
 

 

 

 

REPORT OF THE ELEVENTH MEETING OF THE CPM INFORMAL WORKING GROUP ON 

STRATEGIC PLANNING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

6-9 OCTOBER 2009 

I. Opening of the Meeting 

1. The Secretary of the IPPC opened the meeting by welcoming participants.  He briefly 

discussed progress that had been made in the IPPC and in FAO over the past year.  He noted that the 

Informal Working Group on Strategic Planning and Technical Assistance (SPTA) has a unique 

function in the IPPC and that the meeting had a full agenda. The Secretary noted that the full time 

Secretary had been selected and would be starting with the IPPC within a few months.  

II. Selection of Chair and Rapporteur 

2. The Chairperson of the CPM welcomed the participants. She noted that the Chairperson of the 

SPTA is usually selected from the Bureau and noted that the Bureau had selected Mr. Kedera (Kenya) 

as Chairperson of the SPTA.  She also noted that Mr. Greifer (USA) agreed to serve as Rapporteur. 

3. The Chairperson of the SPTA outlined the logistical arrangements for the meeting.  The 

SPTA reviewed the agenda1 and list of documents and adopted the agenda as presented. Appendix 2 

provides a list of participants. 

III. Secretariat Report 

4. The Secretary of the IPPC briefly presented the work that has been completed by the 

Secretariat in the past year2.  He noted the accomplishments made under the seven goals of the IPPC 

including standard setting, information exchange, dispute settlement, technical assistance and capacity 

building, sustainable implementation of the IPPC and international promotion of the IPPC.  

5. The Secretary also informed the SPTA of the status of staffing in the Secretariat, noting that 

various positions were in different stages of being filled. A few participants expressed concerns that 

positions not filled in a timely manner and stressed the importance of filling Secretariat positions 

more promptly. One participant pointed out that the insufficient staffing in the Secretariat has 

additional effects on the availability of funding for IPPC activities at the national level. 

6. The SPTA was informed that the Secretariat was expecting to receive one request for 

assistance in resolving a phytosanitary dispute.  

7. The Secretariat provided an update on the development of an on-line system for compiling 

member comments on draft ISPMs and noted that a tender for a contract to develop this new system 

was imminent. The contract is expected to be awarded by the end of November.  
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8. The SPTA noted the report of the Secretariat.   

9. The SPTA was informed that, at the request of the Bureau, the Secretariat conducted a survey 

of regional workshop participants to assess whether regional workshops on draft standards resulted in 

countries submitting more comments during the member consultation process. The Secretariat 

presented the results3, noting that less than half of the survey respondents indicated that they had 

submitted comments on draft ISPMs last year. However, the survey indicated that participants 

benefited in other ways, including feeling more confident in the standard setting process and having a 

better understanding regarding the implementation of ISPMs. The SPTA noted the results of the 

survey. The Secretariat asked for volunteers to improve and revise the survey; a few participants made 

suggestions for improvements to the survey. The SPTA noted that conducting such surveys in 

workshops would be a valuable monitoring and validation tool. Mr. Hedley (New Zealand), Mr. 

Ashby (Unite Kingdom), Ms. Bech (USA), and Ms. Yim (Rep. Korea) volunteered to assist with the 

survey and consider ways in which the results could be used to improve future regional workshops. 

The SPTA also noted that means other than such an extensive survey could be used to evaluate the 

effectiveness of meetings. Other IPPC meetings should also have an evaluation mechanism. 

10. While discussing the survey and regional workshops, one participant asked if regional 

workshops could be conducted online to reach more participants and to facilitate transparency. The 

Secretariat agreed to explore options for conducting regional workshops online.   

IV. Bureau Update 

11. The Chairperson of the CPM presented the report of the June meeting of the Bureau, noting 

that it is available on the IPP (http://www.ippc.int).  She informed the SPTA of various decisions and 

actions taken by the Bureau during the meeting in June. She highlighted aspects of the Bureau 

meeting that would not otherwise be discussed at the SPTA. 

12. At the request of the Standards Committee, the Bureau had considered whether authors of 

Diagnostic Protocols could be paid honoraria. The Bureau did not recommend payment of honoraria 

because of the number of experts involved, the number of diagnostic protocols under development 

and the potential for other contributing experts to the IPPC programme to request similar honoraria.   

13. The Chairperson of the CPM reviewed the work done by the IPPC relative to the budget and 

noted that activities had been adjusted according to available resources. The Bureau had considered 

priorities for work identified by the CPM and had made the following suggestions for resources at the 

June meeting: 

a. Staff resources 

− One person to be hired for standard setting (administrative aspects) 

− One person to be hired for the IRSS 

− One consultant for standard setting to ensure that an additional working group 

takes place to develop another draft standard, that would have been planned to 

take place in December 2009 or very early in 2010 
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− One consultant hired to further development (through the tender process) of the 

online comment system, and further development of the PCE tool  

b. Non staff resources for: 

− an additional expert working group 

− additional development of online comment system and the PCE tool 

− three capacity building networking workshops 

14. The Chairperson noted that the Bureau had presented its Terms of Reference (TORs) and 

Rules of Procedure (ROPs) to CPM-4 for adoption. CPM-4 suggested changes to these TORs and 

ROPs and referred them back to the Bureau for further development. The Bureau had agreed that it 

should be allowed to work for a year under the current draft TORs and ROPs before putting them 

forward to the CPM again.  

15. The Bureau had also discussed the workshop for the international movement of grain. No 

extra-budgetary funds have been made available yet.  The Bureau discussed the possibility of finding 

a partner through FAO to develop a guide using existing applicable ISPMs which may assist in the 

preparation of the workshop or assist in the preparation of an ISPM for grain movement.  

16. The Bureau had discussed the length and schedule of CPM-5. It had decided that the CPM 

meeting would start at 2 pm on Monday. Evening sessions would take place only on Monday, 

Tuesday and Wednesday for a total of 12 interpretation sessions.  

17. The Bureau had also provided guidance on the use of the terms “a few members” or “some 

members” in the CPM report. The Bureau had agreed that one member means one member, a “few” 

means between 2-4 members and “some” means more than four members.  

18. The Bureau had discussed that the CPM requested the development of lists of experts that 

could be called upon by the SPS Committee in the case of a phytosanitary trade dispute. The Bureau 

decided that there are too many issues involved with developing generic lists of experts and that every 

dispute would require unique consideration. The Bureau recommended instead that each request for 

experts should be addressed on an ad hoc basis.  

19. The Bureau had discussed the role of observers at the CPM in the context of conserving CPM 

meeting costs and resources. The Bureau suggested that observer organizations with whom the IPPC 

has a joint work programme should be able to give verbal reports in the CPM, but other organizations 

are encouraged to provide their written reports or in side events rather than during plenary. 

20. The Bureau had discussed the role of regional standards and their status under the IPPC. The 

Bureau had asked the Secretariat to consult with the FAO Legal Service to clarify the legal status of 

regional standards since the Convention states that regional standards can be deposited with FAO.  

The advice from the Legal Service indicated that, as it appears in the Convention text, deposit means 

to submit for consideration as international standards and other than that, regional standards do not 

have an official status within the IPPC.  

21. The Chairperson of the CPM noted that members of the Bureau had participated in a variety 

of international meetings, as well as IPPC workshops and the Standards Committee.  
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22. The SPTA noted the report of the Bureau. 

V. Budget 

23. The Bureau wished to simplify the presentation of the Operational plan and the financial 

reports covering regular programme funding and trust funds. It asked the Secretariat to try to present 

this information in a clearer manner to the SPTA and consider how to present less detailed 

information at the CPM.  The Secretariat prepared these reports as an excel spreadsheet that presented 

consolidated revenues available to the Secretariat. Instead of the former Operational plan, activities 

were transferred into a single spread sheet that matched the strategic areas from the Business plan. 

Additional work sheets were added to provide the details on specific sources of revenue and their 

related expenditure.  

24. The SPTA reviewed both the 2009 Financial report (including a partial budget for the 

remainder of 2009) and the 2010 Operational Plan and Budget and made further suggestions. It noted 

that this format was an improvement, presented a clearer picture and saved the Secretariat time. It was 

agreed that the Secretariat report4 to CPM would provide the details on all planned activities that were 

delivered and that this information would not have to be repeated in the financial report. It was also 

suggested that the budgeted amount (as presented to CPM) originally allocated as a total against each 

goal should be displayed in a separate column for reference purposes. 

25. Starting with the 2010 Financial report, it was agreed that only the overview of revenues from 

all sources and expenditures would be presented at the CPM along with the estimated total 

expenditures for the 7 goals (with goal 5 reporting on the CPM costs separately), and a break down of 

staff costs into regular and temporary posts. In addition, the SPTA requested some commentary on 

specific allocations be added to each goal. As required by the financial rules for the Trust Fund for the 

IPPC, details on the revenues and proposed expenditure for this fund would be presented to the CPM 

for their approval.  

26. Starting with the 2010 Operational Plan and Budget, it was agreed that the presentation and 

format would be the same as for the Financial Report with the addition of the description of planned 

activities (without detailed costs) which would also be presented to the CPM.  

27. The 2009 Financial Report was presented. The Secretariat provided some changes to the 

information presented and explained that most of these changes to revenues were due to the 

refinement of the figures and some additional late incoming receipt of donations to the Trust Fund for 

the IPPC. The SPTA welcomed the overview of staffing. The Financial report showed that allocations 

to any activities not certain to take place in 2009 had been dropped.  The SPTA discussed how best to 

use the remaining unallocated resources (an estimated $500,000) and agreed to the following list of 

activities that could be completed this year or initiated this year and completed next year using funds 

transferred through letters of agreements.  

− Regional workshop for the review of draft ISPMs: Caribbean,  Latin America,  Russian 

speaking countries and the Pacific 

− Initial meeting of the NEPPO this December 

− Review of ISPMs in Arabic and Spanish 
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− Two TPs and two EWG 

− Web content writer to populate the new IPP 

− Capacity building working group to develop an implementation framework and work 

plans using a logical framework approach. 

− Staff development - implementation of monitoring and evaluation of the Building 

National Phytosanitary Capacity (BNPC) implementation framework.  

28. The 2010 Operational plan and Budget was presented. There was an extensive discussion as 

to whether the proposed budget should be within projected funding or exceed the projected funding 

while recognizing that additional funds could be made available. After some discussion, the SPTA 

agreed to propose a budget that exceeded the projected funding. The SPTA noted that the budget 

would be adjusted to reflect activities that would be carried out in 2010 but be paid for from 2009 

funds transferred through letters of agreement and in light of the FAO budget and the IPPC staffing 

situation. The SPTA reviewed the proposed activities and identified a range of potential savings 

including. 

29. It was agreed that the 2010 Operational plan and Budget would be presented at CPM-5 with 

an over expenditure of approximately $900,000. The SPTA also agreed that additional funding 

mechanisms should be discussed at the CPM. 

VI. Business Plan 

30. The SPTA discussed the revision of the Business Plan. Mr. Gutierrez (BZ) briefly discussed 

the process of revising the Business Plan for 2012 -2017. He indicated that he will develop a 

preliminary document in the next month, modifying existing components of the Business Plan, as well 

as adding new components. The SPTA also discussed forming a virtual working group to facilitate the 

process of revising the existing Business Plan.  The virtual working group (Mr. Gutierrez (Belize), 

Mr. Ribeiro e Silva (Brazil), Mr. Greifer (USA), Mr. Hedley (New Zealand), Mr. Ashby (United 

Kingdom), Mr. Roberts (Australia), Mr. Kedera (Kenya), Ms. Bast-Tjeerde (Canada)) would develop 

the Business Plan for 2012-2017 taking into account what exactly needs to be included, what is 

feasible, who is the audience and what approaches might be used.  

31. The Secretary noted that standard setting had been agreed as the first priority by the CPM, 

that capacity building was the second, and that the remaining goals in the current business plan, 

especially information exchange, should be reformulated as cross-cutting activities rather than goals. 
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VII. CPM and Preparations for CPM-5 

A. Status of Recommendations 

32. The SPTA discussed the topic of the legal status of CPM Recommendations5. The SPTA 

discussed the need to better record agreements and decisions by the CPM. The SPTA recommend a 

recording tool and noted that there may be a need to further define the difference between CPM 

Recommendations and standards.  

33. The SPTA recommended the development of a recording mechanism or tool that could be 

presented to the CPM, with the idea that new Recommendations could simply be recorded with 

existing CPM agreements and decisions. The SPTA agreed on modified language to be included in 

the paper to be presented to the CPM (see Appendix 1) that defines the status and scope of 

Recommendations and clarifies the difference between a Recommendation and ISPMs. 

B. Credentials 

34. The SPTA discussed the need for credentials for the CPM6. Requirements for credentials are 

described under the General Rules of the Organization; the IPPC required credentials for the CPM 

under specific circumstances (e.g. for voting) as described under these rules. The SPTA debated the 

advantages and disadvantages of requiring credentials, noting in particular that obtaining credentials is 

a difficult and lengthy process for NPPOs.  

35. It was suggested that credentials could be issued by the FAO Permanent Representatives for 

each country and that the Secretariat would collect and retain credentials as they come in. The SPTA 

also recommended that CPM can make its own rules of procedure regarding credentials and the 

Secretariat (with the assistance of the FAO Legal Office) should draft Rules of Procedure for 

submission to CPM-5 for possible inclusion in the CPM Rules of Procedure.  

C. Topics and speakers for CPM-5 keynote address 

36. The SPTA discussed options for topics and speakers for CPM-5. The SPTA noted that 2010 is 

the UN International Year of Biological Diversity, and therefore topics related to the IPPC and 

biodiversity would be appropriate. In accordance with what was discussed at the June Bureau 

meeting, one participant suggested potential speakers with expertise in forestry issues or aquatic 

plants.  In light of the suggested topic, the Secretariat suggested that a high level representative of the 

Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) could be invited to speak, as well as the speaker on 

forestry issues. The SPTA agreed that the Secretariat should enquire with the Secretariat of the CBD.  

D. Options for hosting the CPM outside of Rome 

37. The Secretariat presented a paper on options for hosting the CPM outside of Rome7. The 

Secretariat noted that costs could be quite variable for activities such as printing or translation, 

depending on where the meeting could be held. The SPTA was also informed that most alternate 

venues require booking at least one year in advance and therefore there would not be an option to host 

the CPM outside of Rome in 2010. The SPTA noted the report.  
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E. Exhibitions at CPM meeting  

38. The SPTA discussed options for having side events and exhibitions at the CPM meeting. The 

Secretariat will develop guidelines and cost estimates before CPM next year.  

F. Election of new bureau 

39. The Chairperson of the CPM indicated that new Bureau members would need to be elected at 

CPM-5. She noted that once her tenure as Chairperson was complete, she would no longer be 

available to serve on the Bureau. In addition, one of the current Vice-Chairs indicated he would not 

continue to serve after the SPTA. The Secretariat pointed out that there was also a need to appoint 

new members to the Standards Committee and the Subsidiary Body on Dispute Settlement.   

G. Opening address by Minister or Secretary 

40. The SPTA discussed options for having the CPM meeting opened by a high level ministerial 

representative from a member country.  Various options were suggested; one participant volunteered 

to communicate with the high level ministerial representative for that country and to follow up with 

the Secretariat at a later date.  

VIII. Standards and Standard setting 

A. Standard setting work programme 

41. The Secretariat provided an overview of the existing IPPC Standard Setting Work 

Programme8, informing the SPTA on the latest status of the various topics. It is difficult to precisely 

predict the number of standards that will be adopted each year. The Secretariat provided the following 

estimate of the potential number of standards that will be going forward for adoption by the CPM over 

the next few years:  

a. 2010 (CPM-5):  two new ISPMs, one diagnostic protocol, 14 treatments, modifications to 

eight ISPMs for consistency and amendments to the glossary.  

b. 2011 (CPM-6): one new ISPMs, two revised ISPMs, two diagnostic protocols, 1 

treatment, modifications to several other ISPMs for consistency and amendments to the 

glossary.  

c. 2012 (CPM-7): five new ISPMs, three annexes to existing ISPMs, possibly some 

treatments for ISPM No. 15, modifications to several ISPMs for consistency and 

amendments to the glossary. 

42. There are many factors that come into play when predicting the number of standards that will 

be adopted by each CPM and these factors could allow for more or fewer standards being adopted. 

The Standards Committee (SC) is now transiting into the extended time schedule for the development 

of additional ISPMs, which will normally mean a year for the development process but it is hoped that 

the extra time will allow more time for stewards to fully respond to member comments and also allow 

the full SC to study the SC-7 versions in more detail and seek technical input. 
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43. Although the IPPC Standard Setting Work Programme seems very large, given the time 

needed for the development of ISPMs it is important to continuously add topics to the work 

programme in order for future work on standards to continue. 

B. New topics for ISPMs  

44. The Secretariat presented proposals for new topics for the SPTA to consider9. It was noted 

that the SPTA provides strategic direction for the Standards Committee to consider when reviewing 

the IPPC standard setting work programme. After considering options, the SPTA stated the following 

strategic priorities should be considered: 

− Attempt to cover all high risk pathways  

− Develop treatments for commodity groups that are broadly applicable and useable 

− Endeavor to ensure that topics (especially for treatments) are added considering the long term 

needs  

− The Standards Committee should give high consideration to the revision of at least one 

previously adopted standard each year to ensure continuous and timely updating. 

− The Standards Committee should not add topics that are already generally covered by other 

topics on the work programme (or adopted ISPMs). 

C. Prioritization of the IPPC standard setting work programme  

45. Mr. Ashby (UK) discussed results of the prioritization exercise requested by CPM-4 using 

specific criteria and noted that the priority of several topics changed depending on what criteria was 

applied10. The SPTA analyzed the results. After much discussion it was decided the main goal of the 

exercise was to reduce the number of high priority topics. As a result the SPTA recommended the SC 

change the following two topics on the work programme from high to normal:  Pre-clearance for 

regulated articles and Systems for authorizing phytosanitary activities.   

D. Presentation of Diagnostic Protocols in English 

46. The Chairperson of the CPM reported that the Bureau discussed in June the issue of sending 

Diagnostic Protocols only in English language during member consultation, noting that Diagnostic 

Protocols would be translated after adoption to save on costs. Bureau members agreed in June 2009 to 

consult within their regions whether this approach would be acceptable. All regions, except the Latin 

American and Caribbean region, had agreement from their constituency. Some participants of the 

SPTA agreed to clarify this matter within their region before the next meeting of the Standards 

Committee in November 2009, and to provide an answer to the Standards Committee. 

E. ISPM No. 15 registration of symbol and legal review 

47. The Secretariat introduced the topic of the registration of the ISPM No. 15 symbol in 

countries11. The Secretariat provided an overview of some of the challenges associated with protecting 

the symbol on a country by country basis, including high costs associated with registration.  Some 
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countries have included the symbol in their regulations as a means of protecting the symbol at the 

national level. The Secretariat noted that efforts have been underway to hire a legal consultant to 

develop alternate strategies and options to registering the ISPM No. 15 symbol and that one member 

country has offered to help identify a consultant who will help determine alternate options to the 

existing registration process of the ISPM No. 15 symbol.  

F. Other activities 

48. The Secretariat informed the SPTA that the FAO Forestry Department is developing a guide 

for foresters on the use of ISPMs12. The document, “Guide to the implementation of good forest 

health practices in support of international standards for phytosanitary measures (ISPMs)” is being 

developed in cooperation with phytosanitary experts. The Secretariat will endeavor to update the 

CPM, the Standards Committee, the SPTA and other relevant bodies on the ongoing progress in the 

development of this guide and members will be invited to provide comments to the FAO Forestry 

department during the consultation phase.  

IX. Information Management 

A. New IPPC Website 

49. The Secretariat introduced the new website that is nearing finalization. The SPTA was 

informed that the website will undergo further testing, and that new content and functionality was 

being added at the same time. The Secretariat noted that the existing IPP has had several problems 

related to accessibility and stability and that the new website would be faster and simpler to access 

and use. It was also noted that the new website would integrate information across different languages 

more efficiently.  The SPTA expressed its concern that the website be made available in a timely 

manner but noted the improved functionality. The Secretariat noted its intention to release the website 

well before the end of 2009. The SPTA noted the likely need to provide updated training to IPP 

editors to support and operate the new website. 

B. Electronic Phytosanitary Certification 

50. The Secretariat discussed the issue of electronic phytosanitary certification. The SPTA was 

informed that the Secretariat attended a meeting on electronic certification in Ottawa, Canada in May, 

2009. It was noted that electronic certification refers only to the issuance of phytosanitary certificates 

through electronic means, and does not include other aspects of certification in general (e.g. electronic 

transmittal of field data, general phytosanitary information management, etc.).   

51. Maintaining security and confidentiality of electronic information is a major priority.  It was 

also noted that electronic certificates are less flexible in terms of the information that can be 

transmitted, compared to traditional paper certificates. There is substantial work that is necessary 

before all standardized and agreed protocols could be utilized on a global scale. In addition, there is 

no intention, nor possibility, that the current paper phytosanitary system will be replaced in the 

foreseeable future. 
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C. EPPO Survey on Pest Reporting 

52. Mr. Ashby (UK) introduced the topic of the EPPO survey on pest reporting. He informed the 

SPTA that EPPO conducted a survey of its members to assess whether they were reporting pests, how 

they were reporting, and reasons why they were reporting or not. He informed the SPTA that the 

results indicate that many countries are not using the IPP for pest reporting, while some countries 

prefer to use EPPO as their regional organization for pest reporting.  

53. He indicated that suggestions for improving pest reporting included creating templates and 

providing training on the IPP. It was suggested that this topic could be addressed by the Technical 

Consultation among RPPOs with the possibility of an enhanced role for RPPOs in the global pest 

reporting system and that the TC could raise the issue in the CPM. It was also suggested that other 

organizations (e.g. OIE) with experience in reporting could provide useful guidance on pest reporting.   

54. The Secretariat noted that the improved website should allow countries to more easily 

undertake pest reporting and there will be an on-line training module that should facilitate this 

process. 

55. The Secretariat noted that discussions are ongoing with RPPOs with regard to pest reporting 

through RPPOs on behalf of countries. With the release of the new IPP, the Secretariat will be in a 

position to activate this system but indications are there could be some delay due to necessary 

technology adjustments needed by the reporting RPPOs. 

X. Capacity Building Strategy 

A. Revised Capacity Building Strategy and Operational Plan 

56. The Secretariat introduced the revised capacity building strategy and operational plan13.  Mr. 

Roberts (AU) noted that comments provided after CPM-4 were incorporated into the appendixes of 

the paper for CPM-4 (CPM 2009/13/Rev.1). The SPTA noted the revised document. The Secretariat 

discussed plans and objectives for a December workshop aimed at developing annual operational 

plans based on the already adopted CPM Capacity Building strategy. The Secretariat also discussed its 

proposal to train the Secretariat staff in monitoring and evaluating Capacity Building activities 

consistent with the new FAO approach related to results based management. The finalized capacity 

building strategy, updated operational plan and detailed implementation plans will be submitted to 

CPM-5 for its consideration. 

B. Virtual Working Group on Advocacy and Communications 

57. At its meeting in June, the Bureau suggested the formation of a virtual Working Group on 

Advocacy and Communications. The Secretariat informed the SPTA that potential participants for the 

working group have been identified and that the Secretariat will work on establishing the virtual 

working group as soon as possible.  

XI. Other Business 

58. The Chairperson of the CPM introduced the issue of the role and future of the SPTA, taking 

into consideration that the Bureau has been expanded to include all FAO regions.  The participants 

agreed that the SPTA provided valuable input and ideas, and that the SPTA should continue to meet 
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as an open-ended group. It was suggested that increased representation from developing countries 

could be useful to ensure better balance and the Secretariat was asked to consider how this might be 

achieved. The SPTA stressed that it is especially important that documents are prepared and 

distributed in a timely manner in order to ensure that participants are able to adequately prepare for 

the meeting. Participants stated that the SPTA should spend more time discussing more strategic 

issues, [for example the IPPC to be part the global agenda] and leave administrative matters to the 

Bureau. Participants also agreed to send ideas for strategic directions in the near future to the 

Secretary to ensure continuity for when the new Secretary arrives.  

59. The SPTA agreed it would also be useful to develop indicators to measure the performance of 

IPPC activities. 

60. The SPTA discussed the potential development of Technical Manuals14. The Secretariat noted 

that the need for technical guidance has come from many sources such as requests for new topics for 

standards, support of adopted ISPMs and member comments on draft ISPMs. It was noted that the 

process for developing a technical manual could be considerably more flexible than that for ISPMs 

and at the same time provide useful guidance to countries on how to conduct certain phytosanitary 

activities.  

61. The SPTA discussed various options for how such manuals could be developed within or 

outside of the IPPC. This included whether such manuals should be approved by the CPM in some 

way, if the manuals should be considered similar to explanatory documents for ISPMs, or if the 

technical manuals should be developed outside of the IPPC altogether (e.g. by FAO or another 

external body) with the IPPC and its technical bodies serving a liaison role. It was noted that the IPPC 

could solicit external bodies and extra budgetary funding to develop such manuals. It was noted that 

there are manuals already published within FAO and generated in capacity building projects that 

could be updated. 

62. It was suggested that the documents could be referred to as “technical reference manuals” to 

prevent confusion with guidance provided by ISPMs. The SPTA considered that technical reference 

manuals for certain types of very technical topics are necessary. The SPTA noted that the Secretariat 

can investigate options for how these manuals can be developed within FAO and report back to the 

CPM.   

XII. Next meeting of the SPTA 

63. The next meeting of the SPTA will be 5 – 8 October 2010.  
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Appendix 1 

 

CPM Recommendations—New Paragraph to Clarify their Use 

CPM Recommendations are decisions and agreements made by CPM, according to existing 

procedures noted by CPM-4 (see 2009, CPM Report, section 13.9.4.3), and are intended to promote or 

achieve the objectives of the Convention. 

These decisions and agreements may consist of directions, guidance, or calls to action to the 

contracting parties and/or Secretariat on matters that may not be appropriately or effectively expressed 

as an ISPM (which offers a standard operating procedure on which to base a phytosanitary 

measure(s)).   

The CPM process for developing and adopting recommendations is much more flexible than the 

process for adopting ISPMs. This allows the CPM the possibility to consider the appropriate format 

for a given decision or agreement once the subject has been sufficiently analyzed and developed 

CPM recommendations do not prescribe specific requirements to contracting parties regarding the 

establishment of phytosanitary measures.  
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