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ICPM Working Group on the revision of ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms)

4-6 October 2004
FAO, Rome, Italy

1.
Opening

The Glossary Working Group met for two and a half days. Most of the time was allocated to discussions in relation to country comments on definitions in draft standards after country consultation.
2.
Issues arising from country consultation 2004: terms in drafts ISPMs and proposed amendments to the Glossary

A large number of comments were received during country consultation in relation to the definition section in the draft standards on inspection, areas of low pest prevalence, equivalence, ISPM No. 3 and transit, and in relation to the amendments to the Glossary. 

The GWG focused on the amendments to the Glossary, and on comments relating to new and revised terms in other draft standards. All comments and suggestions were compiled after the meeting and provided to the stewards/SC. These comments are not repeated in this report.

The GWG mostly did not have time to consider comments in relation to established terms. In relation to proposals for new term, the GWG noted that it was not in a position to define a new term without having had time to reflect on the proposals and on their implications for other standards. In relation to revised terms, it also did not have time to consider comments relating to parts of definitions which had not been modified. It was suggested that:

-
countries should receive sufficient information and guidance on the changes proposed, and on the reasons for change, and be asked to restrict the range of their comments to the changes made. 
-
if countries felt that a more extensive revision of a term/definition is needed, they could propose it by a separate process. 

-
it is suggested that countries could be invited to make proposals for revision of established terms, or for new terms and definitions in their submission of topics and priorities for standards.
The GWG noted that, in discussing new or revised terms and definitions in draft standards, it did not always know what the expert working group had intended. It tended to reword unclear definitions, with the risk of changing what the EWG had wanted to say. It was suggested that, at the next study of country comments, stewards or EWG members could be consulted to define what had been meant in the definition. 

One point of discussion relating to the draft on transit which is still under development, was that the definition of Consignment in transit should include the words “which is not imported” to cover re-export. The GWG also noted that there might be a need to explain the meaning of transit from customs point of view and from phytosanitary point of view.

3.
New or revised terms in other recent draft standards

The GWG reviewed new or revised terms and definitions from draft standards at earlier stages of development, i.e. on efficacy of measures and on ISPM No. 2. It considered that it would be preferable to review terms relating to efficacy at a later stage. There was long discussions in the new terms proposed in the draft revised ISPM No. 2. The GWG suggested that the steward of the GWG (Ian Smith) would seek clarification from the steward of ISPM No. 2. In the meantime, the GWG discussed proposed definitions and made recommendations. The discussion is summarized below:
3.1
QP

The draft ISPM No. 2 contained the abbreviation QP for quarantine pest. The GWG was opposed to the introduction of this abbreviation. The use of abbreviations for such short terms was not necessary and should be avoided, and could also cause confusion once translated.

3.2
Phytosanitary hazard / phytosanitary risk
The GWG first discussed whether there should be too terms, phytosanitary hazard and phytosanitary risk and agreed that it should be the case. Hazard was the potential harm, while the risk was the probability that the harm happened and its magnitude. It proposed the following modifications of the definitions:
Phytosanitary hazard

The potential direct or indirect harm to plants or plant products.

Phytosanitary risk

An estimate of the probability of occurrence and of the magnitude of a phytosanitary hazard.

3.3
Phytosanitary risk analysis
The GWG divided its discussion into two: the definition of the risk analysis process, and the term used for that definition. 
3.3.1 Definition
The GWG agreed that the current definition of pest risk analysis was not suitable to cover the full risk analysis process as described in the new ISPM No. 2, i.e. hazard identification, followed by pest risk assessment and pest risk management, and agreed that this definition had to be modified.

In relation to the proposed definition, it noted that:
-
there was no need to mention the term area in the definition.

-
“injurious to plants or plant products” was surely used to avoid using the term pest, but it corresponded to a phytosanitary hazard, and the GWG suggested that phytosanitary hazard should be used in the definition.

The following rewording was proposed:
"The process of evaluating biological, economic, environmental or other scientific evidence to determine whether an organism presents a phytosanitary hazard; if so, whether the organism should be regulated and, if regulated, the strength of any phytosanitary measures to be taken"
It was also noted that the proposed definition refers to organism. However, it should allow for the fact that analysis may be wider, e.g. on a pathway.

3.3.2 Term to be used as a chapeau for that definition
The EWG on ISPM No. 2 had changed the term pest risk analysis because it had interpreted it as being the "risk analysis of pests" and had thought that it would not be appropriate to cover the expanded analysis as described in the revised ISPM No. 2 (i.e. the analysis extending to organisms not yet known whether to be deemed as pests or not). The GWG discussed whether phytosanitary risk analysis should be used or whether another alternative should be found. The group was divided on the best solution, either using phytosanitary risk analysis, or using pest risk analysis, or both.

Option 1 - Using both terms (e.g. keeping them in parallel, or progressively replacing pest risk analysis with phytosanitary risk analysis). One member believed that it would allow a progressive transition to the new term, but the other members believed that this would be even more confusing than replacing pest risk analysis by phytosanitary risk analysis. 

Option 2 - Using the term phytosanitary risk analysis, as suggested in the draft revised ISPM No. 2
The GWG thought that:
- 
phytosanitary risk analysis did allow to describe the process without using the word pest, thus avoiding the possible (mis)interpretation of pest risk analysis as being the risk analysis for a pest, and therefore excluding other organisms.
 -
but there would be disadvantages:
· the IPPC and ISPMs have used pest risk analysis so far, and it might be confusing to introduce a new term, especially since users were just starting to assimilate pest risk analysis.
· the introduction of a new term might be resisted, since the concept of pest risk analysis had been already much used, described and written about.

· the French term for pest risk analysis is analyse du risque phytosanitaire which would be the literal translation of phytosanitary risk analysis.
Theoretically, phytosanitary risk analysis could therefore be a better term for what it defined, but it would cause difficulties as described above. One member thought that there would be better chances of success and approval of the draft by not replacing the old term by phytosanitary risk analysis. 
The GWG noted that if it was decided to use phytosanitary risk analysis, then there would be a need to explain its relationships to pest risk analysis, in order to avoid confusion. 

One member also suggested during the discussions that plant health risk analysis could be used, but the GWG generally preferred phytosanitary risk analysis if the term had to be changed. 
Option 3 - Continue using pest risk analysis, but proposing the new definition as an agreed interpretation of the IPPC definition
The GWG noted that pest risk analysis could be interpreted as risk analysis of pest, but it could also be interpreted as analysis of pest risk (which was the understanding of most members of the group), which would cover the phase of hazard identification.
The GWG envisaged that the term pest risk analysis could continue to be used, but that its current definition should be replaced by an agreed interpretation (based on the definition proposed above), in order to ensure that it covered adequately the full process. 

In favour of this option, the GWG noted that:
-
pest risk analysis has been used in many standards and in the IPPC.
-
It would be less confusing to continue using that term provided a suitable agreed interpretation was developed.
-
It would be possible to maintain it and re-interpretate it so that it covered hazard identification for other organisms, e.g. living modified organisms and biological control agents.
The GWG could not come to an agreement on the best solution and referred the options to the SC, especially options 2 and 3.

3.3.3
Other remarks on the draft revised ISPM No. 2

The GWG noted that the standard did not use the terms pest risk assessment and pest risk management, but risk assessment and risk management. 
In addition, the steward noted that the details of the hazard identification stage, which were in the draft ISPM No. 2, could be part of ISPM No. 11. 
4.
Issues arising from the last meeting 

4.1
Terms in the CBD Guiding Principles

A document providing an interpretation/explanation of the terms in CBD Guiding Principles was under preparation, and Ian Smith would e-mail it to GWG members for comments. He would then redraft it closer to a possible supplement to the Glossary before the next meeting.

4.2
Country of origin (current definitions and proposed supplement)

As discussed at previous meeting, a review of the use of country of origin in standards would be made and a supplement produced (by Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde). After this analysis, the issue of the three definitions for country of origin in the Glossary should be addressed. This subject will be addressed at the next meeting. 
5.
Publication of ISPMs in a book format
The GWG received the latest proposal for publication of standards as a book format, which would be presented to the SC and ICPM. The GWG would take up a role in reviewing the sections on definitions in each standard before publication.
6.
Other issues arising from ICPM-6 and Standards Committee

6.1
Definitions of visual inspection or visual examination

The SC in May 2004 suggested, in relation with the draft standard on inspection methodology, that the GWG should consider whether definitions of visual inspection or visual examination were needed. The GWG made recommendation in the framework of its review of the draft on inspection, and these comments were forwarded to the SC as part of the table of comments on the inspection draft.
6.2
Appropriate level of protection

The SC had discussed whether the terms appropriate level of protection or acceptable level of risk should be used in the draft standard on equivalence, and had asked for the opinion of the GWG. The GWG thought that appropriate level of protection should be used. It noted that the term acceptable level of risk would be rediscussed at a later stage if it was maintained in the draft revised ISPM No. 1.
6.3
Relationship between infestation and infection in relation to latency

ICPM-6 (paragraph 39.2) recommended that the Glossary Working Group should review the understanding of the current relationship between infestation and infection in relation to latency (raised in the framework of discussions on ISPM on phytosanitary import regulatory systems). The GWG advised that it would complicate things to have two terms (latent infestation / latent infection). Since pests covered both insects and diseases in IPPC terms, the term latent infestation had been used for both categories of pests, even if it was correct from a scientific point of view to use latent infestation for insects. The GWG was not in favour of separating terms, which would be equivalent to separate pests and diseases, nor of using the phrase "infestation or infection" each time a standard talked about a pest in a consignment.
7.
Issues arising from the last meeting

7.1
In relation to the revision of ISPM No. 1

The EWG on the revision of ISPM No. 1 suggested that the GWG could discuss the terms plant health, phytosanitary considerations (both in the IPPC) and plant quarantine. The GWG noted that the EWG on ISPM No. 1 would rediscuss these issues later during the week when redrafting the draft revised ISPM No. 1. The GWG decided to wait for the outcome of these discussions before discussing these terms, if still needed.
7.2
Emergency measure and emergency action

At its last meeting, the GWG noted that emergency action /emergency measure, and their relation to regulated pests should be considered. The GWG concluded that the situation was adequately covered under ISPM No. 20 and that definitions did not need modification.
8.
Other business

Mr Smith noted that EPPO had translated some ISPMs including the Glossary in Russian, and that these translations were available through EPPO and would also be made available on the IPP. 
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