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ICPM Expert Working Group report on  
 drafting ISPM for Post-entry Quarantine facilities

Monday 23-27 May 2005 – Clermont Ferrand, France

________________________________________________________________

1. Background
The Expert Working Group (EWG) on drafting Post-entry Quarantine facilities met in May                                    23-27/2005 (Clermont Ferrand, France). The standard was introduced into the work programme by the Interim Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (ICPM) at its sixth session in April 2004. Specification reviewed by the extraordinary working group of the Standards Committee (SC) meeting in July 2004 and approved by the SC in November 2004.

2. Opening of the meeting
The EWG was attended by Ms. María Fernanda Wagner (Argentina), Mr. Solke Harmen De Boer (Canada), Mr. Arnaud Bontemps (France), Mr. Abdellah Challoui (Steward-Morocco), Ms. Tamsin Elizabeth Smales (New Zealand), Mr. Walter P. Gould (USA), and Mr. Hesham Abuelnaga (IPPC Secretariat). The EWG elected Mr. Challoui as Chair.
Mr. Abuelnaga opened the meeting by welcoming everyone and thanked them for taking this important responsibility. He used power point presentation to explain the Standards Setting Process. He informed them that they have been selected because of their area of expertise and not to represent their country’s view. 
Mr. Marcos Muñoz (Chile) was not able to attend the meeting due to his mother health condition.
3. Documents available for the meeting

Mr. Abuelnaga posted -on the working restricted area- and forwarded -by email- 8 documents to the EWG members. Those documents were as follow:

· Commission Directive 95/44/EC of 26 July 1995 establishing the conditions under which certain harmful organisms, plants, plant products and other objects may be introduced into or moved within the Community or certain protected zones thereof, for trial or scientific purposes and for work on varietal selections. (EPPO)
· Containment Guidelines for Nonindigenous, Phytophagous Arthropods and Their Parasitoids and Predators. (USA)
· Guidelines for intentional import of live organisms that are plant pests or potential plant pests (EPPO)
·  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Outline for Standard Operating Procedures. (SOPs) (USA)
· Post-entry Quarantine facilities. (Drafted by the steward 11/05/2005)
· Specification for the Registration of a Plant Quarantine or Containment Facility, and Operator. (New Zealand)
· Transitional and Containment Facilities for Invertebrates. (New Zealand)
· Specification No. 24
He has also posted and emailed the EWG members the following documents:

· Administrative guidelines for the structure of standard-setting documentation
· Guidelines for the Export, Shipment, Import and Release of Biological Control Agents and Other Beneficial  Organisms (ISPM 3 Revised)
· Guidelines for the Operations of Expert Working Groups
4. General points of discussion
Mr. Challoui explained to the EWG the reason for this standard. He told the EWG that he believed that they can come up with draft standard by the end of the week.
Based on the reference documents the EWG believed that they would come up with 4 different levels of security for containment. As the work progress they thought that the draft standard may contain 5 or 6 levels of security.

Mr. Challoui started the discussion by presenting Matrix of Escape of Organism versus Consequence of Escape. The matrix helped the EWG to clearly view the different level of security.
Mr. Challoui suggested that the standard should start with general requirements that any level should contain, and add on that as the level of security increases.
5. Field trips
On Tuesday the EWG visited two locations:

· the French Quarantine Centre for Ligneous Plants located at 
Site de Marmilhat - BP 45

63370 Lempdes - France Site de Marmi. This facility (greenhouse) considers to be an example of level 3, and 
· the Institut National de la Recherche Agronomique (INRA) located at

234, avenue du Brézet, 63039 Clermont-Ferrand cedex02. This facility (laboratory) considers to be level 4 according to the draft standard.
6. Specific points of discussion
a- Physical Requirements:
The following points took some time of discussion among the EWG:

· Level one post entry quarantine facility. Two members believed that screenhouse should be included under this level. One member mentioned that the citrus screenhouse in Belize is such a great example of level one screenhouse. It was agreed among the EWG to include screenhouse in level one.

· Level two post entry quarantine facility:

· one member raised concern about the wording “double door” and how that might be misinterpret by the industry... so to avoid that confusing the EWG chose the following wording: “two doors separated by a vestibule”

· one member refused adding the screnhouse in that level. Another member solved that by suggesting adding “well designed and functional” before the word screenhouse
· EWG agreed not to use footbath at all since it was approved to be a pathway. They suggested using “shoe covers or a dedicated change of footwear”
· EWG had different of opinion whether to use concrete or gravel floor. They agreed on using concrete.
· two members had different opinion about including Biosafety cabinet in level 2 and three. At the end they agreed that it is Optional for both levels.
b- Operational Requirements:

The EWG had disagreement about using the term “good practice laboratory”.  One member suggested not using this term since it is well defined and recognised in the world. He also mentioned that quality assurance (QA) means financial burden to most of the world since it will simply require following ISO 9001/2000. Other member did not agree. 

At the end they suggested just capturing the idea of QA by using the term “good management practices”  
c- Technical:

EWG wanted to use the term containment throughout the draft. Mr. Abuelnaga informed them that this would be fine as long as they come up with a different definition to what is listed currently under ISPM 5. He reminded them that for example ISPM 5 contains 2 different definitions for entry i.e. entry of a consignment and entry of a pest.

d- New definitions:

Containment (for PEQ): confinement of organisms and regulated articles by                                   phytosanitary measures

Escape: movement of an organism beyond predetermined borders

Vector: a biotic agent that transmits a plant pest/pathogen from one host to another

7. Conclusion:

The group was generally satisfied with the draft and it was decided that the draft would be formatted and distributed for additional comments by e-mail. It was also decided that recommendations on definitions from the glossary working group would be incorporated as appropriate.

The group could not identify any possible topics for future ISPMs.
The reporting officer thanked France for assisting with local arrangements, providing logistical support to the meeting and suggesting the field trips.  The experts were commended for their professionalism and cooperation.

Reporting Officer
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