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1. Opening of the meeting
The Secretary to the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) welcomed Bureau members to the meeting of the Bureau of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) held at FAO Headquarters, Rome, Italy. He provided an update on activities and his experiences since CPM-5 (March 2010). He had been working to streamline and improve the process for staff joining to the IPPC Secretariat. He had also started internal discussions to improve transparency of the IPPC to the general public, including through developing and implementing an IPPC communications strategy. The Secretary introduced Ms Ana Peralta who had started with the IPPC Secretariat on 22 May 2010 as Implementation Officer.

The Chairperson welcomed members to the meeting and conveyed his wishes for a fruitful meeting with a good outcome. 

2. Adoption of the agenda

The agenda for the Bureau meeting was adopted as set out in Appendix 1 of this report, which includes the following modifications to the draft agenda:

· Adjustment to agenda item 6.1 to delay the presentation on the online commenting system until Thursday morning.

· Addition of an item on ‘Reviewing Article 14 Bodies’ under Other Business.

3. Housekeeping

Bureau members were asked to check their own contact details on the participant’s list for the meeting and to provide the Secretariat with any necessary updates. A list of participants is at Appendix 1.

4. Report of last meeting

The report of the last Bureau meeting (March 2010) listed establishing a good relationship with the mainstream of FAO as one of the Secretary’s priorities for the future. One Bureau member queried what benefit the Secretary saw in being well integrated within FAO. The Secretary said that there were several reasons for establishing a good relationship with FAO. The first was that FAO had an impact focus area on international standard setting and this had the potential to generate funds for the Secretariat and CPM work programme (on which the Secretary was waiting for more information from FAO). Though he had not yet had time for detailed discussions with other Secretariats in FAO, this was something that the Secretary planned to do as they could learn from each other. For example, he had scheduled a meeting the week following the Bureau meeting with staff of the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources. Another Bureau member said that the IPPC needed to work harder at internal advocacy and making itself known within FAO. 

5. Operational issues

5.1 Routine management decisions (Bureau) versus strategic planning (SPTA)

The Secretary presented a proposal to clarify the roles of the Bureau, the SPTA and the Secretariat and requested the Bureau to provide guidance on the roles of the Bureau and SPTA. Although the Secretariat had suggested some ideas to stimulate discussion, the Secretary said that he preferred ideas to come from Bureau members. The responsibilities of the SPTA had been approved by the CPM and were presented in the IPPC procedural manual, but the Bureau agreed that the terms for the SPTA could be changed if necessary. For example, if a permanent capacity building advisory group was established by the CPM it might not be necessary for the SPTA to have a technical assistance responsibility.

Overall the Bureau thought that the SPTA and the Bureau were too similar and had been working in more or less the same way. The Bureau agreed that this arrangement needed changing and that these two bodies needed to be operationally distinguished from one another to avoid overlap and duplication. The Bureau therefore made the following recommendations which it agreed would be formally proposed to CPM:

· Bureau responsibilities will be short term planning and operational issues - the Bureau was best placed to assist the Secretariat with budgeting, short-term planning and monitoring follow-up activities from CPM meetings, but could not undertake all long term strategic planning as well. The Bureau should conduct its work under the overall guidance of the IPPC strategic plan(s) once approved by CPM, and could establish focus groups where necessary in pursuit of implementing the strategic plan(s). 

· SPTA responsibilities will be longer term strategic planning - Bureau members noted that the SPTA had spent a lot of time recently reviewing budgets and operational issues, but they preferred the Bureau, rather than the SPTA, to do this from now on. The SPTA would then be free to focus on more strategic and longer term issues, rather than administration and regular business planning.

One Bureau member said that there was need to improve attendance by developing countries at SPTA meetings as the SPTA attendance was generally weighted towards those that could afford it. Another Bureau member commented that attendance at SPTA meetings should be supplemented with people outside the Bureau who were keenly interested in the IPPC and had the ability to think strategically and provide new ideas. The Bureau also flagged a range of other ideas on which no agreement was reached, including: 

· scheduling an annual strategic planning meeting to discuss progress on the strategic plan

· making the ‘open-ended Bureau meeting’ (the SPTA) an ad-hoc meeting to be convened only when the Bureau decided

· reclassify the SPTA as a focus group on strategic planning to provide long term analysis and input (not as an extended Bureau meeting, but as a totally independent body)

· having the SPTA focus on specific topics that need a strategy to proceed (e.g. sea containers).
5.2 Other operational issues

5.2.1 Timing and frequency of Bureau meetings

The Secretary raised the possibility of cutting one Bureau meeting and maintaining only the meetings held in the margins of the CPM and that would also deal with issues as they arose from the CPM e.g. budget adjustments. However, the Bureau preferred to retain the current arrangement as it allowed a short time to consider and compile CPM outcomes and there was still time left in the year for activities. The Bureau also acknowledged that any changes in the timing of CPM were likely to impact on the timing of the Bureau and SPTA meetings. 

5.2.2 Reducing working papers

The Secretariat proposed to reduce the number of working papers it prepared for the Bureau and other IPPC meetings. This would essentially include targeting papers to cover key agenda items and reducing written reporting on routine matters. Routine matters would instead be reported orally during meetings. The Bureau agreed to this approach, provided that it would be clear what Bureau members were agreeing to when they made a decision. One Bureau member preferred documents prepared for meetings to be short and succinct and noted that this proposal aligned with the report of the previous Bureau meeting (March 2010) in which the Bureau had supported reducing the workload of senior Secretariat staff.

Goal 1 – A robust international standard setting and implementation programme

6. CPM Work Programme

6.1 Update

6.1.1 SC May notes
The Secretariat referred Bureau members to a working paper which outlined key points of interest to the Bureau from the Standards Committee meeting in May 2010. 

6.1.2. Member consultation 2010
The Secretariat reported that five drafts had been approved for member consultation during 2010 and that there was also a draft diagnostic protocol ready, but that would not go to member consultation this year. The drafts approved for member consultation were:

1) Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies.

2) Submission of new treatments for inclusion in ISPM No.15.

3) Integrated measures approach for managing pest risks associated with international trade of plants for planting.

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

5) Diagnostic protocol for Plum Pox Virus (PPV).
6.1.3. Updates on calls for experts and treatments and working groups and technical panels
A call for experts was planned for July 2010 to recruit a Spanish speaking and a Russian speaking member for the Technical Panel for the Glossary (TPG) and experts for the Expert Working Group (EWG) on Sea containers. 

Fifteen submissions were received in response to the request for additional cold treatments. 

An EWG meeting on plant breeding material had recently been held in Amsterdam, the Netherlands and an EWG on soil and growing media was scheduled to occur the week after the Bureau meeting in Ottawa, Canada. New Zealand had provided US$50,000 to fund the EWG to develop a draft ISPM on Minimizing pest movement by shipping containers in international trade and as the CPM requested the Secretariat to urgently work on this topic an EWG will be planned for early 2011.
Preparation was underway for meetings of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine (TPFQ) (5- 10 July, Izmit, Turkey), the Technical Panel on Diagnostic Protocols (TPDP) (26-30 July, Washington D.C.) and the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) (26-30 July, Kyoto, Japan). 
6.1.4. Co-publishing agreements
The Secretariat reported that FAO had entered into co-publishing agreements with organizations translating and publishing ISPMs in Japanese, Portuguese and Russian. These agreements can be signed with any country that wished to translate and publish ISPMs. There was no cost associated with signing a co-publishing agreement. The Bureau member from Korea indicated that Korea maybe interested in entering into a co-publishing agreement with FAO.

6.1.5. Publishing draft ISPMs as part of CPM reports
The Secretariat asked the Bureau to consider not attaching adopted standards to CPM meeting reports. The current method of attaching adopted standards to CPM report had delayed the release of individual ISPMs in languages as the Secretariat could not send the report for translation until edits to the entire report were completed (including appended ISPMs). At this point the CPM report was sent for translation with the ISPMs attached and the Secretariat would then need to wait longer while the entire CPM report was translated and because of the size of the report, translation was further slowed down. Therefore the suggestion was to publish all adopted standards directly on the internet rather than attach them to CPM reports. The Secretariat estimated that this would permit adopted standards to be published a couple of months earlier than currently undertaken..

Most Bureau members thought it preferable to have both the standards and the CPM report released as soon as possible. However, they also thought it useful to have the ISPMs attached to the CPM report as this provided a record of what occurred at a particular meeting and that not having this could be of concern to some countries. One Bureau member said that minimising the workload on the Secretariat was most important when considering how to handle this issue. The Secretariat agreed to prepare a paper containing the various options for review by the SPTA. The Secretariat also agreed to look into alternative options, including the possibility of translating the adopted standards separately and inserting them into the report later.

6.1.6. Language review groups
The Secretariat reported that no groups had yet come back the Secretariat under the new process established at CPM-5. 

6.1.7. On-line commenting system 

The Secretariat reported that development of the online commenting system was progressing. The next steps would be to designate users at each level (Secretariat, NPPO contact points and in-country reviewers) to test the modules and would be looking for volunteers to test the system in July 2010. Anticipated sign-off on the system was in December 2010. The plan was to trial the system on a smaller member consultation such as the period during the 14 days before CPM-6. It was anticipated that the system would be used during the June 2011 member consultation period. Key elements of the system included:

· the system contained three levels tailored to 1) Secretariat staff, 2) national contact points and 3) in-country reviewers.

· The workflow entailed sharing comments between these levels during the comment period.

· Comments could be shared with other countries and countries could agree with comments already submitted by others.

· The system would compile comments automatically and final country comments would be made available on the IPP for viewing

· an offline component was being developed where comments could be drafted offline and uploaded later (as requested at the April 2010 SC meeting).

· the system could be used for commenting on any document (not only draft standards).

· documents could be uploaded and commented on in three languages (English, French and Spanish), which the potential to add other languages later.
· The system would operate on a stand-alone website but would be linked to from the IPP and would utilize some information from the IPP e.g. IPPC contact points.
· There would be an online training module and help function incorporated.

6.2 Prioritization of the IPPC Standard setting work programme
The Secretariat reported that rationalisation of topics on the IPPC Standard Setting Work Programme would be helpful. There had been previous attempts to prioritise, change priorities and delete topics, but the situation remained much the same. The Secretary recalled previous discussion by the CPM on the idea of a framework for standards and stressed the need for long-term strategic thinking and planning. 

The Bureau recommended that the Secretariat, in consultation with the Bureau, develop a discussion paper on this topic for consideration by the SPTA.

One Bureau member observed that some older topics had very little evidence to support their continuation, but taking an objective view was sometimes difficult. It was also important to consider how likely it was that the standard would be used (for example, some diagnostic protocols were unlikely to be widely used by IPPC contracting parties, so it was questionable whether the IPPC should spend time and resources on developing them). Another Bureau member noted that diagnostic protocols sometimes assisted members to continue trading. Another Bureau member suggested prioritising topics based on consideration of what part of plant-related trade is already covered and giving higher priority to those topics that filled gaps. To do this, the IPPC would need a better understanding of what was already covered by its standards. However, another member noted that the IPPC was broader than what part of trade was covered.

6.3 Country reports on the implementation of ISPM’s

The Bureau noted that IPPC contracting parties had not been meeting their reporting obligations and encouraged increased reporting. The Secretariat recalled that the IPPC’s reporting requirements were quite extensive and few IPPC contracting parties appeared to apply them to the extent envisaged. In addition, some members were providing links only to national databases, but that changes were sometimes made to the database without reporting it to others, as required. 
One Bureau member commented that many countries reported more often to the SPS Committee than to the IPPC. However, the Bureau noted that SPS notifications were made for a different purpose and submitting an SPS notification did not ensure that a party had met its IPPC pest reporting responsibilities. The Bureau agreed that it was not useful simply to duplicate the SPS reporting arrangements.

One Bureau member suggested that the IPPC have a global pest reporting system similar to that of the OIE and the Crisis Management Centre (CMC) in FAO (there are various types of pest reporting, intelligence gathering and analysis systems available). In addition, the OIE has a process to declare countries free of certain pests or diseases. However, the Bureau thought that a number of IPPC contracting parties might have sensitivities with having their pest status determined by an international organization. Some IPPC contracting parties may have difficulties accepting the pest status of other countries as determined by the IPPC.
One Bureau member suggested taking a fresh look at what pest reporting was needed based on what IPPC contracting parties wanted to know. Another Bureau member said that IPPC contracting parties were not following the IPPC pest reporting requirements and that they saw little benefit in these reporting mechanisms. This member suggested that the IPPC needed to be more strategic about what to report on and that some less important pest reporting requirements could probably be dropped. Another Bureau member said that it was important not just to collect the information, but also to use it (e.g. for coordination, cooperation, knowledge exchange etc). 
It was suggested that a global pest reporting system could be developed to enable quick response to new pests (with the possibility of utilizing existing reporting systems used by other organizations such as the World Health Organization (WHO)). 

The Bureau agreed that the IPPC needed to rethink its pest reporting functions, including what to report and how to report it so that the information was useful to IPPC contracting parties. The Secretary suggested that in future a discussion paper be developed with Bureau input analyzing pest reporting in the IPPC and proposing options for consideration by the SPTA and then CPM.
6.4 Future of the registration of ISPM 15 symbol

The Secretariat summarised the history the IPPC’s efforts to register the ISPM 15 symbol. This issue had already been discussed by the Bureau many times. In November 2009 the Bureau requested that the Secretariat contract a consultant to study alternatives to the current costly registration. However, the Secretariat had not been able to find a suitable consultant and $15,000 USD was still available for this purpose (the Bureau noted that this was a small amount for a legal study). The Secretariat informed the Bureau that it had a new lead for a consultant and that FAO Legal Services also had a suggestion for a potential consultant. The Bureau agreed that it would still be valuable to have a study look into alternatives to registering the symbol in all countries and requested the Secretariat to continue its efforts to find a legal consultant to conduct this study The Secretariat again urged Bureau members to help identify potential consultants.
The ISPM 15 symbol had been registered in 64 countries under the Madrid system and was also registered under two regional and 12 national systems. Most existing registrations were now coming up for renewal. The symbol remained unregistered in 70 countries. The estimated cost of completing all the renewals was approximately $400 000 USD, which did not include costs associated with FAO legal services support or the costs of IPPC Secretariat staff to coordinate this process. 

Two FAO Legal Officers attended the Bureau meeting to answer questions and provide their legal opinion They clarified that renewal of registrations did not involve re-examination of the registration, but simply payment of a renewal fee. The cost for renewals varied amongst countries and regions and averaged around $2600 USD per renewal, which would last on average for an additional 10 years. The FAO Legal Services had not had time to complete a comprehensive analysis, but strongly recommended to complete the registration of the ISPM 15 symbol in the remaining 70 countries as soon as possible as they considered this the only feasible option for protecting the symbol.. 

A point of concern was “what authorities could do to stop or prosecute against the misuse of the ISPM 15 symbol since the symbol was owned by FAO”. FAO Legal Services confirmed that one IPPC member country had an agreement with FAO whereby it could take legal action on behalf of FAO. While the mark was under ownership of FAO, that NPPO could take legal action on its own based on the agreement. One Bureau member was very concerned regarding this issue and felt that the registrations of the ISPM 15 symobl  should be completed as possible in all remaining countries and therefore advocated moving ahead as soon as possible regardless of costs. Another Bureau member advocated further study and analysis of the risks (including a cost-benefit analysis) of not registering. 

One Bureau member queried whether there were other symbols similar to the ISPM 15 symbol (e.g. maybe international road signs) and whether including the FAO emblem within the ISPM 15 symbol would protect the symbol. An FAO Legal Officer explained that the FAO emblem was protected under Article 6 of the Paris Convention, whereas the ISPM 15 symbol did not meet the criteria for this. International road signs were ‘world wide known marks’ and everyone knew what they meant. FAO Legal Services felt that the ISPM 15 symbol would not meet this criterion, but conceded that this possibility could be explored further. Another Bureau member inquired as to whether the current registration of the ISPM 15 symbol also included the possibility of using the mark for other purposes (e.g. sea containers). An FAO legal officer suggested that it could be used for these other uses as long as it was covered under the current classes that the ISPM 15 symbol had been registered under.

The Secretariat reported that it still had $11 000 left in the current purchase order to use for additional registrations. The Bureau agreed that registration should be undertaken in those countries where the risk was highest (high volume of trade and large populations). They also agreed that those countries that had a well established registration system should be given highest priority.
Ideas for potentially recovering the costs of registering the ISPM 15 symbol included:

· having FAO register the symbol and then recover the cost of this from members;

· having member countries’ IP agencies waive the registration fee; and

· outreaching to other stakeholders and organisations (e.g. CBD) that would benefit from registration of the symbol.

6.5 How to move diagnostic protocols and phytosanitary treatments through the system faster

In accordance with the Bureau’s request of March 2010, the Secretariat had set up an area on the IPP in the SC restricted work area to post diagnostic protocols (DP)and phytosanitary treatments (PT) that had been approved by the SC. Members would be able to log onto the IPP and view these DPs and PTs. As requested by CPM-5, the Bureau considered the issue of how diagnostic protocols and phytosanitary treatments might be produced more quickly. Bureau members thought that diagnostic protocols included useful technical information, which in many cases was time sensitive, and that these should be made available to members as quickly as possible. The Bureau also considered diagnostic protocols and phytosanitary treatments to be generally very technical and that technical panels (rather than the SC) were really the best venue for these complex topics. There was also a discussion on how to keep this technical information current as the present standard setting process was very lengthy and slow. The Bureau felt that efforts were needed to make this process faster and that the regular member consultation process for DPs and TPs could be replaced with a process that continuously updated the information in these documents. New and innovative approaches to this should also be considered.
The Bureau agreed that the Secretariat would seek feedback at the upcoming TPDP meeting and then prepare a discussion paper for the CPM with input from the SPTA and SC. The intention was to change the process for developing diagnostic protocols and phytosanitary treatments to have them approved only by the SC and not the CPM and that these DPs and PTs would have a different status to the formally adopted ISPMs. These documents would remain as ‘living documents’ and could be reviewed any time by experts who could submit their comments to the TPs via the Secretariat and, if appropriate, updates would be made. Updates would be approved by the SC. This would speed up the process and allow DPs and TPs to be continuously updated as new scientific information becomes available. The Bureau insisted that this remain a transparent and participatory process.
Goal 2 - Information exchange systems appropriate to meet IPPC obligations

6.6 Update on the IPP and Information Exchange
Since the officer currently assigned to webmaster duties would be moving to another position, the Secretariat was planning to hire a short-term webmaster at P2 level to work on the IPP. The Secretariat was also modifying the contact database on the IPP and anticipated that it would have completed a migration of the current participant contact database onto the IPP by the end of August 2010. For the remainder of 2010 the Secretariat planned to focus on activating the functionality of various tools already built into the IPP for communicating with the public and to investigate online training options.

One Bureau member commented that the Secretary appeared to assume that the best way of raising the profile of the IPPC was via a good website, however it was not clear that this was the only or most effective advocacy method. The Secretariat agreed that the IPP should not be the only communication method, but said that it was the primary tool for storing information, including housing glossy brochures that could be printed on demand. The Secretary confirmed that he saw a strong link between resource mobilisation and having an easily navigable website containing relevant information, but he also welcomed other ideas for advocacy and ways to seek more funding. He said that currently the IPPC did not have a very attractive public image and that he would like to change this image before doing other things, as he believed that this would assist him to raise funds for the IPPC.

One Bureau member said that hard copy brochures were often the most useful tools for communicating to politicians and important stakeholders responsible for prioritising national funding for plant protection activities. He said that this was particularly true for developing countries. These materials captured attention in a way that providing a link to the IPP could not. A multi-pronged approach was needed, but the challenge was implementing this on a limited budget. Another Bureau member saw the IPP more as a working tool than an advocacy tool and expressed concern that a lot of money had already been spent on redeveloping the IPP, but did agree that both a website and brochures were needed.

The Secretariat reported that it had been active in building national capacity for information exchange. This included recent workshops in Columbia and Guiana and an upcoming workshop on pest reporting and pest distribution in Nairobi for East African countries. Later in 2010 there would be a workshop in Bangkok (funded through the Japanese SE Asia programme) for South Asian countries on using the redesigned IPP - this would include the re-designed APPPC website.

The Secretariat also briefly introduced a draft evaluation plan prepared for a recent Information Exchange workshop. It was designed to evaluate training and could be easily adapted for other workshops.

Goal 3 - Effective dispute settlement systems

6.7 Update on dispute settlement
The Secretariat had just received the first formal request to initiate the IPPC Dispute Settlement System. Since the IPPC procedural manual did not currently include detailed processes and procedures for dispute settlement, the Secretariat intended to document the process in more detail during this dispute.

This would also place an extra workload on the Secretariat and some expenses would be recovered from disputing parties. It was possible that the Secretariat would need to hire someone to run the process if this process went to an IPPC Expert Committee. 

Goal 4 - Improved phytosanitary capacity of members

6.8 Update
The Bureau discussed that IPPC Capacity Building Strategy that had been approved at CPM-5. The Bureau agreed on the need for broad involvement in owning and implementing the strategy. One Bureau member sought clarification on whether the strategy was ready for implementation or whether there would be substantial changes at a later date. The Secretariat said CPM had agreed in principle and that this was the general framework. Some details were likely to change as work on the strategy continued. The approach for implementing this strategy would also need to be adapted for national situations. The IPPC had now demonstrated readiness to work on these issues provided that funding was found, but a lot now depended on funding.

The Secretary reported that a recent analytical study on developing country participation in Codex and IPPC identified that Codex had a clear system for countries to apply for technical assistance and a mechanism for prioritising technical assistance. The IPPC system for seeking and prioritising technical assistance was less transparent and systematic. The Secretary thought that the IPPC would benefit from clear criteria, available funds and a clear list of the type assistance that the IPPC could provide. The Bureau agreed that it was sometimes not clear what the priorities were or where to put the IPPC’s efforts first.

The Secretary said he hoped that the Secretariat would take on more of a coordination role for capacity building activities as it was not possible for the Secretariat to be involved in everything. He also saw benefit in shifting to a more regional focus so that capacity building was targeted more at groups of countries rather than individual countries. In the near future there were a number of activities that the Secretariat had already committed to and these would not be affected by any changes of focus.

The Bureau identified the following four key activities which should be focussed on the capacity building programme:

· Provision of specific national assessment tools

· Development of National phytosanitary strategies

· Development of a coordination mechanism for donors 

· Provision of advocacy and information (including IRSS).

Several Bureau members said that they did not find the logical framework format helpful in understanding where the IPPC wanted to be in the future with regard to capacity building. The Bureau noted that a logical framework was useful for organizing information, but that this information needed to be built on through further analysis and interpretation into a strategy that could clearly communicate overall vision and objectives. In addition, it was noted that the current adopted strategy would need to be re-formatted into the new FAO format.
6.9 Capacity building operational plan
The Secretariat had been working on implementing the CPM-5 decision to hold an WG meeting to ‘review and refine the phytosanitary capacity development operational plan and assist the Secretariat with capacity building’ in accordance with the terms of reference approved by CPM-5. The next step in this process was to determine a suitable group of experts. While the terms of reference specified that the group must include one person from each of the seven FAO regions, they also allowed that the group should contain 10 experts in total. The Secretariat sought ideas from the Bureau on what background and characteristics the additional three ‘non-regional’ experts should have. The Secretariat thought it useful for the meeting to include some expertise in planning and phytosanitary capacity building. The Secretariat also recommended that participants had some knowledge of logical frameworks as this was the preferred design for the operational plan (and a process familiar to FAO). 

One Bureau member said that it was important to think about the desired characteristics for members of this group and observed that two broad sets of skills were needed for 1) seeking funding for capacity building and 2) developing phytosanitary capacity. Other ideas for skills to be included the group (not necessarily all characteristics in one individual) were to be:

· realistic in their expectations

· genuinely concerned about building phytosanitary capacity

· knowledgeable about building capacities in an NPPO

· able to provide broad ranging advice

· experienced in giving advice in developing countries

· knowledgeable about the requirements of donors.
One Bureau member thought it important that the working group participants were cognisant of the IPPC’s current financial situation and were willing and able to devise activities to suit a limited budget. This Bureau member suggested choosing experts from the pool of people previously involved in this work during 2008 and 2009. Another Bureau member thought it important that the group did not include participants that may have a vested interest or a conflict of interest in implementing phytosanitary capacity building. This Bureau member considered it preferable that the group include participants only from NPPOs who would develop the capacity building operational plan and then consult others on its implementation. The Bureau agreed that it was important to choose the experts for this group very carefully and instructed the Secretariat to follow recommendations listed in the previous paragraph on selection and characteristics of the participants.
The Secretariat did not think that the catalogue of phytosanitary capacity building activities requested by CPM-5 could be completed before the EWG meeting and was therefore concerned that this could delay the meeting. The Bureau agreed to allow flexibility for completing the catalogue and so that the EWG meeting could proceed regardless of whether the catalogue was complete. One Bureau member mentioned that such a catalogue would assist in avoiding overlap and duplication of capacity building programs and would therefore be useful for developing the capacity building operational plan. The Secretariat requested each Bureau member to provide (at their earliest convenience) contacts within their region who could provide information for the catalogue.
6.9.1. Monitoring and evaluation

All Secretariat staff had recently attended a one week workshop to learn about Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E). Key points of interest resulting from this workshop included the need to:

· link activities to M&E well ahead of performing the activity
· increase clarity in the description of activities provided to CPM and elsewhere
Although the M&E workshop had been focussed on the IPPC capacity building strategy, the Secretariat was advised during the training that M&E should also be applied to other activities, including CPM activities. The Secretariat had developed a list of next steps / milestones and a follow-up M&E session was planned for October 2010. 

6.10 Update on the PCE tool
The Secretariat reported that it was now finalising the software updates for the PCE tool, which it anticipated would be tested from 1 June to 6 July 2010. In parallel, the text would be translated into Spanish (scheduled for completion by the end of June 2010). The tool was expected to be ready for field testing between 15 July and the end of 2010. So far 40-50 countries had contacted the secretariat about field testing, so the Secretariat was looking at options for training trainers rather than doing all field testing itself. Following field testing, the Secretariat planned to make any necessary adjustments and release the PCE tool in early 2011. The program would be available online and would also function from a USB memory stick.

One Bureau member queried how the PCE would be considered in the context of the Secretariat’s recent M&E training. The Secretariat responded that it was working on some ideas and that there would be an evaluation process built into the PCE system. Another Bureau member queried how the Secretariat planned to select countries for field testing and suggested that two countries be chosen per continent. Another member desired to have the tool applied to developed countries. The Secretariat note that a number of countries (primarily African and central America) had requested to undergo the PCE in 2010. In this regard, the Secretariat is working with OIRSA as they intend evaluating all their member countries as part of the field testing process, but this will be done by OIRSA themselves and not the Secretariat directly. The Bureau agreed that all IPPC contracting parties (developing and developed) needed to continue to develop their own capacities.

6.11 Regional workshops to review draft ISPMs
The Secretariat listed upcoming regional workshops to review draft ISPMs and referred to the workshop schedule and papers that had been posted on the IPP for each workshop. The regional workshops were a valuable means of feedback for the Secretariat on how IPPC contracting parties saw the draft standards. 

The Secretariat had revised the participant survey since 2009 to make it more thorough. The Bureau recommended that workshop participants submit their responses to the survey before leaving the regional workshops so that feedback would be more complete than in previous years.

One Bureau member queried how the Secretariat planned to ensure that workshop attendees had the right level of expertise, particularly as some of the standards going for country consultation were quite technical this year. The Secretariat said that each workshop would be conducted in accordance with the needs of that region and that no two workshops would be the same. While some workshops would focus only with draft ISPMs, others would include a substantial capacity building component. Some regions were less reliant on the Secretariat for guidance than others, but the aim was that all regions would eventually become more self sufficient. Some regional workshops may include a component on implementation of standards and the difficulties experienced within that region. One member commented that this did not work in some regions as the people responsible for implementing the standards were often not present at the regional workshops which were attended by those developing the standards. Another member mentioned that, in addition to discussing the draft standards, his region may discuss the IPPC capacity building strategy and draft operational plan.

GOAL 5 - SUSTAINABLE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE IPPC
6.12 Update on staffing
The Secretary reported that the recruitment process for the IPPC implementation officer had gone smoothly and that he was working on improving the orientation experience for newly arrived staff. The Secretary had observed overall that staff motivation was an issue in the Secretariat and that as more short term staff were now being employed, longer term staff now needed to spend more time giving guidance than previously. He provided an update on the Secretariat’s recruitment activities:

· The vacancy for the P5 Coordinator position had closed and the selection was progressing. It was anticipated that the successful candidate would commence work in early 2011 at the latest. 
· The Secretariat needed more general service staff. Interviews had recently been conducted for a G5 position through an internal FAO process. The Secretariat was now preparing an advertisement for a G3 position in standards setting. It anticipated that both of these positions would be filled before the end of 2010.
· One Associate Professional Officer had completed a three year term and had been transferred to a P3 position in mid May 2010 for 11 months. 
The Standard Setting group currently had a lot of in-kind staffing contributions. Some of these staff worked remotely from their home country for a percentage of their time. To improve clarity around using remote staff, one Bureau member asked the Secretariat to develop a list of specific activities that could be completed remotely and independently. The Secretariat said that in some cases it could define such specific tasks, but this was often more difficult in the standard setting area where staff needed to acquire corporate history over time, as the processes were detailed and complex. It was best for remote staff members to spend some time in Rome to orient themselves with the Secretariat before working remotely. However, ongoing direction and mentoring was still needed after the initial orientation. It was also important to have clear agreement with remote staff member’s organisations about how much time the staff member could devote to the Secretariat. 
6.13 FAO reform and the CPM work programme
6.13.1 FAO strategic plan / MTP and FAO work planning (2012 to 2017) / PEMs
The Secretariat provided an overall summary of the new planning structures resulting from the reform of FAO and the relevance of these to the IPPC. FAO was focussing more on results-based management. This meant aligning all work under broad FAO ‘strategic objectives’ and ‘unit results’. The IPPC was assigned to one of the FAO’s unit results, but was encouraged to participate in others. Below this level, there was an annual work plan which dealt with activities and products. FAO now required reporting on quality and process but still at a fairly high level (compared with the reporting detail required by CPM). For activities supported by both the IPPC regular program and Trust Fund, reporting on funds would be required from 2012 through the new FAO processes. The first FAO long term plan would run for nine years. The annual plan operated on the same timeframe as the IPPC’s operational plan. There was also a new Performance Evaluation and Management System (PEMs), which was a personal performance contract between the staff member and the supervisor and included delivery items and developmental goals. The Secretariat referred Bureau members to the FAO website for more information on the reform process. An overview of the various FAO and IPPC plans and their respective timeframes is presented in Table 1 below.

If the IPPC Secretariat were to keep its existing CPM reporting systems in place once the FAO process began, the IPPC Secretariat would have two reporting systems to service. Therefore, the Secretariat recommended aligning the CPM reporting system with FAO’s new system. The first opportunity to synchronise these two systems would be during 2011.

It was agreed that the Secretariat and Bureau would further develop the CPM Strategic Plan and Medium Term plan for presentation to the SPTA and then the CPM in 2011
Table 1: overview of FAO and IPPC strategic and operational plans

	Year
	FAO
	IPPC

	2010
	Strategic Plan (14 years)
	
	Mid term plan (4 years)
	
	Programme of Work and Budget (2 years)
	
	Annual Plan
	
	Strategic Plan (10 Years)
2001-2010
	
	Mid term plan (4 years)
	
	PWB / Biennial

(2 years)
	
	Annual / Operational Plan

	2011
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2012
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Strategic Plan (8 years)
	
	
	

	2013
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2014
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2015
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2016
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2017
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2018
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2019
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2020
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


6.13.2 Scheduling of CPM - Consider moving CPM to October/ November
The Secretariat invited to Bureau to decide how to change IPPC meetings to fit into the FAO cycle. The Bureau decided to propose that the new timing of IPPC meetings be as described in Table 2 below. Proposed new timing for future CPM meetings is listed in Table 3. Some adjustments may be needed to take account of major vacation periods for FAO and members, particularly those in the southern hemisphere. This needs to be examined in more detail by the SPTA after the Secretariat has developed a more detailed list of key meetings.
Table 2: possible new timing for future IPPC meetings 

	Time of year
	Meeting

	October (end)
	CPM

	December (first two weeks)
	SC and SC-7

	15 January
	Bureau

	15 February
	Draft ISPMs and member consultation

	May 
	SPTA


Table 3: proposed timing for future CPM meetings

	Timing
	CPM meeting

	March 2010
	CPM 5

	March 2011
	CPM 6

	March 2012
	CPM 7

	October 2012
	CPM 7


6.13.3 FAO regional officers and programmes
The Secretary said that he planned to improve the way that the Secretariat worked with FAO regional officers. This included developing joint a work programme with them to ensure better use of the time they had available to work for the IPPC and to ensure appropriate reporting to CPM on relevant activities.
6.14 Review of 2010 Operational Plan / Budget

The Bureau approved the 2010 budget as presented by the Secretariat, together with updates made since CPM-5. The 2010 budget that was presented for review by the Bureau had been updated to include items agreed to at CPM-5. The Secretariat provided the Bureau with a paper that highlighted the key changes, including:

· a slight overspend for the Standards Committee meeting, mainly due to higher than normal travel costs

· a decrease in the cost of the new G5 position because the position would be filled later than anticipated

· reduced costs for staff positions (mainly due to later appointment than anticipated) which would balance out the additional cost of employing a P2 Webmaster

· the annual meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Dispute Settlement (SBDS) had been cancelled, providing a saving of $15,000 USD

· expenses of $25,000 USD had been added under Goal 4 for an expert working group on capacity building

· an FAO Russian trust fund would pay for basic translations into Russian

· the staff development budget for the Secretariat had been decreased as FAO had paid for most of the anticipated training in 2010
· expenses of $20,000 had been added for general travel, while the funds available for staff development have been reduced proportionately.
· expenses of $20,000 had been added for a working group to develop a resource mobilisation strategy

· $15,000 had been gained by deleting a duplicate item (line 209)

Overall, the Secretariat anticipated about $250,000 USD overspenditure for 2010, but reported that this should not be a problem as it was anticipated that there would be some savings in a number of areas, and it was anticipated that some countries would provide funds to the IPPC Trust Fund. The Secretariat advised that it would be very difficult at this stage to cut items from the 2010 budget and that any major activity cuts recommended by the Bureau should focus on the 2011 budget.

6.14.1 Budget and IPPC activities for 2011
The Secretariat sought guidance from the Bureau on developing the budget for 2011. The biggest change between 2010 and 2011 was likely to be a substantial increase in staff costs as 2011 would be the first year that the Secretariat had fully costed staff. 

The Secretary invited the Bureau to think carefully about how to overcome the current financial situation and noted that a lot of effort would be needed to raise money. He sought advice from the Bureau on whether to slow down activities in the 2011 period to save money and concentrate on planning for the future. Decisions involving standards setting meetings for 2011 would need to be made as soon as possible as room, translation and other bookings would need to be cancelled far in advance of the meetings currently scheduled. Many bookings needed to be made now (June 2010) for meetings to be held in 2011.

The Bureau recommended seriously considering slowing down standard setting activities in 2011 as described in Table 4 below showing which activities the Bureau suggested could be considered for suspension and those it considered should be maintained. The Bureau agreed that ultimately it was the responsibility of the Secretary to the IPPC to make this decision, particularly since most of the funding was coming from the FAO regular programme (although the Secretary commented that he would like to take decisions that were supported by CPM). The idea of temporarily suspending standards setting had been discussed by the SPTA several times. The Bureau also noted that the current process for SC approval of diagnostic protocols and phytosanitary treatments these could be completed without a face to face meeting of the SC. One Bureau member commented that the plan to change the timing of CPM would be an appropriate time to slow things down and refocus. Another Bureau member commented that it was not completely clear what would be achieved by slowing down the standards setting process. Another Bureau member suggested a risk analysis be done to see what would be affected by the recommended cuts. The Secretary agreed that it was not possible to predict the future, but hoped that the work programme could be increased later by slowing things down now to allow for the sourcing of new resources. 

Table 1: Suggestions by the Bureau regarding the possible reduction of IPPC activities in 2011

	Cut

	· Member consultation for draft ISPMs
· TPFQ (x 1 meeting)

· TPG (x 1 meeting)
· All additional EWG meetings

· SC (x 2 meetings)

· SC 7 (1 meeting)

· CPM 6 (change from 5 day meeting to 3 day meeting)


	Maintain

	· TPDP (only if new process implemented without requirement for member consultation)

· TPPT (External funding)

· TPFF (External funding)
· EWG on Sea Containers
· Member consultation for phytosanitary treatments


The Bureau also recommended that cost savings were made and efficiencies gained as far as possible within the other current IPPC programmes (i.e. standard setting, implementation / capacity building and information exchange). However, the Bureau noted that these programmes currently only used a small percentage of the overall budget, so cuts would not substantially affect the overall budget.

6.15 Contributions to the Trust Funds, Bureau members and Secretary update on activities to solicit funds

The Secretariat expected the 2010 budget for the IPPC Trust Fund to be clearer by the time of the next Bureau meeting (October 2010) and would include the addition of $50,000 USD each from both New Zealand and Australia. The Secretariat thanked countries (such as US, Canada and the UK) that had offered in-kind contributions such as APOs and consultants without compensation or temporary assistance for CPM, but noted that there had been no solid commitments for the future.
The Secretariat reported that the EU (DG Trade) had shown some interest in investing providing project funding for the Secretariat. AGP Division was also getting new project funding from the EU, but it was unclear whether any of this would be available for the Secretariat. The Secretary said that once the communications strategy was in place, he planned to travel and solicit funds from various countries and organizations. He welcomed ideas about who to talk to in the various countries or regions.
6.16 Communication strategy

The Secretariat had distributed a draft communications strategy to Bureau members which had been updated since CPM-5 to align more closely with the layout of the capacity building strategy. The Secretariat said that it viewed Information Exchange and the IRSS system as components within the overall communications strategy.

The Secretariat had hired a consultant who had been a communications specialist for the past 30 years, including 15 years working for the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS) as quarantine awareness campaign manager. The consultant had prepared the draft IPPC communications strategy. This communications strategy will be developed within a limited budget and will be achieved through various means including making use of other’s communications networks, working through the IPP where appropriate and targeting the use of print media. The consultant advised that media releases were generally a measure of output rather than outcome and that the IPPC should not rely only on these for its communication. For advocacy and profile-raising, the IPPC would do best to target the national and regional interests of donors (such as the role of the IPPC in preventing pests and diseases from crossing national borders) as it was generally harder to sell a purely public good. It would also be useful to highlight the IPPC’s usefulness in providing guidance to manage immediate and obvious risks (e.g. descriptions of food disappearing from plates/reduced food security if new pests were introduced) that would be of direct concern to many people. While the IPPC should produce some material on protecting biodiversity, it was felt the main focus of the IPPC should be broader than that. 

The consultant said that ‘phytosanitary’ was a difficult word for communication and that more everyday language such as ‘plant protection’ or ‘pests’ should be used when communicating to the general public. Communication was about getting the message across and choosing the appropriate message for the audience. The IPPC could consider developing web-based educational / interactive material that focused on human interests under the areas of food security, biosecurity and biodiversity. It would be useful to have a link through educational institutions (e.g. primary and secondary schools) and produce educational material, as teaching children was often the most effective way of conveying a message to the community. 

One Bureau member commented that the IPPC needed to prioritise its efforts to ensure that maximum use of big events (e.g. creation of an important new standard or the outbreak of a pest) to create awareness. The IPPC needed to be focussed and strategic so that it used this kind of communication to its benefit. Another Bureau member warned that the IPPC needed to be careful not to exaggerate pest stories too much or it may end up not being taken seriously.

The Bureau agreed that next step for the Communications Strategy was for the Secretariat to work further on the document before presenting it to the SPTA for consideration. Bureau members agreed to each provide (by 30 June 2010) participant nominations in their region to take part in an informal virtual working group on communications. Nominated participants would ideally be communications experts that had some knowledge of agriculture and the IPPC. This working group would assist the Secretariat by providing information, including pictures and facts (within templates provided to them), on which he could base communication stories for the IPPC. Ideally this information should be provided by the end of July 2010 so that communications material could be produced quickly. The information would also need to be targeted to the region and take into account cultural sensitivities. 

6.16.1 IPPC brochure
The Secretariat sought feedback from Bureau members on some draft text for an IPPC brochure. This was intended to be a handy short guide and general overview of the IPPC. Once the text was finalised, artwork could be added and an attractive brochure could be produced within a few weeks. A similar brochure could be produced for various aspects of the IPPC such as the coming standard on shipping containers or a guide to IPPC dispute settlement. 

6.17 Resource mobilisation strategy

6.17.1 Should the Secretariat be a body that audits and accredits phytosanitary systems of NPPOs?
Bureau members discussed the idea of having an IPPC service to certify and accredit NPPO phytosanitary systems. The Secretariat said that the FAO Legal Services was now more open to this idea than it had been in the past. The Secretary supported exploring this idea further, indicating that he would like to think in a flexible manner about business opportunities for the Secretariat. He urged members to think again about this idea, despite this topic having previously been discussed. 

One Bureau member observed that the International Seed Testing Association (ISTA) did something similar as a means of raising funds. Another Bureau member noted that the OIE operated an auditing and certification system, but did not recover full costs for providing that service. Other concerns expressed by Bureau members included:

· whether importing countries would accept accreditation of an exporting country by the Secretariat
· whether the Secretariat would recover the costs of providing this service

· the relationship of auditing national phytosanitary bodies with the issue of compliance and whether a compliance mechanism could be agreed to by the CPM.

The Bureau agreed that the Secretariat develop a discussion paper on this issue for consideration by the SPTA.

6.17.2 General discussion on resource mobilisation
The Secretary introduced this topic and provided an update to the Bureau on some of the activities already undertaken or planned for the near future to improve resource mobilisation for the IPPC Secretariat. He proposed a short term work plan for resource mobilisation up until CPM-6 and an arrangement for the expert working group on resource mobilisation. He also sought feedback from the Bureau on a range of potential new ideas to take forward on resource mobilisation and encouraged Bureau members to add new ideas of their own. He was not looking for just a long list of ideas, but preferred to identify the best ideas to take forward.

One Bureau member emphasised the need to increase the visibility and profile of the IPPC to the world and to relate the IPPC people’s daily lives. This Bureau member thought it important to target more non-traditional donors including NGOs and to think more seriously about charging fees for phytosanitary certificates i.e. a global phytosanitary certificate “tax”. Another Bureau member said that getting more resources for the Secretariat needed to be matched by a better way of using those resources. It was unfortunate that many developed countries were currently facing cutbacks. Another Bureau member said that the Secretariat needed to comprehensively examine its situation and look at how comparable organisations (such as Codex) managed resource mobilisation. Another Bureau member encouraged the use of member resources for hosting meetings, for translation and interpretation and for in-kind staff donations. The possibility of a supplementary agreement to the IPPC which obliged members to contribute more funds was also identified as potential discussion topic. Bureau members agreed that the resource mobilisation strategy should include targeted interaction with potential donors and a commitment to tailoring information to the individual needs of each donor organisation. 

One Bureau member said that ‘resource mobilisation’ was broad and should include financial sustainability, which encompassed both acquiring new funds and more efficiently using existing resources. The Secretary said that although resource mobilisation was broad, he intended to focus on certain issues at times to achieve a specific outcome. The issues of ‘visibility’ and ‘relevance’ of the IPPC were very important.

The Secretary said that he would like to conduct the Resource Mobilisation workshop with 8-10 participants as agreed at CPM-5 but did not want to exclude the possibility of more participants. Bureau members suggested that guest speakers be invited to the meeting to advise on various topics. Ideas for these guest speakers included Codex and other Article 14 bodies, the World Bank and STDF. One Bureau member suggested having an FAO Legal Officer present to answer any legal questions that arose, particularly with new ideas and non-traditional means of seeking funds. The Bureau considered it essential that the meeting include participants external to plant protection, the CPM and FAO so as to provide fresh ideas as the issue had been discussed internally for many years without much progress. The Bureau agreed that external attendees would be selected on their ability to give advice on how to mobilise resources, including how to solicit funds.
The Bureau noted that many other organisations, including NGOs and environmental groups employed professional fundraisers. Similarly, it would be useful to have advice from someone that had recently been successful at fundraising. One Bureau member suggested that the IPPC employ its own full-time fundraiser. The Secretary asked Bureau members for advice on the type of consultant that the IPPC might need for resource mobilisation. One Bureau member suggested that this could be a fundraising expert. 

The proposed timing for the workshop (from 31 August 2010) needed to be changed due to a clash with the Asian regional workshop to review draft ISPMs. The funds allocated to the resource mobilisation meeting were $20,000 USD, but the meeting would be costed in more detail as preparations progressed. 

The Secretary said that he hoped to send a request to contact point for IPPC contracting parties to provide comments on the draft agenda for the workshop on resource mobilisation by the end of June 2010. He said that the ‘elements’ of the resource mobilisation strategy listed in the draft agenda were intended only as examples and that this was not a closed list, so the working group had the flexibility to discuss other elements as they considered appropriate. The follow-up actions from the working group on resource mobilisation would be to discuss the recommendations and key issues arising from the meeting at the SPTA and then at CPM-6. 

The Secretariat noted that it was important for CPM contracting parties to prioritise work related to the IPPC at the national level. Bureau members supported this and agreed that it was the responsibility of NPPOs to coordinate at the national level as much as possible to ensure national priority for IPPC-related activities. The Bureau encouraged NPPOs to distribute their message widely among national stakeholders and work more closely with other agencies at the national level. However, they acknowledged that sometimes this was difficult as there were often competing national priorities, not enough advocacy material and NPPOs were not always strong at coordinating. The Secretariat said that it could develop some material to assist NPPOs at national advocacy if Bureau members provided advice on what materials NPPOs needed for this purpose. 

Other ideas on resource mobilisation discussed by the Bureau included: 

· Making better use existing FAO contact points for communicating IPPC matters with other organisations such as the World Bank and the EU

· Potential collaboration with the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) on environmental issues

· Developing and charging for online and other training programs (university courses had already been developed in some countries / regions including South America and Australia. CPM had also previously adopted a programme on research and teaching, which had not yet been activated).

· Generating income by charging a minimal fee for each phytosanitary certificate used or charging for the coordination of an e-certification service.

The Secretariat reported that it had been liaising with the Convention on Biological Weapons for the past eight years for the purpose of ensuring that the IPPC’s work was not undermined and for monitoring potential opportunities for collaboration. The Bureau cautioned against the Secretariat becoming more involved in biowarfare issues, despite that it could be a significant source of funding. This was a specialised field and funding allocated for biowarfare was usually for specific biowarfare activities and therefore of limited benefit to the IPPC more broadly. In addition, it was not clear that this work would always fit well within the mandate of the IPPC. The Bureau agreed that the Secretariat should keep a watching brief on plant health-related biowarfare issues and report back if there was anything of potential interest (such as developments with rapid detection systems). 

6.18 Updating CPM Business plan

Development of a new IPPC strategic plan to replace the current CPM Business plan had been initiated by the last SPTA meeting (2009) and needed to be in place by the end of 2010 so that it could be adopted by CPM-6. Two Bureau members had prepared a draft IPPC strategic plan which they presented to the Bureau. The draft IPPC strategic plan had been written in a format based on the strategic framework from the FAO Conference and the FAO medium term plan so as to align more closely with the FAO reporting system. In drafting the strategic plan, the authors aimed to:

· take account of relevant global changes over the last five years

· structure the plan around the global agendas of food security, environment and trade and identify IPPC activities that could contribute to each.

· identify four basic strategic objectives of the CPM
· relate the strategic plan to large global objectives so that it would be easy for those external to the IPPC and plant protection to relate to.

· include information on why the IPPC was important and needed.

The authors proposed abolishing the seven goals in the current business plan and using completely new strategic objectives. Strategic thinkers were now needed to look at what the CPM and Secretariat would need to support itself over the next 10 years and into the future and then incorporate this into the strategic plan. Overall, the Bureau considered the document clearer and more useful than the existing Business plan. One Bureau member commented that it was important that the other strategies currently under development aligned well with this overall plan. Another Bureau member suggested adding a statement of vision and overall outcome to the strategic plan. Several Bureau members recommended including more information in the plan about liaison and interaction with stakeholder groups. 

The Bureau recommended that the draft plan be taken forward to the SPTA in October 2010 following some additional work. To facilitate this work, Bureau members were asked to provide written comments to the Secretariat by 25 June 2010. This input would be taken into account in the revised draft to be posted 14 or 15 of July 2010. SPTA members would be asked to comment on the revised draft by 31 August and these comments would be presented and discussed at the SPTA meeting. 

The Bureau agreed that the Secretary should take advantage of opportunities to talk face to face with SPS and CBD secretariats at upcoming meetings to seek feedback on specific aspects of the draft strategic plan of relevance to those bodies. 

6.19 Preparation for SPTA

6.19.1 SPTA report and review of the 11th SPTA
There was no substantive discussion on this topic.

6.19.2 Develop a draft agenda for the October 2010 SPTA and Bureau meetings 

The Bureau agreed to refocus the agenda for the next SPTA meeting to reflect the SPTA’s role as primarily strategic planning. They agreed that the Bureau meeting be two days and the SPTA meeting three days. Table 5 contains suggestions for a draft agenda for both the SPTA and Bureau meetings.

Table 5: Content of next Bureau and SPTA meetings

	Bureau
	SPTA (6-9 October)

	2 days 

Budgets for 2010 and 2011

Operational plan for 2011

CPM 6 

ISPM 15 update
	3 days

Strategies – discuss 5-6 draft strategies

Categories of documents (manuals, guidance, standards etc)

Budget for 2012-2013

Report from the SC Chairperson

Paper on strategy for standards 

FAO review of article 14 bodies

Should the IPPC be a body that audits accredits phytosanitary systems of NPPOs?


Goal 5 – CPM

6.20 follow up actions from CPM-5

The Bureau reviewed progress on action items from CPM-5 and recommended that the Secretariat prepare a paper on ‘the long term strategy for standards’ for review by the SPTA, delete three action items that were no longer applicable and make updates to a number of action items. Changes suggested by the Bureau would be reflected in the working paper presented at the next Bureau meeting. The Bureau commented that it was useful for the Secretariat to have an ongoing and up to date tracking mechanism for follow-up actions, but acknowledged that not all actions needed to be discussed by the Bureau. 

6.21 CPM-6

6.21.1 Length / Schedule
The Bureau decided that CPM-6 be a five day meeting, with the possibility of having Friday morning free to finish the report. 

6.21.2 Ministerial participation
The Secretary was pleased to have had ministerial participation at CPM-5 and was now seeking interest from other high profile people to open future CPM meetings (no later than the first week of October 2010 for CPM-6). He emphasised the importance of organising ministerial participation well in advance of CPM meetings to allow for FAO processes to be completed correctly and to make the most of public relations opportunities. 

6.21.3 Policy on poster sessions and side events
In 2009 the SPTA agreed to side events in conjunction with CPM meetings. However, cost estimates came very late from FAO for the side events at CPM-5, which had been oversubscribed. The poster session was a lot of work and costly (about 200 Euros per poster), so the Secretariat planned to charge for posters next time. Other side events at CPM -5 were relatively simple to organise. The Bureau recommended concentrating poster sessions into the first two days of CPM to maximise the chance of them being seen and that side-events be more widely advertised from the CPM podium on the day. One Bureau member suggested that hosts of side events pay a deposit to ensure that they took care of FAO property.

6.21.4 Emerging pests
There was no substantive discussion on this topic.

6.21.5 FAO Observers
The Secretariat clarified and briefly explained how organisations may request observer status in order to attend CPM meetings. FAO had two processes. The first process was lengthy and involved the organisation becoming a long term FAO observer which could attend any FAO meeting, including CPM. The second process was shorter and resulted in approval to attend only one CPM meeting.

6.21.6 Reports from NGOs at CPMs
The Bureau supported the Secretariat’s intention to maintain the arrangement that commenced at CPM 5 where only key partner organisations made an oral report. Regional Plant Protection Organisations (RPPOs) had an opportunity to report through the report from the Technical Consultation among RPPOs.

6.21.7 Rapporteur
The Secretariat reported that the FAO Legal Services had requested that future CPM meetings only have a single rapporteur. If there was more than one nomination for rapporteur there would need to be a vote. 
6.22 Earth negotiations - involvement of the IPPC
The Bureau agreed to have an article published during CPM-6 in the Earth Negotiations Bulletin as they considered these reports to be generally accurate, credible and had a good reputation. It would be good publicity for the IPPC as it would report on what happened each day of the CPM meeting.
Goal 6 - International promotion of the IPPC and cooperation with relevant regional and international organizations

6.23 Update on cooperation with international organizations

6.23.1 SPS activities
The Secretariat provided the Bureau with the report it had given at the last SPS Committee meeting and advised that the Secretary would shortly travel to Geneva to attend the next SPS Committee meeting. The Bureau requested that the next Secretariat report to the SPS Committee include information on the Secretariat’s current financial situation and what the Secretariat and CPM members were doing to address it. 

Several Bureau members considered it a problem that at CPM-5 trade related issues were raised despite CPM having previously decided (twice) not to discuss trade issues. Instead, one Bureau member encouraged more use of the IPPC’s dispute settlement system. 

The Secretariat said that although the SPS Secretariat would be happy to involve the IPPC Secretariat more, the IPPC Secretariat did not have capacity to do this. In addition, SPS issues were not top priority for CPM members (despite that the IPPC was very important to the SPS Committee). However, now that the IPPC had a full-time Secretary there was scope to further develop a relationship with the SPS Committee.

6.23.2 STDF activities
The Secretariat reported that it had recently been involved in several STDF projects, including:

· discussions about building an SPS portal;

· an ongoing project to establish the COPE Centre of Excellence in East Africa; and 

· a project on lethal yellowing disease in Mozambique.

The new IPPC Implementation Officer would soon assume responsibility for STDF work.

6.23.3 CBD activities
The Secretary advised the Bureau that he planned to attend some meetings with the CBD on invasive species in the near future. 

6.24 Technical consultation among RPPOs

The Secretariat had circulated a provisional agenda for the upcoming technical consultation meeting among RPPOs. The agenda included an item on internet sales of seeds. The Secretariat also planned to add a session on brainstorming on the CPM’s strategic plan to the TC agenda. Two new regional organizations were in the process of being established and the Secretariat expected a representative of these two new RPPOs to attend the meeting. Hopefully this will result in them applying for recognition as RPPOs. One Bureau member was concerned meeting location would result in high travel costs.

Goal 7 – Review the status of plant protection in the world

The Secretariat said that other groups in FAO used status studies to create baseline data and that this might also be useful for the CPM. The Secretariat proposed adding this topic to the IPPC Secretariat’s operational plan but warned that the work would be intensive and would need to be comprehensive. One Bureau member suggested to begin with a simple low cost survey on what pests were in different areas, however the Secretariat was concerned that even a simple survey would be a lot of work, so it might be preferable to develop a more comprehensive programme. 

6.25 Science session / topics and speakers for CPM-6 keynote address
The Bureau listed the following ideas for potential science session topics at CPM-6, but did not yet make a decision: 

· Presentation from the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources detailing how that treaty deals with phytosanitary risks.

· Presentation on world wide databases of diagnostics labs.

· Cases studies providing examples of implementation of a systems approach

· Presentation on a pest information platform for extension and education

· Presentation on initiatives under the World Customs Organisation (One Window) – related to e-cert.

· Presentation about the relationship between food security and plant protection.

· Presentation on rapid detection technology.

· Forest-related topics (2011 will be the year of forests).

The Bureau agreed that the science session should include two topics. One Bureau member commented that many of the proposed topics did not appear to be very scientific. Another Bureau member suggested having one topic on science and the other on operational issues.

6.26 Phytosanitary e-Cert
The Secretariat agreed to provide the Bureau at its next meeting with a progress update on phytosanitary e-certification.

6.27 IRSS

The Secretariat planned to increase the amount of time it allocated to the IRSS system and had put together a work program for the first half of 2011. However, it was difficult to predict outputs as there was no long term staffing and / or operational funding.

6.28 Review of calendar 2009-2010 to determine Bureau participation
Bureau members reviewed the IPPC 2010 calendar of meetings and assigned Bureau members to attend various meetings, as follows: 

· Caribbean Regional Workshop on Draft ISPMs (6-10 July 2010) - Francisco Gutierrez

· African Regional Workshop on Draft ISPMs (9-13 August 2010) – Arundel Sakala

· Latin America Regional Workshop on Draft ISPMs (30 August – 3 September 2010) – John Greifer

· Asia Regional Workshop on Draft ISPMs (6-10 September 2010) – John Hedley and Kyu-Ock Yim.

· South West Pacific Regional Workshop on Draft ISPMs (9-13 August) – John Hedley

· Capacity building workshop on information exchange and the IPPC website for Southeast Asia (27 September – 1 October 2010) – John Hedley (tentative)

· Capacity building workshop on information exchange and the IPPC website for southern Africa (11-15 October 2010) – Arundel Sakala

· Technical Panel for the Glossary (11-15 October 2010) – John Hedley

· Standards Committee (1-5 November 2010) – Steve Ashby, John Hedley and Kyu-Ock Yim

· Technical consultation among RPPOs – Steve Ashby

Some Bureau members planned to attend regional plant protection organisation meetings:

· European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organisation (EPPO) meeting – Mohammad Katbeh-Bader

· Asia-Pacific Plant Protection Commission – John Hedley

· North American Plant Protection Organisation (NAPPO) – John Greifer (tentative).

Some Bureau members intended to conduct outreach activities with other organisations. Steve Ashby said that he would make contact with the International Maritime Organisation (IMO), John Hedley planned to attend a CBD meeting in Auckland, New Zealand and Francisco Gutierrez planned to attend an ORISA meeting in October.

7. Other business

7.1 Article 14 bodies

The Secretariat reported that FAO was reviewing Article 14 bodies and the FAO Legal Services was seeking feedback from governing bodies on a lengthy paper proposing changes to the way article 14 bodies (including the CPM) worked with FAO. Some of the proposed changes could lead to increased freedom for the IPPC formal processes. FAO’s aim was to submit a proposal to its Conference and Council in April 2011. The Secretariat said that it would advise Bureau members on the timelines for submitting comments to FAO Legal Office (likely to be by the end of 2010). The Secretariat agreed to add this topic to the agenda of the next SPTA meeting.

8. Close of meeting

The Secretary thanked the Chairperson for running the meeting efficiently and thanked Bureau members for their contributions and what he said was a constructive meeting where participants had worked well together. He said that following the meeting both the Secretariat and the Bureau would have a lot of work to do. 

The Chairperson noted that this had been a very congenial meeting and thanked Bureau members for their cooperative participation.
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