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COMMISSION ON PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES
Third Session

Rome, 7 – 11 April 2008

Analysis of the Application of the PCE Tool

Agenda Item 12.1 of the Provisional Agenda

I. BACKGROUND
1.
The Sixth Session of the Interim Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (2004) noted the use of the Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation (PCE) tool in many countries and endorsed a proposal to conduct an analysis to determine whether the intended benefits were being derived from its application. An agreement was signed with CABI Africa to develop an instrument which could be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the phytosanitary capacity evaluation process. 
2.
At the Second Session of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) in 2007, the representative of CABI Africa presented a report, which noted the positive impacts of the PCE with respect to its intended use, in particular on national strategic planning, justification for budgetary allocation, legal frameworks, training and awareness raising. Recommendations presented in the report were discussed by the CPM, taking into account the report of the Informal Working Group on the PCE (IWG-PCE). The CPM agreed that the recommendations provided by CABI and the comments of the IWG-PCE should be further considered by the 19th Technical Consultation among Regional Plant Protection Organizations (TC-RPPOs) and then by the Informal Working Group on Strategic Planning and Technical Assistance (SPTA) for presentation to CPM-3. The SPTA discussed the recommendations and comments made by both the IWG-PCE and the TC-RPPOs and prepared final recommendations for CPM-3.
II. COMMENTS ON RECOMMENDATIONS
3.
The CABI recommendations, as reviewed by the SPTA, are grouped under four headings as presented below.
An overall technical assistance (TA) strategy

4.
Recommendation 1: That a strategic plan for TA be developed that addresses the full range of issues. While various subgroups, IWG, focus groups etc may engage in developing and implementing TA, they all must be aware of and work from a single cohesive strategy with timely cross communication. A coordination role must be appropriately assigned.
5.
Recommendation 2: That the CPM endorses a definition of national phytosanitary capacity that best fits its vision and expectations for all efforts under the IPPC.
6.
Recommendations 1 and 2 were considered together.
7.
The SPTA agreed that a phytosanitary capacity building strategy was required and that following CPM-3, a focus group be established to develop a draft strategy for consideration by the SPTA for presentation to CPM-4 in 2008 (see agenda item 12.3). The SPTA noted that the PCE tool did not define phytosanitary capacity but was based on the ability of an NPPO to implement the IPPC and its international standards. In that regard, the SPTA supported that an introductory concept paper on national phytosanitary capacity be prepared for CPM-3 (see agenda item 12.3), recognising that phytosanitary capacity applied to all countries. 
Future development of the PCE tool
8.
Recommendation 3: That the PCE be arranged into a stratified framework so that a user may follow the tool on a modular basis, going deeper into detail when more assistance is needed, with provision of links to additional information and guidance.
9.
The SPTA noted that the improvement/revision of the tool was ongoing and that the recommendation was already being implemented. 
10.
Recommendation 4: That the IWG-PCE decides whether the PCE should be linked to the Performance, Vision, Strategy (PVS) tool developed by the Inter-American Institute for Cooperation in Agriculture (IICA) as far as modules/topics or should remain independent of it. 
11.
The SPTA agreed that the two tools remain separate, recognising that both were useful based on the intended objectives for which they were developed.
Development of other tools
12.
Recommendation 5: That the Subsidiary Body for Dispute Settlement consider the usefulness of individual ISPM implementation sheets, in the form of check lists, and how these would be developed.
13.
The SPTA agreed in principle with the recommendation, noting that the recommendation related to activities which had been considered by the open-ended working group (OEWG) on a possible compliance mechanism (see agenda item 11.3). The SPTA would need to consider whether, and how, any cross linkages should be created. 
14.
Recommendation 6: That the IICA PVS be adopted by the IPPC for rapid assessment of national phytosanitary systems, based on expert judgement, and as a starting point for engaging different stakeholders and agreeing on priorities.
15.
The SPTA agreed that there was no need to consider formal adoption of the IICA PVS.
16.
Recommendation 7: That information commonly requested by trading partners, including the existing requirements for information sharing under the IPPC/ISPMs, be integrated into a harmonized template to be posted on the IPP with appropriate access.
17.
The SPTA expressed concern that the recommendation could result in additional obligations beyond those already required under the Convention. The SPTA noted information from the Secretariat, which indicated that some contracting parties had stated that the only format in which they would provide their regulations would be through their official website and, as such, harmonised templates would be impractical. A link had already been created by the International Phytosanitary Portal (IPP). 
18.
Recommendation 8: That simple tools, based on spreadsheets for example, be developed to address very specific evaluation objectives such as modelling risks, assessing efficiency of services, cost recovery calculations, investment decision making, etc.
19.
The SPTA agreed that simple tools could be useful but in order to prevent a lot of unnecessary work, the objectives of the tools would need to be clear and the costs considered. 
Long term considerations
20.
Recommendation 9: That a mechanism for collating information anonymously on NPPO capacity and related issues be designed and presented to the CPM for approval, taking account of confidentiality needs.
21.
The SPTA supported the need for collecting and collating information, while protecting anonymity, that would help the Commission direct its capacity building strategy. It noted that the OEWG on a possible compliance mechanism had proposed a mechanism that could possibly be used to deal with the recommendation (see agenda item 11.3).
22.
Recommendation 10: That the role of reviewing uses of the information generated from the PCE/PVS and other tools be assigned appropriately, so as to learn of trends, ensure the accurate transfer of information and better communicate the needs and value of plant health to other sectors.
23.
The SPTA agreed that the recommendation should be considered under the technical assistance strategy suggested in Recommendation 1.
24.
Recommendation 11: That an initiative on the quality of phytosanitary data should be launched, as a targeted assistance to NPPOs.
25.
The SPTA noted that the recommendation referred to the quality and accuracy of data from which spreadsheets would be developed (Recommendation 8), rather than to the data placed on the IPP. Such data would include the costs of surveys, inspection, quarantine, staff, etc. This recommendation would be a subset of Recommendation 8.
26.
Recommendation 12: That all of the above systems and tools be reviewed for inclusion of environmental concerns, i.e. protection of domestic plant resources, rather than strictly trade related concerns.
27.
The SPTA agreed that the process of incorporating environmental and other concerns was already in place and would be reflected more prominently in the revised PCE.
28.
The CPM is invited to:
1. Note that the SPTA agreed that a phytosanitary capacity building strategy was required and that following CPM-3, a focus group be established to develop a draft strategy for consideration by the SPTA for presentation to CPM-4.
2. Endorse the comments made by the SPTA on the CABI recommendations.
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