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COMMISSION ON PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES
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EC statements concerning Agenda Items 9.4, 13.2 and 13.6.3 
of the Provisional Agenda
EC statements concerning to the Agenda items 9.4, 13.2, 13.6.3

30 March 2009

9.4 
IPPC Standard-setting Work Programme (with proposed adjustments)   

      
Document CPM 2009/23 

(Shared competence – EC vote)

EC Position: The EC will make the following statement: 

"The EC and its 27 Member States welcome the modified "reader-friendly" layout of the work programme as it provides enhanced clarity on its continuous timing. In principal, we can also support the proposed adjustments. There are, however, a few points regarding which we have certain concerns and on which we would like to comment as follows:

1. In para 17 point 11 of the CPM paper 2009/23 the CPM is invited to note that the Secretariat, with the assistance of the SC to set priorities, will only be submitting the equivalent of five draft ISPMs for member consultation in 2009. Firstly, we are not clear about the exact meaning of "the equivalent of 5 draft ISPMs". In our view, these 5 cannot simply be just 5 individual texts (of which some may be phytosanitary treatments, diagnostic protocols and / or Glossary amendments only); as such a low number of draft standards would jeopardize the principal mission of the CPM, which is standard setting. Secondly, we would like to stress, in accordance with the Annex I of the CPM Rules of Procedure, that indeed it should be the SC setting the priorities and deciding on which of the draft standards shall be submitted for member consultation. In doing so, the SC will have to take into account the capacity of the Secretariat as appropriate. Given these concerns we would like to suggest to amend point 11 of para 17 to read: "(The CPM is invited to:) Agree that the SC, when deciding on which draft ISPMs shall be submitted for member consultation in 2009, shall take into account the actual capacity of the Secretariat."   

2. The EC and its MS note the SC proposal to change the priority of the topic “international movement of grain” from normal to high and supports this change. In this regard the EC and its MS also note the SC has been considering the need for an open ended working group prior to the regular work on this ISPM. We support such a workshop to provide an open opportunity for all parties that may be affected by such a standard, provided that external resources become available. We suggest that CPM considers this approach and provides guidance to the SC on how to proceed.  

3. In para 17 point 7 of the CPM paper 2009/23 the CPM is invited to add the topic "treatments for wood moving in international trade" as a high priority. We are concerned about such an addition, given the difficulties so far in approving phytosanitary treatments, as we discuss them under point 9.5 of our agenda. We therefore suggest that the SC considers whether there is a need to draft criteria for wood treatments prior to any call being made by the IPPC Secretariat."

4. And, as the last point, we would like to draw your attention to an issue, which is linked to the phytosanitary irradiation treatments, some of which we are hopefully going to adopt during our current meeting. The issue being the potential for live target/quarantine pests to be present after the treatment in consignments at import and the difficulty with the certifying statement in the phytosanitary certificate. We have noted that the revision of ISPMs 7 and 12 is on the work programme and will be considered by the SC in May. We would therefore like to propose that this issue should be considered by the SC with a view to producing an agreed interpretation for the certifying statement in the PC."

Background information for point 3. of the statement:

In the member consultation for the irradiation treatments EPPO sent the following comment: 

“There are no technical or formal objections to these irradiation treatments. The question we would like to raise though is how the certifying declaration on the PC is applicable in spite of the presence of live quarantine organisms after irradiation. This question may be raised with the Technical Panel on the Glossary and I would appreciate your feedback.”

EPPO CPM Panel in Martinique (January 2009) agreed on reiterating the issue and as EPPO cannot comment at this stage, the above statement is proposed to be made by the EC.
13.2.
Adjusting IPPC/CPM activities to resources




Document CPM 2009/9 



(Shared competence – MS vote)

EC Position:  The EC and its 27 MS have expressed/will express our views on the Operational Plan under agenda point 13.6.3.  We take it that the current agenda point 13.2 implies a discussion of medium-term priorities ranging some years ahead and not only for 2009.  We suggest the Bureau takes the following priorities and savings into account in the forthcoming planning process:

Goal 1 (standard setting): Standing setting being to our opinion the core activity of the IPPC, we suggest that the aim of producing the equivalent of 5 ISPMs annually be maintained and necessary resources provided for retaining the development process at sufficient capacity at all steps. However, we suggest that savings on the very resource-demanding SC-25 meetings be considered, scrutinizing the length, frequency and interpretation needs of these meetings. To this end we suggest that the burden of administrative issues dealt with by the SC should be reduced.  In addition, the possibility of having the SC-7 preparing documents for the SC 25 or delegation of other tasks should be explored further."

Goal 2 (Information exchange): We suggest that the IPP should be kept updated and technically maintained but that further developments and translations be carefully considered. Regarding training of national IPP editors we suggest focus be put on cost-effective and long-lasting activities such as manuals, e-learning and a help desk. 

Goal 4 (Improved capacity): We suggest prolonging the realization of amending the PCE tool, whilst allowing for some follow-up activities from the OEWG.

Goal 5 (Sustainable implementation): Convening the CPM only every second year seems unfeasible and so we suggest that shortening the meeting could save considerable resources. This could possibly be realised through a biennial cycle whereby every second year a shorter meeting is convened dealing only with ISPMs and the most urgent administrative matters (such as budget/operational plan), alternating with the other second years’ meeting with a full agenda and full week’s duration.  

13.6.3
CPM Operational Plan for 2009


Document CPM 2009/20

(Shared competence – MS vote)

EC Position: The EC and its Member states note the operational plan and in particular in Goal 1 the considerable variation in resources required for the different types of activities.

Only a minor proportion of money is spent for the development of the technical basis and drafting of standards (TP, EWG). More than 80 % of the resources are used for general standard setting administration and the SC work on the drafts presented by the technical level to it.  

In 2009 funds are provided for only one EWG. This is insufficient to provide a continuous supply of technical documents in the future and is not in balance with the total amount of resources put into standard setting.

In Strategic Area 1.1 we therefore suggest that in 2009 two additional EWG are held. 

Also, we would like to know what progress has been made in outsourcing the translation of standards, etc., following the recommendation in the External evaluation.

In addition, it is suggested that in future more weight is given to the development of the technical basis and drafting of standards. We assume that is more cost-effective to aim at high quality drafts produced on the technical level instead of having extended discussion on technical matters, text arrangements and wording at the Standards Committee based on documents already translated. 

In respect of Goal 2, given the limited resources available we suggest that there needs to be less focus on some of the information exchange activities.  In particular, further development of the IPP using consultants is expensive and this should be  carefully considered, with resources in Strategic area 2.2 (ii) only used for maintaining the existing system.  Depending on how much can be saved, we would support development of an Information Exchange manual plus training courses for software use (ans in Annex 1, 2.2), on the basis that this will reduce the need for further IPP Training courses in the future 

In respect of Goal 4, we believe there is value in the Regional workshops and spare funds should be used for these.  We also agree that work needs to be done to take work forward on developing the Phytosanitary Capacity Building Strategy.  Given the financial position we feel that under Strategic 4.1 (i) further development of the PCE and training in its use should be put on hold so that resources can be focussed on the strategy.

In Goal 5, again depending on funds we should provide for Strategic area 5.2: development of multi-year funding strategy (as currently in Annex 1)
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