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Timing for the draft standard

Jane Chard (IPPC Secretriat) explained the timing for the drafting of the document. As the document should be ready for submission to Standards Committee in early may the draft should be completed before the end of March. 

The draft after consideration by the Standards Committee could be ready for country consultation in June. The next stage would then be the consideration by the standards committee in November of country comments and the preparation of the standard for approval at ICPM 6.

Input papers provided for the meeting.

4 input papers have been produced for the meeting they have been presented at the beginning of the meeting 

IPPC secretariat paper

Dutch paper on PRA for regulated non quarantine pests.

COSAVE standard on regulated non-quarantine pests.

Chinese paper mainly related to the assessment of economic impacts (mathematics models).

The first part of the meeting consisted in a brainstorming session having the purpose of selecting the main issues for RNQPs

Main conclusions after presentation of the discussion papers

The group agreed to stick to what was adopted in ISPM 16 (e.g. exclusion of environment or market access, an RNQP is present in the importing country)

The group agreed to make the following recommendation to the Standards Committee:

· Refer elements on statistical guidance for sampling and elements on confidence level to the draft Inspection Methodology ISPM which should be given a high priority in the standard setting process with the recommendation to include elements where appropriate on RNQP issues.

· This ISPM should be reviewed as soon as possible to take into account the experience that countries will gain with these pests.

· ISPM 2 should be revised to be an overall standard above ISPM 11 and the ISPM on RNQP.

Main points raised during the drafting of the standard

TBT SPS

It was noted that it is necessary to clarify the TBT-SPS relationship with regards to RNQPs.

Certification schemes or seed production system refer to pest that do not qualify as regulated non-quarantine pests.

Intended use

The intended use of the plants for planting is an important element for regulated non quarantine pests and should be mentioned in the different stages of the PRA. 

It was also recognised that differences of risk exist as regards to RNQP between different "classes" or grades of plants for planting and that these "classes" or "grades" should be considered as different intended use. It was noted in particular that if the intended use is further propagation of a certain class of plants for planting (e.g. certain potato classes, mother plants) a difference should be made and lower tolerance level may be requested. This has been explained in the standard.

Plants for planting

The definition of plants for planting includes as well entire plants as part of plants (cuttings, budwoods), but the members of the group thought that it was more transparent, for people not entirely familiar with the glossary, to indicate in the standard that parts of plants are covered on a systematic bases.

Weeds:

Weeds should be included in the standard as the definition of pest covers weeds. It was nevertheless recognised that there were more examples of potential RNQP being diseases than weeds.

Use of the term pathway

The definition of pathway includes a reference to spread, but spread is not relevant for regulated non-quarantine pests. The group decided to avoid using this term in the draft although it is used in ISPM 16.

Initiation points for RNQP

The pest risk analyses can be initiated either by a pest or by a plant for planting (request to import a new plant for planting, internal request to set an official control program for plants for planting) . For pest risk analyses initiated by a pest , each of the plants for planting (including the plant part of concern) associated with the pest should be identified and a separate evaluation should be conducted. 

Pest categorization

Categorization aims at selecting pests that should be analysed further. For the economic impact part the existence of an economic impact is considered sufficient. The evaluation whether it is unacceptable has been considered by the group as part of the assessment. 

Assessment of the plants for planting as the main source of pest infestation

There was a debate in the group on the interpretation of main source. If plants for planting are not the main source of infestation but if the other sources are under official control the main source of infestation could then be the plants for planting. Could measures be the pest qualify as an RNQP? This possibility has not been included in the standard.

What happens when the importing country is not producing the plants for planting they want to regulated for RNQP?

It was recognised that a country has the right to take measures for RNQP although not producing the plants for planting concerned because the objective is to prevent unacceptable damage on intended use of the plants for planting. The difficulty is the following which type of official control should be applied?

Some members felt that a requirement related to a national obligation to sell only plants for planting complying with the RNQP requirements is sufficient and constitutes the official control. (A national obligation to plant only PFP complying with the RNQP was considered not feasible).

Official control

Where does official control stop? Does it only apply to plants for planting or does it also apply to the plants grown from the plants for planting.

Sources of infestation

THis should be used rather than pathway. Sources of infestation refers to where the pest can leave (soil, water vectors), natural spread was not considered as a source of infestation per se but is taken into account.

Efficiency of transmission

The efficiency of transmission capacity has been considered an important part of the assessment.

Economic assessment

There should already be elements available in the country on the economic impact as the pest is present. Distinction should be made between different intended uses as the economic impact may vary between intended uses (e.g. plants for planting intended to produce other plants for planting or plants for planting intended to produce fruits, wood, flowers).

Pest effects 

The main effects to take into account are direct effects of the pests. Indirect effects should not be taken into account apart from the fact that a pest can also act as a vector (e.g. Spongospora subterranea).

The last sentence of point 4.4 of ISPM 16 is considered difficult. One of the South African expert explained that in Africa, places of production are small unit where many different crops are produced. If effects of a pest on other host plants in the place of production are included in the evaluation it could generate numerous barriers to trade.

Economic assessment/ Damage

Plants for planting should be compared with other sources of infestation of the plants to ensure that the unacceptable economic impact is via plants for planting.

Risk management

Acceptable level of risk

Some guidance should be given on acceptable level of risk which should be linked to the acceptable level defined at the national level. This is clearly linked to non discrimination, (i.e. the obligation to have a regulation in importing country) but also to the need to ensure consistency between similar risks. 

Tolerances

For risk management tolerance is considered as the main phytosanitary measure but the group did not identified other options.

Tolerances should be specified in relation to the intended use of the plants for planting. It was nevertheless noted that guidance could be given in the standard on how to achieve the tolerance.

The determination of the tolerance should be easier for RNQP as the pest is present in the country and the levels of economic impact are known. Similarly, sampling strategies and detection methods may be well known.

The tolerance level is also determined in relation to the intended use of the pests for planting and the pest transmission capacity.

Zero tolerance

The cases where a zero tolerance can be requested has been debated quite lengthily. The critical point was the example of "persistent pest that will perpetuate with an unacceptable impact on future crops." No agreement could be reached on this point.

This point, if not solved before the end of march will have to be referred to the Standards Committee 

Some experts considered that as the pest is already present in the country, the other sources of inoculum may be important. No good examples to illustrate the case where found but attempt should be made by experts to find some. 

The group will have an email consultation process before the end of march so that the draft can be sent to the standard committee group.
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