks associated with international trade of plants for planting. 

TPG. Could also be OK
	The use of the term ‘integrated measures’ as it could be confused with the approach of crop protection term integrated pest management (IPM). The scope makes clear the integrated measures approach.  
	Russian Speaking Regional Workshop

	17. 
	SCOPE
	[3]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	This standard provides guidelines for the development and implementation of integrated measures to manage the pest risks associated with the production

TPG. Don’t disagree
	The term integrated measures is confusing and does not add any additional meaning
	Russian Speaking Regional Workshop

	18. 
	
	[6]
	Editorial
	
	ISPM 5. 2009 2010. Glossary of phytosanitary terms. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

TPG. Agree
	ISPM 5 was revised and adopted by CPM-5 in March 2010.
	

	19. 
	Définitions
	[14]
	
	technique
	Le terme “mesure intégrée” mérite d’être défini 

TPG. Disagree. see 2nd comment in row 10 
	Clarification
	TUNISIE

	20. 
	[1] Outline of requirements 
	[17]
	Sentence 1

Sentence 2
	Editorial

Substantive
	This standard provides guidance for the use of integrated measures to manage the pest risks that plants for planting (excluding seeds) pose as a pathway for regulated pests and to meet the phytosanitary requirements of the importing NPPO of the importing country.

TPG. Agree

The use of integrated measures approaches in a systems approach requires the involvement of the NPPOs of both the importing and exporting countries, as well as producers, and relies on pest risk management measures applied throughout the production and distribution processes.

TPG. Not TPG issue. No comment
	Modify wording for clarity and to be consistent with wording used in this and other standards when mentioning NPPO of importing and exporting countries.  It is the country that is importing or exporting not the NPPO.

The term “integrated measures approaches” is a new term not defined in ISPM 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms) or in any other ISPMs including ISPM 14 (The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management) and is confusing.  Remove the word “approach” and add “in a system approach” to be in line with ISPM 14 and to better reflect the intent of the standard which  is to provide guidance for the development and implementation of integrated measures to manage the pest risks associated with the movement of plants for planting in international trade.  A global change should be done throughout the text to reflect this.
	Canada

	21. 
	1.1  Pest factors that affect risk
	[30]
	Title
	Substantive and editorial
	1.1 Pest factors that affect pest risk

TPG. Agree. Correct.
	The word “pest” should be added in front of “risk” for more clarity as this standard focus on the risk of introduction and spread of pests, not any other risk.  A global change should be made as appropriate throughout the standard for consistency.
	Canada

	22. 
	1.1  Pest factors that affect risk
	[31]
	
	· 1. technical


	Pest factors that should be taken into consideration include:

· whether the pest occurs in the country/area of origin place of production
TPG. Disagree. this indent is about the origin of the parent material
	1. Officially accepted terminology


	Barbados (+ others as above)

	23. 
	1.2Plant-related factors that affect risk
	[34]
	7th indent
	Substantive
	· bulbs and tubers

TPG. agree Bulbs and tubers is the defined term for that commodity class.
	In order to clarify that tubers are included in the scope of the standard. Compare definition of “bulbs and tubers” in ISPM 5:

“A commodity class for dormant underground parts of plants intended for planting (includes corms and rhizomes)”
	EU

	24. 
	1.3 Production factors that affect risk
	[39]
	Sentence 1
	Editorial
	...soil-borne pathogens pests (microorganisms, insects or nematodes).

TPG. Propose to rephrase …because soil may carry pests (soil-borne is not needed) 
	‘Pests’ is the important word here. The word ‘pathogen’ normally avoided in ISPMs.
	EU 

	25. 
	2. Application of Risk Mitigation Measures
	[45]
	Title
	Editorial
	Application of Risk Mitigation Management Measures

TPG. Agree that mitigation should be modified, but propose different solution: “Risk mitigation” should be replaced depending on the context. It should be replaced with  “reduction of pest risk”, or “pest risk management” if associated with PRA. 
	Replace the word “mitigation” by “management” as this is more appropriate and consistent with wording used in ISPM No 14 and in this standard.
	Canada

	26. 
	2. Application of Risk Mitigation Measures
	[45]
	title
	editorial
	Application of Pest Risk Management Measures Risk Mitigation Measures

TPG. See row 25
	For clarity. Prefer to use “pest risk management measures” as “risk mitigation measures” is not defined.
	New Zealand

	27. 
	2. Application of Risk Mitigation Measures
	[45]
	Title
	Substantive
	2. Application of Risk Mitigation Management Measures

TPG. See row 25
	The term mitigation is not as familiar to many countries. Risk management is IPPC terminology, defined in the Glossary, used in other standards, and easily understood. 
	USA

	28. 
	2. Application of Risk Mitigation Measures
	[45]
	Title
	Substantive
	Application of Pest Risk Management Mitigation Measures

TPG. See row 25
	Language is consistent with PRA ISPMs – that is PRA leads to the identification of pest risk management measures/options.
	Australia

	29. 
	3.1.2 Requirements for the place of production 
	[53]
	First paragraph, fourth dot point
	substantive
	· complying with any phytosanitary measures required by the exporting NPPO. 

TPG. Agreed with change and reason given
	These are not “phytosanitary measures” in the sense of the IPPC definition of this term.
	New Zealand

	30. 
	3.2.1 Requirements for the place of production in high-risk situations
	[57]
	1st sentence
	substantive
	A place of production applying for implementation of a system authorization to participate in an integrated measures approach for high-risk situations should develop a manual

TPG. Should be modified with similar wording as chosen for the title of the section
	As in ISPM 5
	Russian Speaking Regional Workshop

	31. 
	3.2.1.1 Place of production manual
	[60]
	1st sentence
	substantive
	The manual should describe all of the requirements, elements and processes that make up the complex of integrated measures for risk management of the plants for planting.. 

TPG. same as row 30
	As in ISPM 5
	Russian Speaking Regional Workshop

	32. 
	3.2.1.3 Crop protection specialist
	[66]
	2nd sentence
	Editorial


	The specialist should ensure that sanitation, pest monitoring and pest control measures are implemented as described in the phytosanitary manual and pest management plan and that the NPPO of the exporting country is notified upon detection of relevant pests.

TPG. Agreed
	There is no definition and status of a "phytosanitary manual". To be consistent with the second sentence in paragraph 57, the term "phytosanitary manual" should be replaced with "the manual" which refers to "the place of production manual" in other paragraphs.
	JAPAN

	33. 
	Appendix 1: 
	[112]
	
	Editorial
	· ...the phytosanitary pest risk...

· TPG. Agree.
	Consistency: Glossary term 
	EU

	34. 
	Table 1
	[114]
	Section 1 3rd bullet


	Substantive


	Isolation from sources of infection infestation (e.g. buffer zone or geographical distance from other host plants, physical isolation using a glasshouse or polytunnel, temporal isolation)

TPG. agreed
	Replace “infection” by “infestation” as infestation is more appropriate and includes infection.  A global change should be made within Table 1 as appropriate.
	Canada

	35. 
	Table 1
	[114]
	Table 1

Sentence 1
	Substantive
	Pests causing latent infections/infestation and those that are likely to be transmitted by plants for planting without signs or symptoms 

TPG. Propose different solution: “latent infections/infestations”. Use glossary term and infestation covers infection in the glossary
	To include the term infestation as appear ISPM 5:2009 

(also in sentence 1, 4th indent, and sentence 4)
	Mexico

	36. 
	Table 1
	[114]
	Row 7 column 3 dot point 3
	Substantive
	Derivation from mother plants that have been tested and found free from the relevant regulated pest

TPG. Disagree with the proposed change as the text does not deal only with regulated pests. However, relevant pest is used throughout the text to cover pests of concern also for the exporting country. An alternative could be to use “pests concerned” instead of relevant pests, and to explain what is meant at first occurrence of the expression 
	Use IPPC terms so it is clear what is meant
	Australia

	37. 
	Appendix 2: Examples of non-compliance
	[117]
	Whole appendix 
	editorial
	TPG. Agree
	Delete “phytosanitary” wherever “phytosanitary manual” appears and change the text to indicate what type of manual (eg “place of production manual”).
	Tuvalu

	38. 
	Critical non-compliance 


	[119]
	8th bullet

13th bullet
	Substantive

Substantive
	Failure to keep consistent accurate records of country of origin of plant material as defined by the importing country. 

TPG. Don’t understand the comment. No recommendation.
	The definition of ‘country of origin’ could be interpreted differently by different countries/regions.
	Canada

	39. 
	Critical non-compliance 


	[119]
	Indent 1
	Editorial

Technical
	· detection of quarantine pests or regulated non-quarantine pests (in excess of above set tolerance limits levels) of concern ...
TPG. Agreed. Use of glossary term. 
	Glossary term 


	EU


TPG recommendations regarding consistency in the use of terms within and between standards

	1. Section
	2. par. No.
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment (Substantive,Editorial,Translation)
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	General comments
	
	
	consistency
	Throughout the text, 
- replace “authorize” of nurseries by “approve”, as it is done directly by nurseries. The term authorization normally relates to actions done on behalf of the NPPO.
	
	TPG

	General comments
	
	
	consistency
	consider whether the text should cover regulated pests of the exporting country, or limit itself to giving guidance to meet requirements of the importing country (e.g. appendix 2)
	
	TPG

	General comments
	
	
	consistency
	The text uses various terms for people working at the places of production, e.g. employees, persons, people, staff, etc. Choose one term and use it throughout
	
	TPG

	General comments
	
	
	consistency
	throughout, replace:

Importing NPPO NPPO of the importing country
Exporting NPPO NPPO of the exporting country
	correct expression, consistent with other standards
	TPG

	General comments
	
	
	consistency
	Throughout, correct:

Phytosanitary import requirements
	use glossary term
	TPG

	General comments
	
	
	consistency
	Throughout, risk should read pest risk (where relevant)
	use glossary term
	TPG

	Definitions
	[15]
	
	consistency
	Definitions of phytosanitary terms used in the present standard can be found in ISPM 5:201009.
	
	TPG

	[2] Outline of requirements 
	[17]
	
	consistency
	This standard provides guidance for the use of integrated measures to manage the pest risks that plants for planting (excluding seeds) pose as a pathway for regulated pests and to meet the phytosanitary requirements of the importing NPPO. …
	Pathway is defined in relation to regulatd pests
	TPG

	BACKGROUND
	[21]
	
	consistency
	Several ISPMs on pest risk analysis (PRA) provide general guidance on pest risk management (for example, ISPM 2:2007, ISPM 11:2004, ISPM 14:2002, ISPM 21:2004, ISPM 32:2009).
	Not all ISPMs mentioned deal with PRA
	TPG

	BACKGROUND
	[22]
	
	consistency
	· Some pests may be difficult to detect by inspectionvisually, particularly at low pest incidencepopulation densities.

· Disease symptoms may be latent or masked at the time of inspection (e.g. as a result of pesticide use, dormancy of plants at time of dispatchshipping or removal of symptomatic leaves).
· The type of packaging and physical state of the consignment can influence the effectivenessrigour of inspection.
	In line with glossary

Avoid shipping to avoid misunderstanding in relation to ship only
Consistent with ispm 23 that uses effectiveness and not rigour for this
	TPG

	1.1 
Pest factors that affect risk
	[30]
	
	consistency
	Pest-related factors that affect pest risk
	1 Clearer and consistent with title of 1.2

2 Pest risk is the glossary term 
	TPG

	1.1 
Pest factors that affect risk
	[31]
	
	consistency
	[3] Pest-related factors that should be taken into consideration include:

· …..
· ability to detect the pest, even at low pest incidence population levels
	1 Clearer and consistent with title of 1.2

2 Pest incidente is the glossary term 
	TPG

	1.1 
Pest factors that affect risk
	[32]
	
	consistency
	[4] Table 1 in Appendix 1 provides options for measures related to pest characteristics that are applicable for most types of plants for planting. Depending on their efficacy, a single such measure may be sufficient to reduce the pestmitigate the risk or a combination of these measures may be incorporated in an integrated measures approach. 
	see row 25 of TPG recommendations on member comments
	TPG

	1.2 
Plant-related factors that affect risk
	[33]
	
	consistency
	-Plant related factors that affect pest risk
	Whevever it is risk, it should be pest risk
	TPG

	1.2 
Plant-related factors that affect risk
	[34]
	
	consistency
	· plants rooted in sterilized and/or soil-less growing media
· plants rooted in soil growing media containing soil
	Consistent with one of the indents above. + to avoid use of and/or
	TPG

	1.3
Production factors that affect risk
	[39]
	
	consistency
	In general, use of soil as a growing medium is likely to pose a greater risk than a soil-free medium because soil may carry pests (soil-borne micro-organismspathogens, insects or nematodes). Sterilization or pasteurization of the growing medium prior to planting may mitigate some risk.
	More consistent with glossary terminology
	TPG

	1.3
Production factors that affect risk
	[40]
	
	consistency
	The source and quality of irrigation water can affect pest risk. For certain pests spread by water, surface water may pose a greater risk than treated or deep well water. Likewise the method of irrigation may produce microclimates or conditions favourable for pest developmentgrowth and spread (e.g. overhead (rather than drip) irrigation).
	Normal term for pests
	TPG

	1.4 
Intended uses that affect risk
	[44]
	
	consistency
	· plants not intended for continuedous growing 

· plants for continuedous growing 
	correct word
	TPG

	3.2.1.1
Place of production manual
	[60]
	
	consistency
	Place of production “do” things in the standard. 
	The definition of place of production is a place, cannot “do” things. Change to a person. suggest that at the first occurrence of producer, could have “producer operating the place of production (henceforth the producer)” at the first occurrence and use only producer in other occurrences. Or use other solution. 
	TPG

	3.2.1.1
Place of production manual
	[61]
	
	consistency
	a description of the organizational structure and of the roles and responsibilities of the relevant personnel, including names of the person designated as responsible for the technical performance of the place of production and/or the crop protection specialist (see section 3.2.1.3) (Either of these personnel may serve as the contact point between the NPPO and place of production.)
	and/or cannot be used. 
The paragraph should be reworded for clarity. Is the name of the two persons needed? What is the link with the parenthesis below?
	TPG

	3.2.1.2
Pest management plan
	[63]
	
	consistency
	[5] The pest management plan, included in the manual, should describe procedures or processes approved by the NPPO of the exporting country and designed to prevent infestations, eradicate or control pests, or suppress pest populations to the accepted levelbelow the tolerance level
	
	TPG

	3.2.1.2
Pest management plan
	[64]
	
	consistency
	- pest control – products, procedures and measures (see Appendix 1) to prevent and/or treat pests, such as:

- records to be kept, including the date, the name of the person carrying out the examination, any pests, damage and/or symptoms found, and any corrective actions taken

- measures to ensure that non-compliant plant material is not dispatched shipped
	consistency with normal use

same

avoid use of shipping
	TPG

	3.2.1.7
Internal audits
	[76]
	
	consistency
	
	76 and 85 seem to contradict each other. seem confusing – as if when the NPPO finds a non-compliance in 76, there is no suspension
	TPG

	3.2.1.8
Records


	[78]
	
	consistency
	invoices, phytosanitary certificates and other information that indicatesubstantiate the origin and the phytosanitary status of all incoming plant material
	Simpler term
	TPG

	3.2.2
Non-compliance with requirements for the place of production
	[79]
	
	consistency
	Non-compliance Conformance with requirements for the place of production
	As per other comments and EU proposal
	TPG

	3.2.2
Non-compliance with requirements for the place of production


	[80]
	
	consistency
	A non-compliance is any failure of products or procedures to adhere to the phytosanitary requirements of the importing country or the integrated risk management measures established by the exporting NPPO. Non-compliances can be detected during internal audits, audits conducted or administered by the NPPO, or as a result of examinations of plant material
	The first non-compliance should be retained but the next ones are non-conformity. To be fixed
	TPG

	4. Responsibilities of the NPPO of the Exporting Country 


	[90]
	
	consistency
	- establishing the implementation of the integrated measures approaches 
- authorizing places of production seeking participation in an integrated measures approach 

- carrying out or authorizing export inspections and issuing phytosanitary certificates for consignments from authorized places of production
	Two indent have been merged (consistent with headings further down)

ISPMs do not define how NPPOs carry out their responsibilities. Always possible to authorize someone else to do it.
	TPG

	4.4
Export inspections and issuance of phytosanitary certificates
	[100]
	
	consistency
	[6] The integrated risk management measures may reduce the need for growing season inspections and intensive export inspections of every individual consignment (if agreed to by the importing NPPO of the importing country). Phytosanitary certificates are issued in accordance with ISPM 12:2001. If required by the importing country an additional declaration may be added to phytosanitary certificates that refers to the application of this ISPM and specific parts thereof being in compliance with ISPM 12:2001. 
	To be reworded. Intensive export inspection is not clear. There is a frequency of inspection beweeen consignment and intensity of inspection is within consignments as in ISPM 23 standard. (also in 105).
	TPG

	Appendix 1: Examples of pest management measures to reduce the phytosanitary risk of plants for planting
	[112]
	
	consistency
	Examples of pest management measures to reduce the pest phytosanitary risk associated with of plants for planting in a place of production
	Needs full title for comprehension
	TPG

	Table 1
	[113]
	
	consistency
	to reduce the phytosanitary risk of plants for planting categorized by pest group
	Apply similar change
	TPG

	Table 1
	[114]
	Row 1, first indent

Row 2, 3rd indent

Row 3

Row 4

Row 1 and 7

Row 7

Row 9 title
	consistency
	Isolation from sources of infection (e.g. buffer zone or geographical distance from other host plants, physical isolation using a glasshouse or polytunnel, separation in timetemporal isolation)

Inspection after harvest to meet a specified tolerance level for a pest (e.g. tolerance for bulb rots by fungi/bacteria)

Planning of activities to work with high-health plants with high health status first 

Production in an area or /place of production free from vectors

•
Isolation from sources of infection (e.g. buffer zone or geographical distance from other host plants, physical isolation using a glasshouse or polytunnel, temporal isolation) 

Production within a specified certification scheme or clean stock programme

Pre-planting soil testing for freedom from pests such as fungi, nematodes, viruses transmittassible by nematodes

Soil-borne pests in natural soil attached to plants
	Temporal is unclear. Rewording is needed.

Use glossary term

Rephrased. High-health plants gives impression that this is a defined common term. Not clear

Clarifies what is meant

Same as above

Is it two different things or intended to be the same? (row 1 and 7)
correct word
No need. Either soil or growing medium


	TPG

	Table 2
	[115]
	
	consistency
	Derivation from mother plants, that have been tested and found free from the relevant pest
	English
	TPG

	Critical non-compliance 


	[119]
	
	consistency
	detection of quarantine pests or regulated non-quarantine pests (above tolerance levelsin excess of tolerance limits) of concern to the exporting or importing country on plant material from the place of production

failure to correctly list the botanical names of all the plants on documents accompanying consignmentsshipments

failure to undertake ordered corrective action(s)
	Use glossary term

What is meant here. Usual term. 
general recommendation to not use (s). use single or plural. Modify as appropriate
	TPG

	Non-critical non-compliance


	[121]
	
	consistency
	failure to inform the NPPO of any changes to managementbusiness practices as outlined in the phytosanitary manual.
	Clearer term
	TPG


ANNEX 5
TPG RECOMMENDATIONS ON MEMBER COMMENTS ON TERMS AND CONSISTENCY IN THE USE OF TERMS

(status: sent to steward in October 2010)
Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2010
DRAFT APPENDIX to ISPM 15:2009 - SUBMISSION OF NEW TREATMENTS FOR INCLUSION IN ISPM 15
TPG recommendations regarding member comments on terms

· Argentina (and others)
· The definition of outbreak in ISPM nº 5 include the population of pest detected recently and this level could be not enough for testing
TPG: not glossary issue. No comment
· Canada (and others)
· The words “resistance” and “resistant” should be replaced by the words “tolerance” and “tolerant” where applicable in the text.  Resistance usually develops to some treatment that was once effective and then subsequently the pests are selected and become genetically resistant.  New treatments proposed would not yet be at that stage because they are going to be new ones.
TPG: see new Zealand proposal. Agree to modify, but use the New Zealand proposal in order to avoid confusion with defined term “tolerance level”
· EU

· Use ‘pest’ instead of ‘organism’ or ‘pest species’ - To aid clarity – the word ‘species’ can be confusing because it can be singular or plural. The focus of ISPM 15 should be on pests.
TPG: probably agree, but to be looked at to make sure it is appropriate throughout the text. Not appropriate for table 1.

· The meaning of ‘candidate pests’ is unclear

TPG: agree that unclear, but no suggestion. A longer phrase might be required if what is meant is pests that are going to be used for trials

· Korea

· Replace  “groups of organisms”  with “pest groups”
TPG: to be reviewed to made sure that is correct
· Replace  “all organisms”  with “pest groups”
TPG: as above
· New Zealand
· Replace the  term “resistant” with “less susceptible” through-out the document - Research for resistance usually implies research for resistant organisms once the external stimulus was applied to a population (eg: resistance to antibiotics and insecticides).  In this context we are searching for the least susceptible form of naturally occurring population.  
TPG: agreed. And also when the term uses qualifiers, eg most-resistant to least-susceptible
· USA

· What is a quarantine pest for some countries may be indigenous somewhere else. The term “quarantine pest” is not universal for each pest.

TPG: no comment

TPG recommendations regarding consistency in the use of terms within and between standards
	1. Section
	2. par. No.
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment (Substantive,Editorial,Translation)
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	General comments
	
	
	
	Use of must should be evaluated. Otherwise should read “should”
	consistency with usual practice in standards
	TPG

	Introduction
	[6]
	indent
	
	effect on treatment efficacy of environmental conditions (e.g. temperatures, moisture content) likely to be encountered at the time of treating wood packaging material for subsequent use in international trade.
	Consistency with previous indents and is what is meant
	TPG

	Introduction
	[7]
	
	
	Steps 1–3 below provide guidance for determining selection of an appropriate pest(s), or an appropriate substitute organism(s), for testing.
	Consistency with general rules of not using (s)
	TPG

	table 1
	[8]
	
	
	table.
	looks inconsistent to have one Latin name and common names of groups of pests. Provide Latin names as far as possible
	TPG

	Step 1
	[15]
	2nd and 3rd sentence
	
	However, some organisms or life stages have mechanisms that provide a limited tolerance to these temperature effects. In regard to pests of wood, only a very few quarantine pests of wood of concern in international trade are known to have a slightly elevated tolerance to heat treatments.
	In the context of testing, it would be clearer to talk about the sensitivity than the tolerance. 

Limited tolerante, Slightly elevated tolerante Need clarification

\
	TPG

	Step 2
	[17]
	
	
	Once the pest groups that react differentially to the treatment process have been identified, treatment developerssubmitters should determine resistance to the proposed treatment for each of the identified pest groups.
	Consistency within the standard
	TPG

	Step 2
	[18]
	
	
	Treatment submitters developers should carefully consider the various species that form the pest groups presented in Table 1 to ensure that the pest species selected for testing is representative of the group.

Appropriate scientific justification or information should be provided for such decisions. Available data on resistance or tolerance susceptibility to specific treatments should be used to guide or support this decision. ...
	Same

similar explanation as for member comment from New Zealand
	TPG

	Step 4
	[27]
	
	
	References and footnotes
	Cross-reference to original references is not needed. Can talk about the concept without mentioning the papers.

If need reference, could refer a proper statistical textbook, which refer to these concepts and explains how to use them, and not the original publication
	TPG

	Step 5
	[30]
	
	
	Step 5: Determination of equivalency of efficacy during experimental testing with efficacy under operational conditions
	Avoid use of the term equivalency, that may be confused with equivalence
	TPG

	Step 5
	[31]
	2nd sentence
	
	In developing this schedule, treatment efficacy should be demonstrated in the type(s)...
	Consistent with general use of not using (s)
	TPG

	Assessment of treatment success
	[33]
	
	
	The criteria used to determine treatment success for each pest group and life stage tested must be thoroughly described. In particular, in each case the specific treatment effect(s) should be clearly indicated.
	Consistent with general rule of not using (s)
	TPG

	[1] Submission of treatment for approval
	[35]
	
	
	All treatments proposed for inclusion in ISPM 15 must should be submitted to the IPPC Secretariat for evaluation under the provisions of ISPM 28:2007. Submission forms are available from the IPPC Secretariat for this purpose. These forms must should be completed and include all of the supporting information ...
	Usual practice of use of should/must
	TPG


ANNEX 6 

TPG RECOMMENDATIONS ON MEMBER COMMENTS ON TERMS AND CONSISTENCY IN THE USE OF TERMS

(status: sent to steward in October 2010)
Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2010
Draft: SYSTEMS APPROACHES FOR PEST RISK MANAGEMENT OF FRUIT FLIES (TEPHRITIDAE)

TPG recommendations regarding member comments on terms
· Antigua & Barbuda (and some others)
· Replace risk mitigation with risk management throughout to be consistent with Glossary

TPG: disagree.  Risk mitigation should be replaced depending on the context either by reduction of pest risk or pest risk management (if associated with PRA) 

· Replace host fruits with host commodities
TPG: prefer to have one term use consistently throughout the standard, not only host fruit, hosts, host commodities

One solution would be to use host, where appropriate, and define at the beginning that every time have host, these are the fruits that are hosts of the fruit fly.

· Replace Fruit Fly freedom with fruit fly free status
TPG: disagree. Not clear what fruit fly free status is.  Surveillance to confirm fruit fly freedom, and pest status is what is defined based on surveillance.

· Argentina and others

· Replace “establishment” and “maintenance” with “development”, “supervision”, or “implementation”
TPG: establish and maintain is used in relation to an area, but not in relation to a systems approach. When referring to a systems approach, suggest to use “development” and “continuous implementation” (“develop”and “implement”for the verbal form). Agree that maintenance be avoided in the context of continuation of a systems approach. What they mean is maintaining the pest freedom brought about by the systems approach.  Supervision might not be the right word (also in title of section called “supervision”)

· The term “Host Status” is not defined and should be clarified

TPG: agree with the comment. A draft standard is being developed. 

· Australia

· Use of the term “appropriate level of protection”. While I understand that the definition of systems approach uses the term the use of the term in IPPC standards should take into account the broader use of this term in the sanitary and phytosanitary world and some of the uses of the term in this draft ISPM may cause some confusion/concern amongst NPPOs. References to ALOP in the draft have been amended to reflect that the standard is aimed at providing guidance to NPPOs in developing a system to allow for the movement of fruit in a “safe” manner recognising the importing country.
TPG: no comment. Correct terminology is appropriate level of protection or acceptable level of risk. 

· EU

· To avoid confusion as "non-compliance" is linked to consignments. The wording is too superficial, repetitive and commonplace to provide any guidance. Also, replace “non-compliance” with “non-conformity with requirements” to prevent confusion with non-compliance as it applies to consignments.
TPG: agree to replace with non-conformity. But also not that non compliance also used in other standards not in relation to consignments.

· Use of the word “specific” to differentiate from general requirements in ISPM 14.
TPG: not consistency issue

· New Zealand

· Replace “contracting parties” with “countries”
TPG: agree. Contracting parties should be used only in relation to obligations laid out in the IPPC.

· Russian Speaking Regional Workshop

· There were some issues with respect to the terminology used in the draft. It was suggested to replace “relationship between host, target fruit fly species and specified area” with “phytosanitary condition” as Russian speaking countries are more familiar with the term “phytosanitary condition”. Since “phytosanitary condition” is not a term that is included in the Glossary of Phytosanitary Terms, it was proposed to add the term “Phytosanitary condition” and its definition to the glossary.
TPG: do not agree with the proposal

· Southwest Pacific Regional Workshop

· How do we define a low pest population level?
TPG: requires a paragraph to explain this concept in the standard, and not just a definition. Should endevour to use glossary terms such as incidence and tolerance level. 

· Trinidad and Tobago

· It is suggested that risk mitigation should be changed to risk management throughout the document ( consistency with ISPM 5).
TPG: see comment on Antigua and Barbuda

· Acceptable level of risk should be used as opposed to appropriate level of risk. Risks are never appropriate, as they are never wanted.
TPG: see comment above about Australia’s comment

· Use of development to replace establishment throughout the document in keeping with the language of ISPM 14.
TPG: see comment from Argentina

· Change host status to host selection. Host status is not a measure and Paragraph 65 and 66 speak about host selection and not host status.
TPG: agree. Selecting a host is a measure, but host status is not a measure.
TPG recommendations regarding consistency in the use of terms within and between standards

	1. Section
	2. 
par. No.
	3. sentence/

row etc.
	4. Type of comment
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	General comments
	
	
	consistency
	When applying to FF-SA, should use development and continuous implementation and not establishment and maintenance
	see also comment from Argentina
	TPG

	
	
	
	consistency
	
	When the text deals with operational procedures, does it refer to operational procedures in the sense described in ISPM 14?
	TPG

	REFERENCES
	[7]
	
	consistency
	ISPM 5. 201009. Glossary of phytosanitary terms. Rome, IPPC, FAO.
	
	TPG

	DEFINITIONS
	[15]
	
	consistency
	Definition of phytosanitary terms used in the present standard can be found in ISPM 5:201009.
	
	TPG

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	[18]
	
	consistency
	An important requirement for the developmentestablishment of an FF-SA is a low pest incidencepopulation level in the area of production of the host commodity in combination with other measures (such as host selectionstatus, crop management practices or post-harvest and shipping measures) that are available to be integrated into the FF-SA to reduce pest risk to an acceptable appropriate level.
	- As per comment from Argentina and general comment above

- Use defined term, “incidence”

As per comment from Argentina
Use acceptable level of risk or appropriate level of protection
	TPG

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	[19]
	
	consistency
	An FF-SA may includes at least twoa number of independent measures, which may be applied throughout the three stages of the process, namely during pre-harvest and harvest, post-harvest and transportshipping, and entry and distribution within the importing country, if appropriate.
	As per the definition of systems approach
Consistency with ISPM 25
	TPG

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	[20]
	
	consistency
	[1] For establishment and maintenance of the FF-SA, operational procedures should be required. Supervision activities may be agreed between the NPPOs of the importing and exporting countriescontracting parties. Guidelines on corrective action plans are described in Annex 1. 


	usual wording. Contracting parties is used only in relation to obligations in the IPPC
	TPG

	BACKGROUND
	[23]
	
	consistency
	[2] Fruit flies are pests of economic importance affecting trade of hosts and their movement may pose a pest risk for endangered areas. To identify and manage the risk, a pest risk analysis (PRA) should be conducted and phytosanitaryrisk management measures should be applied. (ISPM 2:2007, ISPM 11:2004). 
	PRA is used to devise suitable pest management measures, but what is applied are phytosanitary measures
	TPG

	BACKGROUND
	[25]
	
	consistency
	In many cases, the only phytosanitary measures used by contracting parties for import and/or movement of fruit fly host commodities have been single measures such as phytosanitary treatments or pest free areas for fruit flies (FF-PFAs) (ISPM 26:2006). In other cases, prohibition of the trade of certain host commodities has been the only phytosanitary measure applied. In some cases, based on pest risk assessment, less stringent phytosanitary measures integrated into a systems approach may be sufficient to reduce the risks to an acceptable appropriatelevel
	to avoid use of and/or, should be changed throughout
Redundant, as per the definition of treatment

Consistent with already agreed general recommendation


	TPG

	BACKGROUND
	[26]
	
	consistency
	A systems approach requires two or more measures that are independent of each other, and may include any number of measures that are dependent on each other (ISPM 14:2002). Required risk reductionphytosanitary security  can be achieved through a combination of independent measures, for example a combination ...
	Phytosanitary security is defined only for a consignment. What is meant here is risk reduction
	TPG

	BACKGROUND
	[27]
	
	consistency
	Systems approaches have been developed as pest risk management options to meet the appropriate level of phytosanitary protection of importing countriescontracting parties in situations where a single measure is not available or practicable, or in cases where a systems approach is more cost-effective than the single measure available. Requirements for the development and evaluation of systems approaches are given in ISPM 14:2002.
	1- Redundant, inconsistent wording and not needed. Previous paragraph mentions that there are multiple measures

2- Use of correct term (appropriate level of protection)
3- Correct wording (countries, see above)
	TPG

	BACKGROUND
	[29]
	
	consistency
	In many cases, exporting contracting parties countries have developed and established fruit fly systems approaches (FF-SAs) in association with importing contracting parties countries. The FF-SAs may be equivalent to or alternatives to single measures such as phytosanitary treatments or FF-PFAs. In cases where an effective FF-SA has been applied, the same components could be used by other importing and exporting contracting parties countries in another area with similar conditions. These FF-SAs have facilitated the export and movement of fruit that are fruit fly hosts into endangered areas.
	As above

This is not the first occurrence. Acronym can be used

as above

as above

	TPG

	BACKGROUND
	[30]
	indent 5
	consistency
	· increased cost-effectiveness in achieving an appropriate level of protection
	Indent redundant as covered in paragraph 27. This is not additional to trade facilitation, it is part of it.
	TPG

	BACKGROUND
	[31]
	
	consistency
	[3] An area eligible for the establishment of an FF-SA can be as small as a production site (for further details refer to ISPM 10:1999) or as large as an entire country or region.

[4] 
	Not clear that an FF-SA  is always linked to an area, and this should be made more clear in the ISPM
	TPG

	1.1. Pest risk analysis
	[36]
	
	consistency
	PRA determines whether a pest should be regulated and identifies the strength of the measures for pest risk managementmitigation. As a result of PRA, a national plant protection organization (NPPO) may consider that the integration of measures in an FF-SA may reduce the pest risk to an acceptableappropriate level (ISPM 2:2007; section 3 of ISPM 14:2002).
	From the definition of PRA

as above
	TPG

	1.1. Pest risk analysis
	[39]
	
	consistency
	[5] The host should be identified to the species level. In some cases, when the cultivar is important as a risk  mitigation factor, such as resistance to infestation, it is important to identify the host to cultivar level.
	Recommend to not use risk mitigation, needs rephrasing, see recommendation under Antigua and Barbuda comment
	TPG

	1.1. Pest risk analysis
	[40]
	
	consistency
	Data on the target fruit fly species associated with the host should be available (such as pest incidence and its population density and fluctuation, host sequence)
	Pest incidence is the defined term for this
	TPG

	1.1. Pest risk analysis
	[42]
	
	consistency
	[6] In practice, FF-SAs may be specific or broad depending on the host-fruit fly species-area relationships. Systems approaches can be applied to one or more host and/or fruit fly species in the same area.


	to avoid the use of and/or
	TPG

	1.1. Pest risk analysis
	[43]
	
	consistency
	[7] Measures may be applied at different stages of the production and distribution chain. Some of the measures to be applied under an FF-SA may include FFF-POP, FFF-PS, FF-ALPP, host status selection and limiteding the host plant distribution in the endangered area.
	Confusing to have the series of abbreviations. Might not need FFF and could develop POP and PS (not abbreviations)
	TPG

	[8] 1.2
 Documentation and record-keeping
	[45]
	2nd and last sentence
	consistency
	[9] The roles and responsibilities of the NPPOs of the exporting and importing contracting partiescountries and of the producers and exporters should be specified and documented.......................... Documents should be maintained for at least 24 months and made available to the NPPOs of the importing contracting parties countries upon request.
	see above
	TPG

	[10] 1.2
 Documentation and record-keeping
	[46]
	
	consistency
	· Report of pest risk analysis

· Description of operational procedures developed to establish and maintain the FF-SA
	
	TPG

	[11] 1.3 Supervision
	[47]
	
	consistency
	SupervisionVerification
	Consistent with paragraph 48
	TPG

	1.3 Supervision
	[49]
	
	consistency
	[12] ConformityCompliance with the FF-SA should be verified by the NPPO of the exporting countrycontracting party, through review of documentation and operational procedures. SupervisionVerification can also be done by the NPPO of the importing countrycontracting party.
	compliance is linked to consignments
	TPG

	2.1 Establishment of an FF-SA
	[51]
	
	consistency
	Establishment Development of an FF-SA
	As above
	TPG

	2.1
Establishment of an FF-SA
	[52]
	
	consistency
	DevelopmentEstablishment of an FF-SA should require consultation and cooperation between the NPPOs of the exporting and importing countriescontracting parties. It is also advisable to involve in this process the interested and affected groups (e.g. other stakeholders) of both countriescontracting parties.
	as above for all changes
	TPG

	2.1Establishment of an FF-SA
	[53]
	
	consistency
	Once the basic information has been gathered and the required appropriate level of protection is established, the available measures should be determined. The number and combination of the appropriate measures should be agreed by the contracting parties involved. Measures chosen should be feasible, cost-effective and the least trade-restrictive.
	Paragraph needs to be reviewed. Difficult to understand. Appropriate level of protection is not the right term here, maybe should refer to phytosanitary import requirements.
	TPG

	2.1Establishment of an FF-SA
	[54]
	
	consistency
	During this process, it is useful to identify the control points in the FF-SA (Appendix, ISPM 14:2002). The appropriate number and combination of measures should be selected and their efficacy agreed upon by the importing and exporting contracting partiescountries.
	Note 52 to 54 repeats general requirements
as above
	TPG

	2.1Establishment of an FF-SA
	[55]
	2nd indent
	consistency
	- post-harvest and transportationshipping

	Confusing. Could be understood as only ship transport
	TPG

	2.1.1
Pre-harvest and at harvest
	[57]
	
	consistency
	Measures applied in this stage are used to minimize infestation in the production area, such as selection of resistant cultivars, harvesting time, pest exclusion structures and tolerance specified pest population levels. Specified pest population Tolerance levels are required for establishing the FF-SA under a different relationship between host, target fruit fly species and specified area.
	Use glossary term, tolerance level
	TPG

	2.1.1.1
Low level of pest population
	[58]
	
	consistency
	Low pest incidencelevel of pest population
	use glossary term
	TPG

	2.1.1.1
Low level of pest population
	[59]
	3rd and 4th sentences
	consistency
	[13] Evidence to support the stated pest population level may be required and, if so, should be obtained as a result of surveillance using the methods described in the draft appendixannex on trapping of ISPM 26:2006). Surveillance of population levels of target fruit flies may be conducted not only during the production phasegrowing period of the host commodity but also during non-growingproduction periods.
	is being proposed as an appendix
use glossary terms
	TPG

	2.1.1.1
Low level of pest population
	[60]
	
	consistency
	Nevertheless, areas with low pest population levels may not conform to the requirements of FF-ALPPs. If so, the measures used to achieve a pest incidence below the tolerance levelspecified pest population level may include
	Use glossary terms
	TPG

	2.1.1.2
Fruit fly free places 
	[62]
	
	consistency
	FFF-POP and FFF-PS are important risk mitigation phytosanitary measures that, when used in conjunction with other independent measures, can reduce the pest risk to an acceptable levelprovide the appropriate level of protection. ...
	
	TPG

	2.1.1.2
Fruit fly free places 
	[63]
	
	consistency
	Temporal temporary
	Temporal might not be the correct term. Consider if temporary or expression using “time”, as appropriate
	TPG

	2.1.1.2
Fruit fly free places 
	[64]
	2nd indent
	consistency
	· phytosanitary certification to confirming compliance with the requirements of the FFF-POP or FFF-PS 
	Phytosanitary certifícate is at the end of the whole process
	TPG

	2.1.1.3
Status of the host
	[65]
	
	consistency
	Status selection of the host
	As per recommendation on member comment 
	TPG

	2.1.1.3
Status of the host
	[66]
	intro and 2nd indent
	consistency
	[14] Host selectionstatus is an important risk mitigation measure that, when used in conjunction with other independent measures, can reduce the pest incidence provide the appropriate level of protection. Measures to prevent fruit fly host infestation may include:

· selection of specific resistant varieties or cultivars
	1- as above

2,3 - Avoid use of these terms. Replace

Consistency with the rest of the text
	TPG

	[15] 2.1.2 Post-harvest and shipping
	[67]
	
	consistency
	Post-harvest and shipping transportation
	as above
	TPG

	2.1.2.1
Post-harvest measures
	[70]
	
	consistency
	Measures at the post-harvest and transportationshipping stage may include:
	as above
	TPG

	2.1.2.2
Post-harvest treatments
	[74]
	last sentence
	consistency
	The type and efficacy of such supplementary post-harvest treatments should be agreed to by the importing and exporting countriescontracting parties. 
	as above
	TPG

	2.1.3
Entry and distribution
	[76]
	
	consistency
	In some cases, in cooperation with the exporting countrycontracting party, the NPPO of the importing countrycontracting party may agree to implement one or more measures on arrival of the consignment as part of the FF-SA. Such measures may include
	
	TPG

	2.2
Maintenance of a fruit fly systems approach
	[77]
	
	consistency
	Maintenance Continued implementation of a fruit fly systems approach
	as above
	TPG

	2.2
Maintenance of a fruit fly systems approach
	[79]
	
	consistency
	The operational procedures developed to developestablish and implementmaintain the FF-SA generally include the following 
.....fruit host being exported and related target fruit fly
	as above

It is not the host that is exported.

Additional note: there is an inconsistency between this sentence (which has both establish and maintain) and the title of the section (only maintenance)
List of indents does not seem to be operational procedures? see also general comment
	TPG

	ANNEX 1
	[85]
	
	consistency
	Non-conformitycompliance may occur in the application of one or more of the measures ...
	Replace throughout this annex. Compliance should be used in relation to consignments
	TPG


ANNEX 7 

TPG RECOMMENDATIONS ON MEMBER COMMENTS ON TERMS AND CONSISTENCY IN THE USE OF TERMS

(status: sent to steward in October 2010)
Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2010
DRAFT ANNEX to ISPM 27:2010

Plum pox virus

TPG recommendations regarding member comments on terms
	3.Detection and Identification
	[11]
	Last sentence
	substantive
	In winter dormant buds or bark tissues from the basal part of twigs, shoots or branches, or complete spurs or dards can be selected
TPG: Agree with deletion. 
	What are ‘dards’? – not in any dictionary. Use a more common term or delete
	Australia

	3.Detection and Identification
	[11]
	Last sentence
	Technical
	[1] or complete spurs or dards can be selected.
[2] TPG: Agree with deletion.
	Unknown term, spur is technically correct.  
	EU 


TPG recommendations regarding consistency in the use of terms within and between ISPMs
	1. Section
	2. par. No.
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	General comments
	
	
	
	Throughout the text: Check use of must (and whether it should be should)
	to ensure consistency with usual rule
	TPG

	1. Pest Information
	[2]
	2nd sentence
	consistency
	The disease, caused by Plum pox virus (PPV), affects the genus Prunus; it is particularly detrimental in apricot (P. armeniaca), European plum (P. domestica), Japanese plum (P. salicina) and peach (P. persicae) because it reduces .....
	Correct name
	TPG

	1. Pest Information
	[4]
	3rd sentence
	consistency
	PPV is transmitted in the field by aphids in a non-persistent manner, but movement of infected propagative plants for planting material has been and is the main way in which sharka is spread over ..
	Normal IPPC language
	TPG

	3.Detection and Identification
	[10]
	
	consistency
	The alcohol or spirits produced from theseis fruits are unmarketable owing to an undesirable flavour. In severe cases the diseased fruits drop prematurely from the tree. In general the fruits of early cultivars show more marked symptoms than those of late cultivars.
	English

Here is talking about individual fruits rather tan fruit in general
	TPG

	3.Detection and Identification
	[11]
	
	
	Appropriate sample selection is critical for PPV detection. If typical symptoms are present, collect flowers, leaves or fruits showing symptoms should be collected.
	Use of imperative tense is inconsistent with other standards
	TPG


ANNEX 8 

TPG RECOMMENDATIONS ON MEMBER COMMENTS ON TERMS AND CONSISTENCY IN THE USE OF TERMS

(status: sent to steward in October 2010)
Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2010
DRAFT ANNEX to ISPM 28:2009

Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata
TPG recommendations regarding member comments on terms
no member comments on terms
TPG recommendations regarding consistency in the use of terms within and between standards
	1. Section
	2. 
par. No.
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment (Substantive,Editorial,Translation)
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	General comments
	
	
	Last sentence of footnote
	There is no obligation for a contracting party to approve, register or adopt the phytosanitary treatments for use in its territory.
	Consistent with rest of the footnote. Note: this is a change that would also apply to adopted treatments and draft treatments under development
	


ANNEX 9 

TPG RECOMMENDATIONS ON CONSISTENCY IN THE USE OF TERMS

(status: given to SC November 2010)
draft revised ISPM 7

At its meeting in October 2010, the TPG reviewed the draft revised ISPMs 7 and 12 (as prepared for SC November 2010) for consistency in the use of terms 

	2. par. No.
	3. sent/

rowetc.
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	
	
	Where delegation of responsibility is mentioned (paragraph 11 and 29 in the draft; see also footnote in paragraph 29), it would be more consistent with the IPPC, with definitions in the glossary and with the rest of the draft to use authorized instead of accredited. However, if the idea was to not change the original text of ISPM 7, maybe accredited should be maintained. 
	

	
	
	in line with previously agreed recommendations, changes are proposed below to avoid the use of “and/or”, “(s)” and “/”
	

	[5]
	
	ISPM 5. 200910. Glossary of phytosanitary terms. Rome, IPPC, FAO.
	

	[7]
	
	Definitions of phytosanitary terms used in this standard can be found in ISPM 5:200910.
	

	[9]
	
	The IPPC requires its contracting parties to make arrangements develop and maintain systems for the issuance of phytosanitary certificates for export and re-export. These phytosanitary certificates may be issued forwith an exported consignments by the NPPO of the exporting countrycountry of origin and provide assurance to the NPPO of the importing country that the consignments meets itstheir phytosanitary import requirements.
	1- change in line with wording in the IPPC.

2-Correct language for instead of with
3-Singular/plural mixed in this paragraph

4-Correct term. This does not correspond to the definition of country of origin. 

5- Singular and plural is mixed in this paragraph

	[10]
	1st sentence
	[1] The NPPO of the exporting country has the sole authority to undertake phytosanitary certification and is required should to establish a management system to deal with the legislative and administrative requirements. ....
	Is required would refer directly to the IPPC, but this is not what the IPPC says. This starts requirements from the standard

	[11]
	2nd sentence
	[2] Authorized nNon-government accredited personnel, when qualified and skilled and responsible to the NPPO, may carry out specific certification functions.
	See 1st general comment in this table. 

	[12]
	3rd sentence
	Records of all activities leading to issuance of phytosanitary certificatesphytosanitary work undertaken should be maintained.
	phytosanitary work is misleading. 

	[15]
	1st sentence
	The IPPC requires its contracting parties to make arrangement for the issuance of phytosanitary certificates todevelop and maintain the phytosanitary certification system for certifying compliance
	Same explanation as for outline of requirements, paragraph [9]

	[22]
	1st sentence
	An The NPPO should have a management system that ensures that all legislative and administrative requirements related to phytosanitary certification are satisfied and be able to:
	clearer and as used throughout the std

	[24]
	1st sentence and indent
	An The NPPO should have the capability to undertake the following activitiesfunctions:

- document and maintain the information regarding the phytosanitary import requirements of importing countries where needed for phytosanitary certification and provide relevant information in instructions to personnel
	1-as row above

2-The ítems listed are not functions

3-Use glossary term

Additional note: Why is the content of IPPC Article IV.2.g not mentioned in this list?

	[29]
	1st and 2nd sentence
	Except for the issuance of phytosanitary certificates non-governmental personnel may be authorizedaccredited by the NPPO to carry out specified certification functions. To be authorizedaccredited, such personnel should be qualified and skilled, and responsible to the NPPO.
	See 1st general comment in this table. 

	[30]
	1st sentence
	Information on importing country phytosanitary import requirements
	redundant

	[37]
	2nd sentence
	[3] The system should allow the traceability of phytosanitary certificates and the related consignment(s) and theirits parts. The system should also allow verification of compliance with the phytosanitary import requirements.
	1- Avoid use of (s). 

2- consistent to use plural throughout

	[41]
	2nd sentence and indent
	[4] The procedures to be documented may beaddress, for example:

· maintaining security over official seals and/marks
	1-To avoid present tense and corresponds to meaning

2-Less ambiguous to avoid using /

	[49]
	indent
	- pest status and geographical distribution as well as pest management practices within the exporting country 
	these are pest management practices as relates to the pest status and distribution

	[51]
	2nd sentence
	Official communications should be sent to thate designated  contact point. However, for specific information or activities (e.g. notification of interceptions) an NPPO may designate alternative contact points.
	English

	[52]
	1st sentence
	In order to supply the NPPO of the exporting country with phytosanitary import requirements, clear and accurate information should be provided by the importing country, preferably by its IPPC contact point in response to a request by the NPPO of the exporting country. ....
	This is an obligation under the IPPC Article VII.2.b, and not to be provided on request. 

	[54]
	1st sentence
	[5] If after certification the NPPO of the exporting country NPPO becomes aware that an exported consignment may not have complied with the importing country’s phytosanitary import requirements, the IPPC contact point or designated alternative contact point in the importing country should be informed as soon as possible
	1-use usual wording

2-use of glossary term and avoid redundancy


ANNEX 10 

TPG RECOMMENDATIONS ON CONSISTENCY IN THE USE OF TERMS

(status: given to SC November 2010)
draft revised ISPM 12

At its meeting in October 2010, the TPG reviewed the draft ISPMs 7 and 12 (as prepared for SC November 2010) for consistency in the use of terms 

	par. No.  
	Sent./row etc
	Proposed rewording
	Explanation

	
	
	Replace electronic certification by electronic phytosanitary certificate where appropriate
	text is about phytosanitary certificates

	
	
	
	in line with previously agreed recommendations, changes are proposed below to avoid the use of “and/or”, “(s)” and “/”

	[5]
	
	ISPM 5. 201009. Glossary of phytosanitary terms. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

ISPM 7. 1997. Export certification system. Rome, IPPC, FAO. [to be amended as appropriate to “ISPM 7. 201-. Phytosanitary certification system. Rome, IPPC, FAO.”]
	correct date

Align with proposed title of draft ISPM 7

	[6]
	
	Definitions of phytosanitary terms used in this standard can be found in ISPM 5:201009.
	

	[8]
	1st sentence
	Phytosanitary certification is used to verifyattest that consignments meet phytosanitary import requirements and is undertaken by or under the authority of an NPPO.
	1-Original wording is too weak compared to what PCs are. Is consistent with paragraph 25

2-NPPO chooses how to organize its functions. This does not need to be stated in an ISPM. Consistent with other ISPMs.

	[9]
	2nd sentence
	A phytosanitary certificate for re-export is issued by the country of re-export (a country where the commodity has not been grown or processed) when the phytosanitary status of the consignment has not changed, the consignment complies with the phytosanitary import requirements of the importing country, and the original phytosanitary certificate is available.
	Use glossary term

	[10]
	1st sentence
	NPPOs shallare encouraged to use the modelexample formats of phytosanitary certificates for export and for re-export of the IPPC so as to provide all the necessary information and to prevent certificate falsification.
	Model is what is used in IPPC and reflect with what is in the text. It is the important element to be mentioned in the outline of requirements (not the format). See Art V2b of the IPPC

	[11]
	1st sentence
	Where the required phytosanitary information relating to the regulated pest(s) exceeds the space available on the phytosanitary certificate for export or for re-export, an attachment may be added for this information.
	to avoid use of (s)

	[13]
	1st sentence
	Phytosanitary certificates for export and for re-export may have a limited duration of validity, as the phytosanitary status of the consignment may change after phytosanitary certificate issuance. The NPPO of either the exporting country or the importing country may make relevant stipulations.
	1-IPPC does not indicate a limited duration of validity
2-use full glossary term 
3-According to the text, both may make stipulations

	[14]
	
	Specific procedures should be followed in the case of replacement phytosanitary certificates, certified copies of phytosanitary certificates, and alterations to phytosanitary certificates. Invalid or fraudulent phytosanitary certificates should not be accepted
	To use the correct term: phytosanitary certificate.  This comment applies to all instances of “certificate” where appropriate (e.g. not in para 37, last sentence: CITES certificate)

	[15]
	
	In the case of the re-export of consignments, an exporter may request the NPPO of the first country of exportorigin to supply a phytosanitary certificate for export or specific additional phytosanitary information to facilitate re-export even ifdespite that a phytosanitary certificate for export or such additional information was not being needed by the first country of import. If the phytosanitary security of a consignment has not been maintained, no phytosanitary certificate should be issued. If a consignment is repacked, or combinedmixed  with other consignments, or additional phytosanitary requirements are applied, then specific additional measures need to be considered.
	1-Avoid country of origin which has several definitions and refers to where plants were grown, not where phytosanitary certificates were issued
2-The text introduces a difference between export and re-export certificates. Here relates to the export certifícate

3-Clarifies wording
4-correct term as used in definitions etc. and as in 170

	[18]
	1st sentence
	Phytosanitary certification is used to attestensure that consignments meet phytosanitary import requirements and is applied to most plants, plant products and other regulated articles that are traded internationally. 
	Original wording is too weak. Is consistent with paragraph 25

	[25]
	1st and 2nd sentence
	Phytosanitary certificates for export or their electronic equivalents are issued to attest that plants, plant products or other regulated articles meet the phytosanitary import requirements of importing countries and are in conformity with the certifying statement. Phytosanitary certificates for export and phytosanitary certificates for re-export may also be issued to support re-export certification to other countries.
	1-Applies to all PCs

2-Use glossary term

3-Circular. Re-export PC do not support re-export certification

	[28]
	2nd and 3rd sentence 
	A phytosanitary certificate for export describes the consignment and, through a certifying statement, additional declarations and treatment records, declares that the phytosanitary status of the consignment meets phytosanitary import requirements. A phytosanitary certificate for export may also be issued in certain re-export situations for plants, plant products and other articles originating in other countries other than the country of origin if the phytosanitary status of the consignment can be determined (e.g. by inspection) by the country of re-export.
	1-needed for clarity

2-Clarifies the meaning of other and correct use of country of origin

	[29]
	1st sentence
	A phytosanitary certificate for re-export is issued by the country of re-export in the case where the commodity(ies) in the consignment was not grown or processed in the re-export country and only where a phytosanitary certificate for export from the country of exportorigin is available.
	1-To avoid use of (s)

2-Correct term

	[31]
	1st sentence
	According to Article V.2(b), tThe IPPC model phytosanitary certificates provide standardized wording and formats that shallould be followed for the preparation of phytosanitary certification....
	In line with the IPPC. this article should be mentioned in the standard. The IPPC requires the use of the wording, but not the format. Use shal as it relates to obligation under the IPPC

	[33]
	
	Electronic phytosanitary certificates are the authenticated electronic equivalent of the wording and data of phytosanitary certificates in paper form, including the certifying statement, transmitted by authenticated and secure electronic means from the NPPO of the exporting country to the NPPO of the importing country. Electronic phytosanitary certification does not constitute text processing or other electronic generation of paper forms, which are then distributed non-electronically. Nor is it the transfer of an electronic version of the paper certificate (e.g. through e-mail).
	- Equivalence should be with both wording and data of paper PC
- should make a parallel between electronic PCs and paper form
-Authenticated relates to the electronic means, not to the data

Note: The TPG has the term “electronic certification” on its work programme. After extensive discussion on a definition, it proposed that “electronic phytosanitary certificate” be defined based on the wording of draft ISPM 12 as modified in the column on the left. This definition will be proposed as part of the 2011 Amendment to ISPM 5  (to be submitted to the SC in May 2011 for consideration for member consultation). In the text in the column on the left, the last part of the 1st sentence (“from the NPPO of the exporting country to the NPPO of the importing country”) and the last sentence are not relevant to a definition and have been omitted from the proposed definition. The definition will be proposed as follows: 

electronic phytosanitary certificate
The electronic equivalent of the wording and data of a phytosanitary certificate in paper form, including the certifying statement, transmitted by authenticated and secure electronic means.

	[37]
	3rd sentence
	All attachments should bear the number of the phytosanitary certificate for export or the phytosanitary certificate for re-export and should be dated, signed and stamped in the same manner as required for the phytosanitary certificate for export or the phytosanitary certificate for re-export. Phytosanitary certificates should refer to any official attachments in the appropriate section. If an attachment has more than one page, the pages should be numbered and the number of pages indicated on the phytosanitary certificate for export or the phytosanitary certificate for re-export. ...
	It is defined before that phytosanitary certifícate is for export or re-export, so no need to indicate it here


	[38]
	
	1.4
Electronic phytosanitary certificatesMode of issuance
	The first paragraph is redundant with 32 and the rest relates only to electronic PCs. Change proposed is possible only if change to paragraph 39 is accepted

	[39]
	1st sentence
	Phytosanitary certificates may be issued by the NPPO as a paper document or, where accepted by the NPPO of the importing country concerned, in an electronic form.
	This is already in paragraph 32 and could be deleted

	[40]
	1st sentence
	When using electronic phytosanitary certificatescertification NPPOs should develop systems that generate certificates based on XML messages and use standardized exchange protocols. 
	Would be better to avoid electronic certification as is is the certificates that are electronic. Certificatioon includes many different actions.

	[41]
	
	Electronic phytosanitary certificatescertification may be used subject to the following provisions:

The information provided is consistent with the model(s) of the IPPC.
	As above

To avoid use of (s)

	[43]
	3rd and 4th sentence
	In the case of an electronic phytosanitary certificate, it is directly available to the relevant officials. In all cases the phytosanitary certificate should be available to the NPPO of the importing country upon the consignment’s arrival.
	use complete term

	[46]
	2nd sentence
	Such likelihood may be affected by packaging (sealed carton orvs loose packing) and storage environment (open air orvs enclosed), type of commodity and conveyance, time of year and type of quarantine pests. 
	1-To clarify; “vs” is unclear
2-Not only quarantine pests. Could indicate “regulated pests”but this is implicit

	[53]
	1st sentence
	However, if the phytosanitary certificates previously issued are not returned (for example because they are lost or in another country), the uniquely numbered replacement should record the number and date of issuance of the phytosanitary certificate being replaced and state that the original is void.
	use complete term

	[55]
	1st sentence
	A certified copy is a copy of the original of the phytosanitary certificate for export or the phytosanitary certificate for re-export that is validated and countersigned by the NPPO indicating it is a true representative copy of the original phytosanitary certificate. ....
	- It is defined before that phytosanitary certifícate is for export or re-export, so no need to indicate it here


	[57]
	2nd sentence
	However, if alterations are necessary on phytosanitary certificates, they should be made only on the original phytosanitary certificates for export or the phytosanitary certificate for re-export by the NPPO that issued themit. Alterations should be minimal and should be authenticatedauthorized, dated and countersigned by the issuing NPPO.
	1- consistent use of plural in the sentence

2- It is defined before that phytosanitary certifícates are for export or re-export, so no need to indicate it here

3- consistent use of plural in the sentence
4- Authorized is something different

	[59]
	1st sentence
	NPPOs of the importing countries may require phytosanitary certificates for regulated articles only. ....
	Consistent with IPPC

	[63]
	3rd sentence 
	Where the NPPO of the importing country suspects that a phytosanitary certificates for export or the phytosanitary certificate for re-export may be unacceptable, it may require the prompt cooperation of the NPPO of the exporting country in determining the validity or non-validity of the phytosanitary certificates for export or the phytosanitary certificate for re-export. 
	It is defined before that phytosanitary certifícates are for export or re-export, so no need to indicate it here

	[65]
	4th indent

8th indent

10th indent
	Wording or/ information that is inconsistent with the model certificates

- Illegible (e.g. badly written, damaged)

- transmitted through an unauthorized mode of transfer (for electronic phytosanitary certificatesion)
	To avoid /

For clarification
As above

	[66]
	
	These are also reasons for rejecting phytosanitary certificates and/or for requesting additional information.
	to avoid use of and/or

	[71]
	sentence

indent 2
	Examples of what an importing countryies may require include: 

· the period of time allowed for issuance after inspection and/or treatment and the period of time between the issuance of phytosanitary certificates and the dispatch of the consignment from the country of origin
	English. Singular as in the first indent
to avoid the use of and/or

	[76]
	1st sentence
	To facilitate cross-referencing between phytosanitary certificates and documents not related to phytosanitary certification (e.g. letters of credit, bills of lading, CITES certificates), notes may accompany phytosanitary certificates that associate the certificate with the identification code, symbol or number(s) of the relevant document(s) that require cross-referencing. 
	to avoid use of (s)

	[78]
	
	For re-export of consignments specific information from the country of origin may be necessary; however, this may not be available on a phytosanitary certificate for export from the country of origin (e.g. lack of the specific information for the additional declaration of a phytosanitary certificate for export, or a phytosanitary certificate for export itself is not required by the country of re-export).
	Comma added to clarify the bracketed text

	[82]
	
	· the phytosanitary security of the consignment has beencan be assured, and
	more correct

	[92]
	2nd and 3rd sentence
	Where a transit country and the importing country have specific phytosanitary requirements that include the need for a phytosanitary certificate for export, the names of both countries should be listed and the transit country(ies) should be indicated. Care should be taken to ensure that the phytosanitary import and/or transit requirements of each country are met and appropriately indicated. 
	to avoid use of (s) and and/or

	[103]
	1st and 4th sentence
	The place of origin refers to place(s) where the commodity was grown or produced and where it was possibly exposed to infestation or contamination by a regulated pest(s). ...

Countries may require that the name and/or code of the pest free area, pest free place of production or pest free production site be identified. 
	to avoid use of (s)

to avoid use of and/or

	[104]
	1st sentence
	If a commodity is repacked, stored or moved, its phytosanitary status may change over a period of time as a result of its new location through the possible infestation or contamination by a regulated pest(s). 
	To avoid use of (s)

	[108]
	2nd sentence
	Terms such as “ocean vessel”, /”“boat”, “aircraft”, “road”, /”“truck”, “rail”, “mail” and “hand carry” may be used.
	To avoid / and clearer as it can be one or the other in each case

	[111]
	2nd sentence
	This point of entry may change for various reasons, and entry into the country at a place other than the declared point of entry should not normally be considered grounds for as non-compliance. 
	For clarity

	[113]
	1st sentence
	This section should be sufficiently descriptive of the commodity(ies) and should include the name of the plantproduct, plant product or other articlepart (fruit, plants for planting etc.), unit and the quantity as accurately as possible to enable officials in the importing country to verify the contents of the consignment. 
	1- to avoid (s)

2- Closer to the definition of commodity (and to clarify, as product is unclear, plants for planting are not a plant part etc.)

	[118]
	
	In most instances specific phytosanitary import requirements exist and/or regulated pests are specified and the certifying statement on the ...
	to avoid and/or

	[119]
	
	In instances where phytosanitary import requirements are not specific and/or regulated pests are not specified, the exporting country may certify the general phytosanitary condition of the consignment for any regulated pests believed by it to be of phytosanitary concern.
	Inconsistent with what the IPPC requires of countries

Not logical to have regulated

	[124]
	
	“Phytosanitary requirements”, as provided by the importing country, are officially prescribed conditions to be met in order to prevent the introduction and/or spread of pests. ....
	to avoid use of and/or. In this case it should be and

	[127]
	Last sentence
	Treatment(s) should not be indicated in this section but in section III of the phytosanitary certificate for export.
	to avoid use of (s)

	[128]
	1st sentence
	Additional declarations should be only those containing specific phytosanitary information required by the NPPO of the importing country and/or requested by the exporter for future phytosanitary certification purposes and ....
	to avoid use of and/or

	[131]
	
	Where a phytosanitary certificate for export is issued after the consignment’s dispatch, the date of inspection should be added to this section of the phytosanitary certificate for export (see also applicable conditions in section 3.24).
	correct cross-reference

	[137]
	
	The date(s) that the treatment(s) was applied to the consignment. Months should be spelled out so that the month, day and year are not confused.
	to avoid use of (s)

	[145]
	
	The concentration and/or dosage of the treatment applied.
	to avoid use of and/or

	[155]
	1st sentence
	When an electronic phytosanitary certificate is issuedelectronic certification is used the certification data should be authenticated by the issuing NPPO. ...
	as per general comment

	[159]
	1st sentence
	The phytosanitary certificate for re-export is the same as the phytosanitary certificate for export except for the text covering the certifying statement. Instead of a the certifying statement on the phytosanitary certificate for re-export, the NPPO of the country of re-export .....
	Consistency within standard and there is a certifying statement on the phytosanitary certificate for re-export

	[165]
	1st indent
	· If the requirements are the same or less stringent, the NPPO of the re-exporting country may not needbe required to undertake an additional inspection.
	“be required”gives the impression that another body is requiring it. It is the decision of the NPPO to undertake additional inspections

	[175]
	1st sentence
	A change of means of conveyance during transit or the transport of two or more consignments in one conveyance should not be considered a reason to issue phytosanitary certificates unless the integrity or the phytosanitary security of the consignment is compromised.
	Integrity is covered under phytosanitary security


ANNEX 11

2011 AMENDMENTS TO THE GLOSSARY (FOR REVIEW BY THE SC IN MAY 2011)
(status: as of 07 February 2011, after TPG and steward comments, before editor’s review)

EXPLANATORY NOTE FOR THE MAY 2011 STANDARDS COMMITTEE MEETING

At its meeting in October 2010, the TPG made proposals in relation to additions, revisions and deletions of terms and definitions in ISPM 5. As in past years, it is proposed that brief explanations on be given for each proposal in the document that will be sent for member consultation. This paper was drafted by the Secretariat based on TPG discussions, and reviewed and finalized by TPG members by email when finalizing the report. The proposals refer to individual terms on the work programme or to the review of ISPM 5 for consistency (as some modifications identified during this consistency review were substantive and are therefore presented as amendments). This paper is presented to the May 2011 SC for review and modification.

PROPOSED DOCUMENT FOR MEMBER CONSULTATION

AMENDMENTS TO ISPM No. 5 (GLOSSARY OF PHYTOSANITARY TERMS)

	Date of this document
	To be completed

	Document category
	Amendments to ISPM 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms)

	Current document stage
	Draft for member consultation 2011

	Origin
	Work programme topic: Amendments to ISPM 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms) CEPM (1994)

	Major stages
	Approved for member consultation by the SC in To be completed

	Notes
	-


Members are asked to consider the following proposals for additions, revisions and deletions in ISPM 5. Brief explanations are given for each proposal.
1.
ADDITIONS

1.1
Confinement

Background. The term confinement was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010 based on the TPG proposal to develop a definition for confinement in relation to ISPM 3 (Guidelines for the export, shipment, import and release of biological control agents and other beneficial organisms) and ISPM 34 (Design and operation of post-entry quarantine stations for plants). A draft definition was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011. The following points may be considered:
-
Confinement is now the term used in ISPM 34:2010 (Design and operation of post-entry quarantine stations for plants). When the draft of that ISPM had been sent for member consultation, some member comments had suggested to use containment. However, it was recommended that there was a need for two terms as used in the IPPC context with their current meaning, i.e. containment in relation to areas and confinement in relation to a facility. 
-
As in the definition of containment, it is the process of confinement that is described, not the result.
-
Measures are not phytosanitary measures. Confinement might have a wider use than for regulated pests. It might also be used as a preventive measure, with no specific pest being directly targeted. 
-
Confinement is used to retain a pest in a quarantine facility or a regulated area, while containment aims at keeping it out of an area.
-
It is recommended to not mention regulated pests or quarantine as confinement might have a broader use.
Proposed addition
	confinement
	Application of official measures to a regulated article to prevent the escape of pests.


1.2
Domestic regulation

Background. The SC in November 2005 requested the Glossary Working Group (as it was then known) to consider issues linked to the fact that the term regulated pest in the IPPC framework is limited to quarantine pests and regulated non-quarantine pests, noting that countries often referred to the term regulated for pests that are not regulated in the sense implied by the definition in the IPPC (i.e. to prevent entry) but only regulated in relation to domestic measures. This caused confusion for countries, often when setting up their legislation or plant quarantine services. In 2006, the TPG made a first proposal to solve this issue by developing agreed interpretations of several definitions including quarantine pest and regulated pest in order to recognize that pests could be also be regulated for domestic purposes only. This solution was rejected. In 2007, to reach the same purpose, the TPG proposed a definition of domestic regulation, but the proposal was not processed further. The term domestic regulation remained on the TPG work plan and was formally added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010. A draft definition was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011. 

The following points may be considered:
-
The definition needs to be broad. There are many occasions where an NPPO applies regulations for phytosanitary reasons which concern pests that are not quarantine pests or regulated non-quarantine pests (e.g. control programmes, measures applied to establish and maintain areas of low pest prevalence, pest free areas and places of production, etc.). A term is needed to cover regulations only applied within a country – that are not applied outside the country (e.g. when measures are applied to support official control of a pest within a country). 

-
It is proposed that the definition should cover any regulation applied domestically against regulated or non-regulated pests. 
-
The use of domestic does imply application within the country only. Other terms were envisaged in earlier discussions but not retained. The term domestically-regulated pest is not recommended, as a given pest might be both a regulated pest and a domestically-regulated pest. The use of national in the term is not recommended either, as national measures can be those required by the country to be applied outside the country.
Proposed addition
	domestic regulation
	A regulation concerning a regulated or non-regulated pest having domestic application


1.3
Electronic certification

Background: Several member comments on the draft revised ISPM 12 (Phytosanitary certificates) in 2009 requested a definition of electronic certification. The term electronic certification was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010 based on a TPG proposal. A draft definition was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011. The following points may be considered:
-
The proposed definition is based on the wording of paragraph 7, section 1.2 of ISPM 12:2011 [Note to SC: to be adjusted if the section number changes]. Some elements of the paragraph of ISPM 12 referenced above are not relevant for a definition and have been omitted.

-
It is recommended to define electronic phytosanitary certificates and not the process of electronic certification. This is consistent with the content of ISPM 12.

-
It was originally considered that the definition produced by the workshop on electronic certification (Ottawa, May 2009) could be used. However this definition has been modified during the revision of ISPM 12 and so the glossary definition has been aligned accordingly. 

Proposed addition  [Note to SC: the definition below is based on the draft ISPM 12 as agreed by the SC November. It will need to be adjusted if there are changes to this section during CPM]
	electronic phytosanitary certificate
	The electronic equivalent of the wording and data of a phytosanitary certificate in paper form, including the certifying statement, transmitted by authenticated and secure electronic means.


1.4
Exclusion

Background. In 2009, the Technical Panel for Fruit Flies developed a proposal for a definition for exclusion in the draft ISPM on phytosanitary procedures for fruit fly management. The term was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010 based on a TPG proposal. The TPFF definition was reviewed and modified by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011. The following points may be considered:
-
The definition should be broad as the term has a wider application than only fruit fly management. It is useful to have a definition of this term, in a similar way as there are definitions for eradication and suppression.

-
It is recommended to use phytosanitary and not official measures. Although official might have been more appropriate for such measures applied against pests within a country, the definitions of eradication and suppression use phytosanitary measures, and it is not be desirable to introduce inconsistency between the three definitions. [note: the TPG is asking in parallel to the SC May 2011 to add to the work programme the consideration of use of phytosanitary measures in the definitions for suppression, eradication and containment (and draft definition on exclusion)]. 

-
The term introduction (i.e. entry and establishment) is used and not entry. A package of exclusion measures might include measures to prevent establishment in cases of transience or incursion.

-
As the definition of introduction already refers to an area, it is recommended to not refer to an area in the definition.
Proposed addition
	exclusion
	Application of phytosanitary measures to prevent the introduction of a pest 


2.
REVISIONS

For revised terms and definitions, explanations of the changes made to the last approved definition are also given. It is suggested that any member comments should relate only to the changes proposed.

2.1
Absorbed dose

Background. The October 2010 TPG identified this revision when reviewing ISPM 5 for the consistency in the use of terms. This change is not considered a consistency change as described in the report of CPM-4 (2009) so it is proposed as an amendment to the Glossary. The following points may be considered:
-
Absorbed dose is a physical term with no specific IPPC meaning, which normally would not be part of ISPM 5. It is however recommended to retain it, as it is not easily understood and is of great importance in relation to ISPM 18 (Guidelines for the use of irradiation as a phytosanitary measure) and to treatments in ISPM 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests). 

-
The modification corrects a technical error. Gray is the quantity of radiating energy absorbed per unit of mass, i.e. the unit applies to the entire definition and not to “radiating energy” as in the old definition (the unit of radiating energy is joule). 

-
It is recommended to retain the unit gray in the definition, although this is not normal practice in a definition. This is a special case as users might not be familiar with it.
Proposed revision

	absorbed dose
	Quantity of radiating energy  absorbed per unit of mass of a specified target (in gray) 


2.2
Consignment in transit

Background. The revised definition was proposed by the TPG in October 2010, with the purpose of ensuring consistency with the proposed revision of re-exported consignment and with the rules for developing definitions. The following points may be considered:

· The proposal brings consistency with the revision of re-exported consignment (see 2.5) (the change from which to that is a simple editorial and is in line with the usual English style in ISPMs).
-
The second part of the current definition (and that may be subject to phytosanitary measures) expresses requirements. This is not appropriate for a definition, and requirements are explained in ISPM 25 (Consignments in transit).

Proposed revision

	consignment in transit
	A consignment that passes through a country without being imported.


2.3
Phytosanitary certificate

Background. The term was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010 based on TPG proposal. A revised definition was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011. The following points may be considered:

-
The current terms certificate and phytosanitary certificate are interrelated in the glossary, certificate being used in the definition of phytosanitary certificate.

-
Phytosanitary certificate is the term of specific IPPC relevance and its definition currently lacks its specific IPPC meaning (currently expressed in the definition for certificate), i.e. that it attests that a consignment meets phytosanitary import requirements. It was therefore proposed to merge and further adjust certificate into phytosanitary certificate (deletion of certificate is proposed under 3.2)

-
The proposed revision covers phytosanitary certificates in paper form and in electronic form and uses wording consistent with the revised ISPM 12 (Phytosanitary certificates). The original wording had to be adjusted as document (in the original definition of certificate) does not cover electronic phytosanitary certificates. The word official is used in both cases to indicate NPPO control.
-
Rewording of the last part reflects that the consignment is subject to phytosanitary import requirements and uses wording in line with the revised ISPM 12.
Proposed revision
	phytosanitary certificate
	An official paper document or its official electronic equivalent, patterned after the model certificates of the IPPC, which attests that a consignment meets phytosanitary import requirements


2.4
Quarantine station

Background: Revision was proposed by the TPG (June 2009) and by the SC (November 2009). The term was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010. A revised definition was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011. The following points may be considered:
-
The current definition is too restrictive as quarantine stations might be used to hold in quarantine not only plants or plant products, but also other regulated articles including beneficial organisms. Mention of other regulated articles and of beneficial organisms was added.
-
It is recommended to specifically mention beneficial organisms, as it is important in relation to ISPM 3 (Guidelines for the export, shipment, import and release of biological control agents and other beneficial organisms). It should be noted that ISPM 3 currently uses the words quarantine facilities to refer to the concept of quarantine stations. For consistency in the use of terms, once the revised definition is adopted, ISPM 3 could be adjusted for consistency to use quarantine station.
Proposed revision
	quarantine station
	Official station for holding plants, plants products or other regulated articles, including beneficial organisms, in quarantine


2.5
Re-exported consignment
Background. The consultant reviewing ISPMs for consistency in 2008 had suggested that this term be changed to re-export (of a consignment). The term re-export (of a consignment) was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010 based on a TPG proposal. A revised definition was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011. The following points may be considered:

-
It is recommended to retain the original term re-exported consignment. It would be difficult to produce an IPPC definition for re-export (or similarly for export, import and transit) and it might lead to discrepancy with definitions used in national legislation, which differ worldwide, or in various international agreements. Defining for the IPPC the limited concept of ‘re-exported consignment’ (and similarly ‘consignment in transit’) does not present these disadvantages and these definitions are needed in support of ISPMs.

-
The second sentence of the current definition (The consignment may be stored, split up, combined with other consignments or have its packaging changed) was deleted as it does not belong in a definition. It gives a specification of the circumstances in which re-export is possible and relates to phytosanitary certification. These considerations are explained fully in ISPM 12 (Phytosanitary certificates). 

Proposed revision

	re-exported consignment
	Consignment that has been imported into a country from which it is then exported


3. DELETIONS

3.1
Certificate

Background. The term was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010 based on a TPG proposal. Deletion was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011. 
The current definition of certificate limits it to the IPPC context, but certificate and certification on their own have other meanings that need to be used in ISPMs (e.g. CITES certificate in ISPM 12; treatment documents/certificates, certificate of origin in ISPM 23; certification of facilities in ISPM 18). Deletion of the term and definition is therefore proposed so as to not limit the use of the term. The proposed revision of the definition of phytosanitary certificate (see 2.3) ensures that the term of specific IPPC relevance is defined.
Proposed for deletion

	certificate
	An official document which attests to the phytosanitary status of any consignment affected by phytosanitary regulations [FAO, 1990]


3.2
Gray (Gy)

Background: The term was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010 based on a TPG proposal. Deletion was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011.
The term “gray (Gy)” appears in the (incorrect) Glossary definition of absorbed dose (see 2.X), in ISPM 18 and in ISPM 28 (all annexes). Gray as the unit of absorbed dose is defined in the International System of Units (i.e. an SI-unit) and therefore need not be defined in the Glossary.

Proposed for deletion

	gray (Gy)
	Unit of absorbed dose where 1 Gy is equivalent to the absorption of 1 joule per kilogram (1 Gy = 1 J.kg-1 ) [ISPM 18, 2003]


3.3
Hitch-hiker pest

Background: The term was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010 based on a TPG proposal. Deletion was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011.
The current definition (“See contaminating pest”) simply states that hitch-hiker pest should be understood as identical to contaminating pest. The term hitch-hiker pest does not appear in the IPPC nor ISPMs. The term is not easily understood by non-native English speakers and difficult to translate in a meaningful way. It need not be defined in the Glossary

Proposed for deletion

	hitch-hiker pest
	See contaminating pest


3.4
Legislation

Background: The term was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010 based on a TPG proposal. Deletion was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011.
The term legislation appears in the Convention Article II (1) in the definition of phytosanitary measures, in the definition of phytosanitary legislation, and in ISPMs 3, 5, 12, 18, 19, 20 and 25. Whereas the Glossary terms phytosanitary legislation, phytosanitary measures and phytosanitary regulation are defined with a particular meaning pertaining to the IPPC domain, the term legislation is a broadly used and understood term without any specific usage in the ISPMs. It need not be defined in the Glossary.

Proposed for deletion:

	legislation
	Any act, law, regulation, guideline or other administrative order promulgated by a government [ISPM No. 3, 1996]


3.5
Plant pest
Background: The term was added to the work programme by the SC in April 2010 based on a TPG proposal. Deletion was proposed by the TPG in October 2010 and reviewed by the SC in May 2011.
The current definition (“See pest”) states that plant pest should be understood as identical to the term pest, which is defined in the Convention itself. The term plant pest appears in the Convention Articles I (4), VII (5) and VIII (1a). It also appears in ISPMs 2, 3, 5, 6, 11, 15 and 17. In all cases, the term is correctly used as synonymous to pest. Plant pest could be substituted by pest during revisions of ISPMs for consistency or revision. The use of two synonymous terms should be avoided, and only the term defined in the IPPC used.

Proposed for deletion

	plant pest
	See pest


Note on other deletions
Deletions proposed in 3.6 to 3.11 below were identified when reviewing ISPM 5 for the consistency in the use of terms. These deletions are not considered consistency changes as described in the report of CPM-4 (2009) so they are proposed as amendments to the Glossary. 
3.6 Antagonist

Background: The October 2010 TPG identified these deletions when reviewing ISPM 5 for the consistency in the use of terms. The following may be considered:

-
This term and definition do not have a specific meaning in the IPPC context, and are not needed in the Glossary. 

Proposed for deletion

	antagonist 
	An organism (usually pathogen) which does no significant damage to the host but its colonization of the host protects the host from significant subsequent damage by a pest [ISPM 3, 1996]


3.7
Competitor

Background. The October 2010 TPG identified this deletion when reviewing ISPM 5 for the consistency in the use of terms. The following may be considered:

-
This term and definition do not have a specific meaning in the IPPC context, and are not needed in the Glossary. 

-
In addition the term is used in ISPM 3 and ISPM 11 (Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms) with a different meaning.

Proposed for deletion

	competitor
	An organism which competes with pests for essential elements (e.g. food, shelter) in the environment [ISPM 3, 1996]


3.8
Control point

Background. The October 2010 TPG identified these deletions when reviewing ISPM 5 for the consistency in the use of terms. The following may be considered:
-
This term and definition do not have a specific meaning in the IPPC context, and are not needed in the Glossary.

-
In addition control points are explained in ISPM 14 (The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management). 

Proposed for deletion

	control point
	A step in a system where specific procedures can be applied to achieve a defined effect and can be measured, monitored, controlled and corrected [ISPM 14, 2002]


3.9
Dose mapping
Background. The October 2010 TPG identified these deletions when reviewing ISPM 5 for the consistency in the use of terms. The following may be considered:
-
This term and definition do not have a specific meaning in the IPPC context, and are not needed in the Glossary.

-
It is used only in ISPM 18 (Guidelines for the use of irradiation as a phytosanitary measure). 

Proposed for deletion

	dose mapping
	Measurement of the absorbed dose distribution within a process load through the use of dosimeters placed at specific locations within the process load [ISPM 18, 2003]


3.10
Dosimeter and dosimetry
Background. The October 2010 TPG identified these deletions when reviewing ISPM 5 for the consistency in the use of terms. The following may be considered:
-
These terms and definitions do not have a specific meaning in the IPPC context, and are not needed in the Glossary.

-
The terms are well-known words of physics and not used in any particular or different way in ISPMs 18 and 28. 

Proposed for deletion

	dosimeter
	A device that, when irradiated, exhibits a quantifiable change in some property of the device which can be related to absorbed dose in a given material using appropriate analytical instrumentation and techniques [ISPM 18, 2003]

	dosimetry
	A system used for determining absorbed dose, consisting of dosimeters, measurement instruments and their associated reference standards, and procedures for the system’s use [ISPM 18, 2003]


3.11
Ionizing radiation

Background. The October 2010 TPG identified this deletion when reviewing ISPM 5 for the consistency in the use of terms.  The following points may be considered:

-
This is a definition from physics which has no specific meaning for the IPPC, and is not needed in the Glossary. 

Proposed for deletion:

	ionizing radiation
	Charged particles and electromagnetic waves that as a result of physical interaction create ions by either primary or secondary processes [ISPM 18, 2003]


ANNEX 12

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE TPG ON INK AMENDMENTS FOR CONSISTENCY: 
ISPM 5

(status: as presented to the SC in November 2010)

Background

A review of adopted International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs) for consistency in the use of terminology was added to the work programme of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures at its First Session (CPM-1, 2006). Specification 32 (Review of ISPMs) was approved by the Standards Committee (SC) at its May 2006 meeting, a consultant carried out a study to identify where consistency between adopted ISPMs could be improved, and the Technical Panel for the Glossary (TPG) developed a process in 2008, which was presented to the SC and the FAO Legal Office. CPM-4 (2009) agreed to the use of the recommended process for achieving consistency in the terminology of ISPMs, with the proviso that it was limited to consistency issues and not substantive or stylistic issues. Under this process, adjustments for consistency between adopted ISPMs would be considered “ink amendments,” and would be prepared by the TPG, reviewed by the SC, noted by the CPM. The Secretariat will then apply these “ink amendments” (i.e. minor changes made that do not change the meaning) to the relevant ISPMs.

At its special meeting in June 2009 and regular meeting in October 2009, the TPG consolidated proposals in relation to ISPMs 3, 10, 13, 14, 22 and Supplement 1 to ISPM 5. These were further reviewed by the SC in November 2009. The outcome for the different components was as follows: 

· inconsistencies in the use of terms: modified by the SC in November 2009 and noted by CPM-5;

· obvious errors or ambiguities in standards, and recommendations for more thorough revision of some ISPMs: archived to be considered when the relevant ISPMs are revised in the future;

· inconsistencies of translations into Spanish with previous CPM decisions: noted by CPM-5;

· language preference for translation of terms into Spanish: transmitted to the Spanish language review group. 

At its meeting in October 2010, the TPG continued its activities on the consistency in the use of terms in adopted ISPMs. It focused on its operating procedures, and on proposals regarding consistency of ISPM 5 itself. The work on the other eight ISPMs originally identified for this study was allocated to TPG members and planned. Work on ISPMs 8, 9, 20, 23 and 25 has started, but the tables need further commenting and discussion by TPG members before being presented to the SC. Work has been assigned for ISPMs 16, 17 and Supplement No. 2 to ISPM 5. 

This document proposes ink amendments for ISPM 5 to be reviewed by the SC prior to being noted by CPM. Only ink amendments are presented. Some more substantial changes identified during this review will be proposed as part the Amendments to the Glossary 2011 to be submitted to SC for consideration for member consultation, or are requested to be added to the standard setting work programme as subjects.

1- 
Terms and definitions that are used with a specific meaning for the ISPMs, but can have a broader sense. The proposal is to add a qualifier to the term. 

The change in the parenthesis maintains the idea that the definition applies to a specific meaning of the term, but the word is free for other uses. Such an amendment is consistent with many such terms with several meanings in ISPM 5 (entry, interception, integrity, pest status, etc.). 

	TERM
	Definition
	Proposal
	TPG proposal

	Efficacy (treatment)
	A defined, measurable, and reproducible effect by a prescribed treatment [ISPM No. 18, 2003]
	Rephrase the term: 

Efficacy (of a treatment)

	The qualifier was there, but the change proposed clarifies it and aligns it with other such terms in the Glossary

	Establishment
	Perpetuation, for the foreseeable future, of a pest within an area after entry [FAO, 1990; revised FAO, 1995; IPPC, 1997; formerly established]
	Rephrase the term: 

Establishment (of a pest)
	The term and definition refer to pests, and are necessary for ISPMs. However establishment is also a common English word.  It is needed in ISPMs in other contexts (e.g. establishment of a PFA, of a transit system, of measures). 

	Introduction
	The entry of a pest resulting in its establishment [FAO, 1990; revised FAO, 1995; IPPC, 1997]
	Rephrase the term: 

Introduction (of a pest)
	The term and definition refer to pests, and are necessary for ISPMs. However introduction is also a common English word.  It is needed in ISPMs for other contexts. 



	Spread
	Expansion of the geographical distribution of a pest within an area [FAO, 1995]
	Rephrase the term: 

Spread (of a pest)
	The term and definition refer to pests, and are necessary for ISPMs. However spread is also a common English word.  It is needed in ISPMs for other contexts. 


2- 
Revision of definition for consistency of wording

	TERM
	Definition
	Proposal
	TPG proposal

	Regulated area
	An area into which, within which and/or from which plants, plant products and other regulated articles are subjected to phytosanitary regulations or procedures in order to prevent the introduction and/or spread of quarantine pests or to limit the economic impact of regulated non-quarantine pests (see Glossary Supplement No. 2) [CEPM, 1996; revised CEPM, 1999; ICPM, 2001]
	An area into which, within which and/or from which plants, plant products and other regulated articles are subjected to phytosanitary regulations or procedures phytosanitary measures in order to prevent the introduction and/or spread of quarantine pests or to limit the economic impact of regulated non-quarantine pests (see Glossary Supplement No. 2) [CEPM, 1996; revised CEPM, 1999; ICPM, 2001]
	1- correction of and/or (see under 3 for explanation)

2- phytosanitary measures is what is referred to here, and this is consistent with current terminology

3- this part of the original definition is included in the definition of phytosanitary measure


3- Use of and/or
The proposed ink amendments ensure application of the rule regarding avoidance of the use of and/or in ISPMS, proposed by the TPG and agreed by the November 2009 SC: “Usually, “and/or” can be replaced by “or”, without loss of meaning.  “Or” means that both options can apply at the same time or either of the options can apply.  Only when a sentence reads either …. or …, does it mean that both options cannot occur at the same time.. In addition, it is proposed that the expression introduction and/or spread of a pest can be replaced by introduction and/or spread of a pest can be used. This is a proposal which is consistently proposed by the TPG when reviewing draft ISPMs. Consequently the following ink amendments are proposed:

	1. 
	consignment
	A quantity of plants, plant products and/or other articles being moved from one country to

	2. 
	inspection
	Official visual examination of plants, plant products or other regulated articles to determine if pests are present and/or to determine compliance with phytosanitary regulations

	3. 
	Kiln-drying
	A process in which wood is dried in a closed chamber using heat and/or humidity control to achieve a required moisture content

	4. 
	Phytosanitary measure
	Any legislation, regulation or official procedure having the purpose to prevent the introduction and/or spread of quarantine pests, or to limit the economic impact of regulated non-quarantine pests

	5. 
	Phytosanitary regulation
	Official rule to prevent the introduction and/or spread of quarantine pests, or to limit the economic impact of regulated non-quarantine pests, including establishment of procedures for phytosanitary certification (see Glossary Supplement No. 2)

	6. 
	Plant quarantine
	All activities designed to prevent the introduction and/or spread of quarantine pests or to ensure their official control

	7. 
	quarantine
	Official confinement of regulated articles for observation and research or for further inspection, testing and/or treatment

	8. 
	ISPM 5, supplement 1, 4.
	- eradication and/or containment in the infested area(s)


Note: there are three other occurrences of and/or in ISPM 5 that the TPG proposes to not change at the moment for reasons explained below:

-
in the definition of point of entry: proposed for addition to the work programme for revision of the definition, and the change to and/or can be made during revision.

-
in the definition of pre-clearance: the proposed draft on phytosanitary pre-import clearance (to be review by the SC at a future meeting for consideration for member consultation) proposes a revised definition, and the change to and/or can be made at the same time.

-
in supplement 3 to ISPM 5, within CBD definitions of invasive alien species and of intentional introduction. The text quotes CBD definitions, which cannot be modified.
ANNEX 13
GENERAL RULES AND PROCESS APPLIED FOR THE CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS
This paper outlines the process followed for the review of individual ISPMs for consistency. It is based on the process followed between 2008 and 2010 for the first set of consistency amendments. It provides details on steps of the process and the roles of TPG members and Secretariat TPG lead. Processes for adopted ISPMs and draft ISPMs for member consultation are presented in parallel.

For adopted ISPMs, the process covers both consistency amendments to be noted by CPM as ink amendments, and how to deal with obvious errors that are detected during the examination of the standards. Although only consistency amendments will be submitted to CPM, the corrections of errors are recorded and will be used when the relevant ISPMs are revised in the future. They are also taken in consideration when the SC prioritizes the work programme (as agreed by SC in November 2009). 

An annual work schedule is provided. 

	Adopted ISPMs
	Draft ISPMs for member consultation

	1.
October. The TPG reviews the list of priorities for consistency review of adopted ISPMs, and allocates the review of individual adopted ISPMs to TPG members (see attachment 1 - list of adopted standards for consideration)
	1.
May-June. The Secretariat informs the TPG of which draft ISPMs will be sent for member consultation 

	2.
October-1 March. Each TPG member then reviews individual ISPMs and tabulates changes according to the template (see attachment 2). At this stage, the proposed changes should include both consistency amendments and corrections of obvious errors. The reviewer uses:

a- 
the documents produced during the 2008 consultant’s review of ISPMs regarding consistency (report and individual ISPMs)

-
Consultant’s Review of International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures, final report, September 2008 (posted on TPG work area 2009-06 as 2009-TPG-06)
-
Consultants’ revisions and comments in the texts of ISPMs with JH comments (available as TPG 2008 meeting documents). Members may request Secretariat’s assistance to tabulate these. 

b-
the General recommendations on consistency 
c-
the recommendations on the formatting of ISPMs approved by the SC in November 2009 as adjusted in Attachment 3.

In addition the TPG member will analyse the draft ISPM, the consultant’s proposal, the ISPM and other proposals as appropriate, taking also into account the ISPMs adopted after the consultants’ review was completed i.e. from 2009 onwards..
	2.
June-15 August. Each TPG member then  reviews all draft ISPMs. At this stage, both the consistency amendments and the corrections of obvious errors should be considered. The reviewer may use:

a-
the General recommendations on consistency 
b-
the recommendations on the formatting of ISPMs approved by the SC in November 2009 (attachment 3, adjusted )

In addition the TPG member will analyse the draft ISPM and provide their own analysis.  

	3.
1 March. TPG member sends a table of comments to the TPG
	

	4.
1 March-1 May. Other TPG members review the table of comments and then send their comments by email directly to the TPG member who conducted the initial review.
	

	5.
1 May-15 August. Each TPG member revises the table in response to comments provided and sends it to the Secretariat for inclusion of the agenda of the next TPG meeting
	

	6.
1 September. Secretariat checks format, aligns to SC format etc. and posts as a TPG meeting document
	

	7.
October. TPG meeting reviews and finalizes the table, and separates consistency amendments from corrections of errors
	

	8.
October, after TPG review. Secretariat produces final tables, based on comments of the TPG, in consultation with the TPG steward.
	8. October, after TPG meeting. Same as for adopted ISPMs

	9.
November. The SC receives:

-
for decision, the table of ink amendments to ensure consistency, to be submitted to the CPM in English for noting and for incorporation into the ISPMs

-
for information, the table of corrections of obvious errors, to be taken into account when revising the standard
	9. October-November. The Secretariat sends the table to the steward of the draft ISPM, and the table is also made available to the SC


Attachment 1

List of adopted ISPMs for consideration in the consistency analysis 

(TPG October 2009 and later work)

Not yet completed

	ISPM 5

(terms)
	Added TPG Oct. 2009
	First review in Oct 2009. Discussed TPG 2010

	ISPM 8
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	On agenda of TPG June 2009 and October 2009 but not completed. On agenda of 2010 TPG but not completed. On agenda of 2012 TPG.

	ISPM 9
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	On agenda of TPG June 2009 and October 2009 but not completed. On agenda of 2010 TPG but not completed. On agenda of 2012 TPG.

	ISPM 20
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	Work started at TPG June. On agenda of 2010 TPG but not completed. On agenda of 2012 TPG.

	ISPM 23
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	Table presented in June 2009, but not worked on. On agenda of 2010 TPG but not completed. On agenda of 2012 TPG.

	ISPM 16
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	On agenda of 2012 TPG

	ISPM 17
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	On agenda of 2012 TPG

	ISPM 25
	Added TPG June 2009
	Table presented in June 2009, but not worked on. On agenda of 2010 TPG but not completed. On agenda of 2012 TPG.

	Supplement 2 to ISPM 5
	Added TPG Oct. 2010
	On agenda of 2012 TPG.


Completed
	ISPM 3
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	Noted CPM-5 2010

	suppl 1
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	Noted CPM-5 2010

	ISPM 10
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	Noted CPM-5 2010

	ISPM 13
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	Noted CPM-5 2010

	ISPM 14
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	Noted CPM-5 2010

	ISPM 22
	Original list of 10, Oct 2008
	Noted CPM-5 2010


Attachment 2

Template for consistency amendments (for adopted ISPMs only. For draft ISPMs, please use the template provided for member consultation)


Review of ISPMs for consistency: ISPM -- (Title)
	Section
	Existing text
	Proposed new text
	Rationale

	Section and title, paragraph, sentence, indent numberas appropriate

Example. 1. background, 1st paragraph, 3rd sentence, 5th indent
	Include the original text as in the original ISPM, preferably without shortening it with …., e.g. a complete sentence, a complete indent, a complete paragraph

Note: 

- Copy-paste from original ISPM is preferable, or cross-check that wording is as in the original ISPM. 

- use separate rows for amendments in separate sentences, paragraphs or indents

Example. This information will be determined after candidate biological control agents are studied under quarantine security.
	Paste the same text as in the previous column, and indicate changes, with underlined for new text and stike for deleted text. Do not use tracked changes.

Example. This information will be determined after candidate biological control agents are studied under in quarantine conditions security.
	Give sufficient reasons to justify the propose change. See previous amendments noted by CPM-5 for examples.

Example. Not advisable to use quarantine security, it is not a defined term and could be confused with “phytosanitary security”. Use only quarantine because control agents are studied while confined, i.e. while in quarantine.

	
	
	
	


Attachment 3

Recommendations on the format of references to ISPMs/IPPC and endorsement section

· References to the New Revised Text of the IPPC (1997) in the text of ISPMs should be changed to IPPC (with no date following), because there is only one Convention. 

· References to ISPMs in the References section should be as follows: 

ISPM 1. 2006. Phytosanitary principles for the protection of plants and the application of phytosanitary measures in international trades. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

The exception would be for ISPM 5 as it is almost always amended each year, for this ISPM the year would be left off. ISPM 5.  Glossary of phytosanitary terms. Rome, IPPC, FAO.

· References to ISPMs in the References section should be listed in numerical order.

-
In the body of the text, cross references to other ISPMs should be made using the number of the ISPM and date of adoption, without repeating the full title, i.e. ISPM X:date (e.g. ISPM 1:2006).

· The Endorsement section at the beginning of each standard should be re-named Adoption because ISPMs are always adopted. Within this section, write for example “adopted by CPM-3 in 2008” (and not endorsed). 

ANNEX 14

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS ON CONSISTENCY
The Technical Panel on the Glossary is undertaking a general review of the published ISPMs for consistency in the use of terminology, and in particular of the Glossary terms. In the first round of this review, the TPG has already identified a number of points where greater consistency is needed. General recommendations on these points are set out in this document. They have already been applied to the first set of ISPMs to be reviewed, should be applied to the remaining ISPMs when they are reviewed, and should also be taken into consideration in drafting new ISPMs.

These recommendations mainly concern two related principles:

1) to use Glossary terms wherever they are appropriate, rather than other terminology, and to use them as such, without abbreviation or substitution;

2) not to use Glossary terms in inappropriate contexts, but instead to substitute more neutral language.
Table of issues considered below
	Acceptable level of risk, appropriate level of protection
	Phytosanitary certificate, certificate

	Country, contracting party, NPPO
	Phytosanitary import requirements

	Efficacy, effectiveness
	Phytosanitary measures, phytosanitary actions

	Intended use
	Prevalence

	Official
	Security, phytosanitary security

	Pest risk management
	and/or

	Pest-free
	References to the text of the IPPC

	Non-compliance, non-conformity
	


Recommendations on use of terms

Acceptable level of risk, appropriate level of protection
These terms are not defined in the Glossary, but are taken from the SPS Agreement. They should only be used in that context, and in that exact wording. In particular, exporting countries have to satisfy the “phytosanitary import requirements” of their trading partners, not their “appropriate level of protection”. To avoid confusion, it is best not to use the terms “level of risk” or “level of protection” at all.
Country, contracting party, NPPO
Countries are variously specified in ISPMs as “contracting parties”, “NPPOs” or just “countries”. These terms should be used with discrimination. The term “contracting party” should be limited to cases where reference is being made specifically to the text of the IPPC and its obligations. The term “NPPO” should be used if the responsibility falls among those specified in Article IV of the IPPC. Otherwise, “country” should be used, in particular because IPPC Art. XVIII explicitly encourages non-contracting parties to apply phytosanitary measures consistent with the provisions of the IPPC and ISPMs.. When “NPPO” is used, the text should avoid such inappropriate expressions as “the importing NPPO”, and use instead “the NPPO of the importing country”.  
Efficacy, effectiveness

“Efficacy” is a special concept linked to efficacy of treatments, and the terms “efficacy” and “efficacious” should be used only in this context. The term “efficacy (of a treatment)” is correctly defined in the glossary in this sense. In other cases, the term “effectiveness” and its derived form “effective” may be used, e.g. an effective measure, effectiveness of measures. The general understanding adopted is that efficacy refers to results under controlled conditions, whereas effectiveness refers to results in practice under natural conditions.
Intended use

This is the Glossary term, which should be used in preference to other wordings such as “end use”.
Official

Anything “established, authorized or performed by an NPPO” is by definition “official”.  Many Glossary terms are defined as “official” (e.g. area, inspection, phytosanitary action, phytosanitary measure, quarantine, surveillance, test, treatment). It is accordingly recommended not to use the word “official” where it is redundant. 
Pest risk management

“Pest risk management” is defined as being part of “pest risk analysis”. It relates to the evaluation of phytosanitary measures before they are implemented. Accordingly, the term should only be used in the strict context of PRA. It is not appropriate in referring to activities involving the actual implementation of phytosanitary measures. “Pest management” or “reduction of pest risk” may, in this case, be the suitable term.  In general, it is preferable to refer to “risk” or “risk management” only in the PRA context.
Pest-free

In the Glossary, this term is not defined as such, and is used only in combination (e.g. pest free area). It should not be used alone, but re-arranged, for example, as “free from….(whatever pest  or pests are concerned)”.  The term “pest freedom“ is, however, currently used in ISPMs. This is accepted but, for the present recommendation to be fully satisfied, it should be defined in the Glossary (this term was added to the work programme in November 2010). 

(Non-)compliance, (non-)conformity

According to IPPC Art. VII (2f),, “Importing contracting parties shall…inform…of instances of non-compliance with phytosanitary certification… “. Furthermore, “Compliance procedure (for a consignment)” has been defined in the Glossary. Thus, in those cases, compliance and non-compliance are clearly linked to consignments and thus to import. For other cases of correct/incorrect implementation of measures (e.g. regarding requirements prescribed for an entire place of production) it might be more appropriate to use other terms such as (non-)conformity.   

Phytosanitary certificate, certificate

Where “certificate” or “certification” refers to phytosanitary certificate or phytosanitary certification, these terms should be used, to distinguish from other instances where certificate and certification may relate to other situations (e.g. CITES certificates, certification scheme, certification of facilities). In ISPM 12:2011, the plural term “phytosanitary certificates” refers to export and re-export certificates.
Phytosanitary import requirements

This is the defined Glossary term, and should be used whenever possible (rather than alternative wordings, such as “requirements of the importing country”).
Phytosanitary measures, phytosanitary actions
Care should be taken to use these terms correctly. Though in common language, “measures” can be “actions”, this is not so in the Glossary. “Measures” are “legislation, regulations or procedures” (in accordance also with the use of term in the SPS Agreement), while “actions” are “operations”. For a fuller explanation, see Note 10 of the Annotated Glossary.
Prevalence

The word “prevalence” only exists in the Glossary within the term “area of low pest prevalence”. It should only be used in this context. Use of the term “prevalence” on its own should be avoided, and it is sometimes wrongly used in draft ISPMs to mean “incidence” (the term that is defined in the glossary). 
Security, phytosanitary security
Only “phytosanitary security” is defined in the Glossary. This full term should be used when it is appropriate.
Other recommendations

and/or

Use of and/or should be avoided as it may confuse understanding and cause problems in translation. Usually, “and/or” can be replaced by “or”, without loss of meaning.  “Or” means that both options can apply at the same time or either of the options can apply.  Only when a sentence reads either …. or …, does it mean that the two options cannot occur at the same time.

References to the text of the IPPC

ISPMs frequently include references to the text of the IPPC. If it is necessary to explain the reference, this should not be done by providing an interpretation or abridgement of the IPPC text.  The relevant text of the IPPC should be exactly quoted. 

ANNEX 15
WORK PLAN 2010-2011 
(October 2010 to october 2011 - updated 2011-02-07)
Table 1 - Regular tasks

	
	nature of the task
	action
	who
	deadline (for 2010-2011)
	

	1. 
	Reporting
	prepare executive summary for SC
	Secretariat with steward and chairperson
	If any urgent points, 24 October 2010 for SC November 2010. 

Otherwise 15 Dec. 2010, for SC May 2010.
	Done


	2. 
	
	Draft report and Executive summary
	Secretariat with steward 

To TPG for comment 
	First draft 20 November 2010

Mid-December
	Done

	3. 
	
	Final report
	Secretariat with steward based on TPG comments
	End February 2011
	

	4. 
	Draft ISPMs for country consultation in 2010

(5 standards + consistency for ISPMs 7 and 12)
	Comments compiled by the Secretariat
	Secretariat
	TPG 2010
	Done

	5. 
	
	Reactions to comments to be integrated in tables of comments to be sent to stewards, SC7 or SC (only to SC7 or SC in the case of amendments to the Glossary)
	-Steward

-Secretariat to send to stewards


	24 October 2010 


	Done


	6. 
	
	Review for inconsistencies: include detected inconsistencies in templates
	Secretariat with steward

Secretariat to send to stewards
	24 October 2010 
	done

	7. 
	
	Translation of terms
	TPG
	There are no terms and definitions in drafts sent for consultation in 2010
	-

	8. 
	
	Reactions to requests from new terms and definitions 
	TPG to review and add to its list of recommendation to SC May 2010
	See table 3 of this work plan
	-

	9. 
	
	Preparation of CPM document on amendments to the glossary
	Secretariat
	not relevant for 2010-2011
	-

	10. 
	Draft ISPMs for country consultation in 2011
	Amendments to the glossary 2011 to be compiled based on TPG discussions, with explanations and bold to be included for glossary terms in draft definitions
	Draft by Secretariat, then to steward. Submit by email to whole group for validation before paper made available to SC in May 2010 
	Paper to whole group: 22 November (deadline 8 December)

Paper to steward: 20 December 

Deadline: 10 January 2011
	

	11. 
	
	check accuracy of translation of definitions in draft ISPMs before country consultation
	TPG members in their language receive draft definitions and send them back to Secretariat
	June 2011, to be completed within 1 or 2 days by email
	

	12. 
	
	
	
	
	

	13. 
	
	Review for possible inconsistencies
	All TPG members prior to meeting (drafts will be  on IPP)
	before 2011 TPG meeting
	

	14. 
	
	Further actions for drafts sent for MC in 2011
	Will follow the same process as defined for 2009 consultation above
	
	

	15. 
	Annotated glossary


	2010 update 
	Ian Smith 
	1 September 2010 for  TPG 2010
	

	16. 
	
	2010 – second version for publication – three-yearly clearance by SC
	Ian Smith based on meeting discussions, to TPG by email
	15 December 2010
	

	17. 
	
	
	Comments to Ian
	5 January 2011
	

	18. 
	
	
	Ian to Secretariat
	30 February 2011
	

	19. 
	
	
	to SC by email
	5 March 2011
	

	20. 
	
	2011 update based on SC/CPM6
	Ian Smith
	1 September 2011 for TPG 2011
	

	21. 
	review of membership
	Annual review of membership to make recommendations to SC on new members needed
	TPG and Secretariat
	TPG 2011
	

	22. 
	Explanation of glossary terms
	Members to identify before the meeting some glossary terms/definitions requiring further explanations (and not already explained in other places, such as the annotated glossary).
	TPG for next meeting
	30 July 2011
	


Table 2 - One-off tasks (for individual terms to be worked on, see table 3)
	
	nature
	action
	who
	deadline
	Status  at 15-10-2010

	1. 
	Review of adopted ISPMs for consistency and style
	review preliminary work and make recommendations for SC on procedure as discussed by TPG in Oct 2008
	TPG meeting
	
	Done

	2. 
	
	Inputs from TPG members in tabulated form
	TPG
	June 2009, for SC November 2009
	Done

	3. 
	
	Appendix 4 of consultant’s report still to be reviewed
	TPG
	TPG 2009
	Done

	4. 
	
	General rules applied for the analysis
	Fabienne Grousset/John Hedley for SC May 2011 to be noted
	15 December / in report
	Done

	5. 
	
	General recommendations on consistency (based on changes agreed to by CPM)
- Yearly updates as needed
	Ian Smith to Secretariat for SC May 2011 

All TPG members to identify possible updates prior to each meeting
	25 October 30 November – in report
Yearly updates as needed
	Done

	6. 
	
	Draft process for process for reviewing consistency across standards in some cases, and making horizontal consistency changes across all standards
	Fabienne Grousset/Ebbe Nordbo

Internal document
	
	

	7. 
	
	ISPM 8
	Mohammad Katbeh Bader to TPG
TPG comments 

MKB to Secretariat
	by 1 June 2011 
by 1 August 2011
by 15 November 2011
	TPG 2012 or by email (to be decided later)

	8. 
	
	ISPM 9
	Mohammad Katbeh Bader to TPG
TPG comments 

MKB to Secretariat 
	by 1 June 2011 
by 1 August 2011

by 15 November 2011
	TPG 2012 or by email (to be decided later)

	9. 
	
	ISPM 5
	Fabienne Grousset
	SC November
	SC reviewed. Part going to CPM6

	10. 
	
	ISPM 20
	TPG send comments to John Hedley 

John Hedley to Secretariat 
	By 1 June 2011
By 1 September 2011
	TPG 2012 or by email (to be decided later)

	11. 
	
	ISPM 23
	TPG send comments to Ebbe Nordbo 

Ebbe Nordbo to Secretariat 
	By 1 June 2011
By 1 September 2011
	TPG 2012 or by email (to be decided later)

	12. 
	
	ISPM 25
	TPG send comments to Ian Smith
Ian Smith to Secretariat
	By 1 June 2011
By 1 September 2011
	TPG 2012 or by email (to be decided later)

	13. 
	
	ISPM 16
	John Hedley to TPG
TPG comments 

John Hedley to Sec
	By 1 June 2011
By 1 August 2011
By 15 December 2011
	2012 or by email (to be decided later)

	14. 
	
	ISPM 17
	Wang Yuxi  to TPG

TPG comments 

Wang Yuxi to Sec 
	By 1 June 2011
By 1 August 2011
By 15 December 2011
	2012 or by email (to be decided later)

	15. 
	
	Suppl 2 to ISPM 5?
	“member”  to TPG

TPG comments 

“member” to Sec
	Volunteer needed
By 1 June 2011
By 1 August 2011
By 15 December 2011
	2012 or by email (to be decided later)

	16. 
	
	
	
	
	

	17. 
	
	Ongoing consistency review
	
	
	

	18. 
	Draft Supplement on not widely distributed/

official control
	Redraft prepared, draft to be presented to TPG / action as requested by SC
	Reinouw 
	TPG 2009
	Done

	19. 
	
	presentation to SC May 2010
	Secretariat, Chairperson and steward
	15 December 2009
	Done (not reviewed by SC)

	20. 
	
	Provide comments to Ana Peralta
	TPG
	1 March 2010
	Done

	21. 
	
	Possible further TPG involvement after member consultation
	
	To be determined later
	

	22. 
	Terminology of Montreal Protocol in relation to the glossary of phytosanitary terms
	New draft before next TPG meeting
	(Ana Peralta)
	1 September 2010 for TPG 2010
	Done

	23. 
	
	Looking at consistency changes and sending to TPG
	Ian Smith
	20 October
	Done

	24. 
	
	TPG to send comments to Secretariat
	TPG
	30 October
	Done

	25. 
	
	Consultation of Montreal Protocol Secretariat
	IPPC Secretariat
	December 2010
	Done

	26. 
	
	Legal opinion on interpreting another convention
	Secretariat
	To be obtained before the draft goes to the SC
	Done

	27. 
	
	Draft for presentation to SC May 2011
	TPG (if comments) and Secretariat
	15 January 2011
	

	28. 
	
	Identify steward
	TPG
	TPG by email (after SC May 2011 if member consultation, or later)
	

	29. 
	
	Back after member consultation
	
	
	


	30. 
	Guidance document on use of the terms "should", "shall" and "must"
	Modify paper based on comments for SC
	Secretariat
	before SC November 2007
	Done

	31. 
	
	Papers to be presented at TPG 2008:

- extract from CPM-3 report (parag. 109- 112)

- CPM 2008/17

- CPM 2008/INF/18

- extract from CPM-1 report (decisions on should, shall and must)
	Secretariat
	Before TPG 2008
	done

	32. 
	
	Analysis to be prepared for SC for examination and development of recommendations for CPM once sufficient ISPMs produced, if time permits (no timeline proposed by CPM-3, but TPG 2008 proposed 2010)
	Secretariat to retrieve papers:

- extract from CPM-3 report (parag. 109- 112)

- CPM 2008/17

- CPM 2008/INF/18

- extract from CPM-1 report (decisions on should, shall and must)
	Deletion to be proposed to SC May 2011
	

	33. 
	
	Brief guidance for Style Guide for ISPMs
	Volunteer needed
	To be proposed to SC May 2011. For TPG 2012
	

	34. 
	Individual terms
	See Table 3 below
	All
	15 September 2012 for TPG 2012
	

	35. 
	
	Volunteers needed
	All to consider
	1 March 2011
	

	36. 
	Work of the TPG in relation to languages
	Defining frame

Review of glossary in languages
	Fabienne Grousset/Brent Larson

Mohammad Katbeh Bader/I. Smith
	Paper ready. Discussion at TPG 2012

	


Table 3 - Terms added by May 2010 SC to the TPG work programme as subjects – more details on some proposals can be found in the TPG October 2009 meeting  
	
	
	Source of the proposal
	Comments
	volunteer for preparation 

	1. 
	organism, pest, naturally occurring
	TPG discussion 2009
	Review the three definitions
	Ian Smith

	2. 
	restriction
	TPG discussion 2009 and 2010
	Review the use of restriction in ISPMs, as well as the use of restrictive . Used in inconsistent way.
Also take account of the discussion in TPG 2010 under explanation of terms
	Volunteer needed

	3. 
	additional declaration
	Added SC November 2010
	In relation to soil. See paragraph 67 of SC November 2010 report
	Volunteer needed

	4. 
	Revision of “systems approach”
	TPG discussion 2010
Added SC November 2010
	To consider the pros and cons of redefining. Review use in standards and consider whether to revise. Two issues to be considered for possible revision of the definition: 

“risk management measures” (should it be “pest risk management measures”)

meeting “appropriate level of protection” (“should it be “phytosanitary import requirements”)
	Volunteer needed

	5. 
	pest freedom
	TPG discussion 2010
Added SC November 2010
	To develop a definition. Occurs in ISPMs and would tie loose ends when looking at definitions of find free and free from.
	Volunteer needed

	6. 
	phytosanitary status
	TPG discussion 2010
Added SC November 2010
	To review the use in ISPMs and consider if the term needs to be clarified. Raised in TPG 2010 in relation to the draft ISPM on plants for planting. The term is used in many contexts, in relation to e.g. area, pest. Use in standards should be reviewed and used considered. Term might need to be clarified 
	Ebbe Nordbo

	7. 
	point of entry
	From the review of the draft annotated glossary, TPG 2010
Added SC November 2010
	To revise the definition. 

This definition is now out of date and does not allow for the current practice of having points of entry inside countries.
	Volunteer needed

	8. 
	Suppression, eradication and containment (and the draft definition on exclusion) 
	TPG October 2010
	proposed for addition to the work programme in order to consider the use of phytosanitary measures in these definitions
	Volunteer needed if SC accepts addition in May 2011

	9. 
	Control
	TPG October 2010
	proposed for addition to the work programme in order to consider mentioning exclusion in the definition
	Volunteer needed if SC accepts addition in May 2011

	10. 
	Domestic regulation
	past TPG meeting 
	Discussed at TPG 2010.
	Amendments to the Glossary 2011

	11. 
	Exclusion
	TPFF 2009
	Taking account of definition developed by the TPFF in September 2009, but not considered by TPG. TPFF 2010 resubmitted definitions to TPG. Discussed at 2010 meeting
	Amendments to the Glossary 2011

	12. 
	Confinement
	TPG June 2009, member comments on PEQ draft
	Propose a definition, in relation to ISPM 3 and PEQ draft. Discussed at 2010 meeting
	Amendments to the Glossary 2011

	13. 
	Quarantine station
	TPG June 2009
	Revise. Based on ISPM No. 3, change the definition for quarantine station in the Glossary to refer also to organisms or other regulated articles in quarantine instead of only referring to plants or plant products. TPG 2010 proposed revision
	Amendments to the Glossary 2011

	14. 
	Electronic certification 
	Member comments 2009
	Taking into account and in coordination with revision of ISPM 12. To be based on the outcome of Ottawa Workshop. TPG 2010 proposed definition
	Amendments to the Glossary 2011

	15. 
	Certificate, phytosanitary certificate
	Member comments 2009
	deletion of certificate or merging phytosanitary certificate and certificate (with consideration of a def applying to electronic certification) (taking into account and in coordination with revision of ISPM 12). TPG 2010 proposes to merge definitions, and revised phytosanitary certificate
	Amendments to the Glossary 2011

	16. 
	hitch hiker, Gray, legislation, plant pest
	TPG discussion 2009
	Deletion proposed. To be added to the Amendments to the Glossary proposed by the TPG in October 2010. TPG 2010 agreed to paper
	Amendments to the Glossary 2011

	17. 
	Presence, occurrence 


	TPG discussion 2009
	To review the use in English ISPMs and in languages to make sure consistent. TPG 2010 discussed.  
	Outcome explained in the report 2010 – Ebbe Nordbo and Ian Smith

	18. 
	re-export (of a consignment) 
	TPG discussion 2009
	To change the term to re-export (of a consignment) and modify the definition. TPG 2010 revised definition and proposed consequential change to consignment in transit 
	Amendments to the Glossary 2011

	19. 
	Review of the use of and/or in adopted ISPMs
	TPG discussion 2009
Modified SC November 2010
	Consistent with general recommendations on consistency, but require a review of every occurrence. will be considered during consistency study. 
Following definitions returned by SC Nov 2010 and need to be reconsidered (see SC report): kiln-drying, phytosanitary measure, phytosanitary regulation and plant quarantine.
	See report. stays on the work programme to be implemented during the consistency review
Terms returned by SC Nov. 2010

	20. 
	country of origin
	Past TPG meetings (but pending)
	In standard setting programme presented to CPM-4: SC decided that this would be taken up under the review of ISPMs 7 and 12 and the review of adopted ISPMs. Addressed in ISPM 7, and needs to be addressed in 11 and 20
	Pending for ISPM 11

Done for ISPM 7 and 12

Will be done for ISPM 20 as part of consistency review


 Proposed deletions (will be proposed to SC May 2011)

	Area-wide control
	TPFF 2009
	Taking account of definition developed by the TPFF in September 2009, but not considered by TPG. TPFF 2010 resubmitted definitions to TPG. Discussed at 2010 meeting. recommended not to defined, and if this is accepted by SC May 2011, this subject should be deleted from the work programme
	See in report, deletion proposed

	Efficacy, effectiveness
	TPG June 2009
	Consult TPPT regarding the term “efficacy” versus “effectiveness” and the criteria they are using to differ between both terms. See also section in the report. TPG 2010 made recommendation on use of term, to go in general consistency/style guide and annotated glossary
	See in report, deletion proposed

	conditional hosts, host susceptibility and related terms
	TPG October 2008 and June 2009 (but pending), TPFF 2010
	wait for further request from the SC, or draft definitions produced by the TPFF. TPFF 2010 resubmitted definitions for other terms related to hosts. Subject proposed for deletion
	See in report, deletion proposed


ANNEX 16
REVIEW OF WORK PROGRAMME AND MEDIUM TERM PLAN
SC query: “review their work programme and the continued need for their work, and develop a medium term plan for their work, identify key areas that may need addressing, set a completion date if possible, and report back to the SC.”

- Continued need for TPG work: As long as standards are developed, in relation to terms and definition, consistency of standards and any issue necessitating input relating to definitions.

- Key areas that may need addressing: The TPG considers that the key area for its work is the consideration of draft ISPMs (new terms and definitions, consistency in the use of terms and review of translations of terms and definitions).
- TPG activities and medium term plan/completion date/comments: the activities listed below are as in the work plan 2010-2011, but reorganized)
	Draft ISPMs for member consultation: 

- consideration of member comments on terms, 

- review of drafts for consistency in the use of terms and 

- review of translations of terms/definitions
	continuing
	

	Draft ISPMs at earlier stages of development

- consideration of draft definitions (study of definitions and input translation of terms and definitions)
	continuing
	

	Development and revision of terms and definitions
	continuing
	19 subjects on the work plan as proposed in October 2010

	Annotated glossary

- yearly updates in TPG, including explanations as needed

- finalization for publication every three years
	continuing
	Publication in 2010

Next publication 2013

	Review of adopted ISPMs for consistency in the use of terms:

- Main consistency programme, i.e. ISPMs identified in 2008 (ISPMs 5, 20, 23, 25, 8, 9, 16, 17, supp 2 to ISPM5) 

- later adjustments as needed (standard-by-standard or across standards)

- procedures

- List of general consistency changes
	2013

continuing

2010

ongoing
	A list of standards to be reviewed for consistency has been established. 

to address necessary changes as needed

providing the frame of the consistency study

List to be consolidated as needed at each meeting

	Terminology of Montreal Protocol in relation to the glossary of phytosanitary terms
	2010
	for submission to May 2011 SC for member consultation, will be back to TPG with member comments in a later year

	Work of the TPG in relation to languages:

- general (e.g.  definitions)

- Review of glossary in languages
	- continuing 

- continuing
	Linked to draft ISPMs

When TPG has members for all languages

	Elements for the Style Guide on "should", "shall" and "must"
	to be defined
	

	Draft Supplement on not widely distributed/

official control
	unknown
	If decided so by SC, might come back to TPG once has been to member consultation


� 2010-TPG-05


� 2010-TPG-06


� 2010-TPG-23


� 2010-TPG-40; 2010-TPG-9


� 2010-TPG-40; 2010-TPG-10


� 2010-TPG-40; 2010-TPG-11


� 2010-TPG-40; 2010-TPG-12


� 2010-TPG-40; 2010-TPG-13


� 2010-TPG-19; 2010-TPG-20


� 2010-TPG-16


� 2010-TPG-26


� 2010-TPG-07


� 2010-TPG-35


� 2010-TPG-18


� 2010-TPG-30


� 2010-TPG-21


� 2010-TPG-22


� 2010-TPG-43


� 2010-TPG-29


� 2010-TPG-27rev
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