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COMMISSION ON PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES

Sixth Session

Rome, 14-18 March 2011 

THE EUROPEAN UNION AND ITS 27 MEMBER STATES

REGARDING AGENDA ITEMS 7, 9.2, 9.6, 9.7, 12.2 AND 15.2
Comments of the EU and its 27 Member States on Agenda Item 7
Report of the Technical Consultation among Regional Plant Protection Organizations

The EU and its 27 Member States support the proposal of the Technical Consultation that the IPPC Secretariat would establish an Open-ended EWG on Electronic Certification. We suggest that the IPPC Secretariat should play a more active role in the development of a harmonised E-certification system.
In addition we agree with the TC Statement regarding “internet sales”. These are increasing rapidly and related phytosanitary problems need to be addressed in future by the IPPC. We suggest therefore that this is taken up through an initial fact-finding activity, e.g. by addressing this issue in the scientific session in 2012, or in a workshop. Bearing in mind the limited resources we suggest that in any case such meeting should be organized back to back with other international meetings, e.g. preferably the TC meeting, or an open workshop organized by an RPPO.

Comments of the EU and its 27 Member States on Agenda Item 9.2
Adoption of international standards: regular process

The EU and its 27 Member States would like to recall the approach accepted in the Standards Committee in its April 2010 meeting regarding the use of the category “technical comments” in the classification of comments on ISPMs in country consultation. We are convinced that this category would also facilitate the discussion of comments in the CPM. 

We therefore ask the Secretariat to make the respective SC document ref.No. 2010-SC-Apr-46 available, to allow the use of the category 'technical comments' by Contracting Parties on draft ISPMs, and to provide appropriate guidance for the use of all categories in accordance with that document.

Comments of the EU and its 27 Member States on Agenda Item 9.6
Translations of ISPMs - requirement to enter into a co-publishing agreement prior to translating adopted ISPMs

The EU and its 27 Member States are in favour of the proposal for co-publishing agreements under the following understanding. 

The co-publishing agreements referred to in document CPM 2011/05 shall not affect the rights of contracting parties to produce and make available translations of ISPMs without the FAO logo to be used for the implementation of ISPMs on their territory.

The right for publishing under the co-publishing agreement held by an NPPO shall not restrict the right of other NPPOs to conclude such an agreement independently and to translate and publish versions in their countries.

If the co-publishing partner is not the NPPO or RPPO, the agreement shall not be concluded without the prior written consent of the NPPO.

We request that the three aforementioned statements are included in the CPM document and in the draft contract, as necessary.

Comments of the EU and its 27 Member States on Agenda Item 9.7
IPPC Standard setting topics and priorities

The EU and its 27 Member States agree to the proposal that 2011 biennial call for topics be cancelled. In addition we have three comments to make, two general and one specific:

Firstly, the list of topics and priorities clearly shows how full our work programme is. At the current speed, the CPM would need at least 7 meetings to adopt the listed horizontal topics as ISPMs. With such workload a prioritisation is crucial for progress in standard setting. In our view the deletion of several topics from the list should be considered and some priorities be reconsidered. We therefore support the views expressed in the SPTA that a critical review of topics and priorities be made by the Standards Committee and the result reported to the next CPM through the SPTA and the Bureau. 

Secondly, we would reflect briefly on the technical panels. We note that the report by the Chair of the Standards Committee (SC) indicates that TPs might have a finite life span. We look forward to hearing the results of the TPs consideration of this and their medium term plans requested by the SC. We also appreciate the greater supervision the Standards Committee has been giving to TPs. We encourage the SC to continue to manage the TPs work programme actively. We are aware that the TPs work programme, apart from the TPFF, is now being delayed by one year. We noted as well the lack of Secretariat resources to support the TPs work. We therefore recommend that the TPs should consider continuing part of their work in 2011 without the Secretariat support. We also recommend that ways for TPs to be self-supporting should be explored under the supervision of the steward. 

Finally, we have one specific comment regarding the projected adoption of the topic No. 72, i.e. the revision of Annex 1 to ISPM 15. As it is indeed a high priority topic and as it is our understanding that it seems to be well on its way to country consultation during this year, we would like to advocate that all parties involved strive for preparing the revision for adoption in 2012 rather than in 2013.

Comments of the EU and its 27 Member States on Agenda Item 12.2
Implementation Review and Support System (IRSS)

The EU and its 27 Member States have supported the establishment of an Implementation Review and Support System and therefore welcome the amended and updated work-programme. The amended and updated work-programme is largely based on the decision of CPM-3, but also includes some additional proposals. Therefore, the EU and its 27 Member States would like to make the following comments:

a)
Within the first element of the implementation review system (first bullet point) an addition was made to the effect that training on reporting requirements and IPPC obligations is provided when required. To our view the implementation review system is a factual monitoring activity which should not be confused with pursuits to provide technical assistance. Although training regarding IPPC obligations may be valuable and desirable this could be much better dealt with by activities under capacity building. The EU and its 27 Member States would therefore request to delete this reference to training in the implementation review system.

b)
In the section “tasks to be addressed by the Help Desk” (eighth bullet point) we would like to state that one of the most beneficial aspects of the IRSS is that implementation difficulties with adopted and draft ISPMs can be identified. Consequently, standard setting in general could be improved by taking account of such implementation difficulties. Taking into account and eliminating potential implementation difficulties is, however, a task for the Standards Committee and not the “help desk”. We would suggest that the eighth bullet point be changed to: 

•
“Identify current and possible implementation difficulties with existing and draft ISPMs and bring them to the attention of the Standards Committee;” 

c)
In addition, in the introductory part of the paper a chapter titled ”Current Situation” identifies activities already implemented under the IRSS. With regard to this chapter we would like to observe that these activities have not been implemented under the IRSS, but are mainly reporting activities undertaken under the regular work-programme of the IPPC from which data is drawn for IRSS purposes. The EU and its 27 Member States would not agree that regular work-programme undertakings are re-labelled “IRSS activities".

Comments of the EU and its 27 Member States on Agenda Item 15.2
Consideration of aquatic plants within the IPPC

The EU and its 27 Member States have considered the proposed way forward on aquatic plants. We support action being taken to provide guidance and measures to protect aquatic plant species against pests, including other aquatic plants. 

This will help fill, in cooperation with the CBD, some possible gaps in the international regulatory framework.

However, we think that it might be premature to hold a Technical Consultation on this issue and so do not accept the recommendations in point 10 of document CPM 2011/12. 

It would be appropriate for the SPTA/CPM Bureau to consider how to handle further discussions on this; they might decide that it would be more appropriate to take the work forward via a smaller meeting such as a focus group involving key experts in the field. We would suggest that the SPTA/CPM Bureau report to CPM-7, with proposals on this, as well as how extra-budgetary resources might be obtained to fund this activity.
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