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TECHNICAL CONSULTATION AMONG REGIONAL PLANT PROTECTION ORGANIZATIONS
Nineteenth Session

Ottawa, Canada 10 – 14 September 2007 

TC-19 Comments on the IPPC Evaluation Report
1. At the Second Session of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures, the draft report of the IPPC Evaluation was presented by the Evaluation Team Leader.  The evaluation team had undertaken various activities, such as visiting countries, meeting with NPPOs and RPPOs and sending out a comprehensive questionnaire. The main findings for standard setting, information exchange, technical assistance, dispute settlement, the Secretariat, governance structures and financial resources were outlined.

2. The CPM discussed the need for further consideration of the report prior to its presentation to the FAO Programme Committee in September 2007, and following a friends of the chair meeting convened to discuss the issue, the CPM, inter alia: 


5.
Agreed that an extraordinary meeting of the Strategic Planning and Technical 


Assistance (SPTA) should be convened during the week of 18 June 2007 to 


review the recommendations of the final evaluation report and generate CPM 


positions and other input for the Programme Committee;



6.
Agreed that the SPTA should focus on the recommendations that were FAO-


relevant, to ensure a coherent and targeted response on decisions affecting the 


IPPC which fell within the jurisdiction of FAO;



10.
Agreed that the SPTA would in its analysis refer to the adopted 5-year business 


plan to 
illustrate and support its positions to the FAO Programme Committee;



13.
Noted that the final evaluation report and its implications for the budget would be 

further discussed at CPM-3.


3
The Secretariat distributed copies of the final evaluation report as soon as it was available.


4
As the SPTA will be considering all the recommendations of the Evaluation Report at its October 2007 meeting, it is opportune for the TC-RPPOs to comment on those recommendations and suggestions within the report that pertain to RPPO involvement in order to give the RPPO viewpoint.  As the SPTA will probably only briefly revisit the recommendations made by the extraordinary SPTA, it could also be useful for the TC-RPPOs to consider those and comment as appropriate, again from the RPPO view point.

6
Attachment 1 contains the sections of the final IPPC Evaluation Report that pertain to RPPOs, while Attachment 2 lists the pertinent recommendations including/plus those FAO-oriented recommendations commented on by the extraordinary meeting of the SPTA.  The other recommendations have not been listed for consideration due to time contraints at the TC, and also as RPPOs should have the opportunity to input (albeit indirectly) via regional representatives and other interested contracting parties at the October SPTA meeting.
7
The TC-RPPOs is invited to:


1
Comment on those recommendations and suggestions within the report that 


pertain to RPPO involvement.


2
Comment on the ESPTA comments made by the ESPTA in order to give the 


RPPO viewpoint
Attachment 1
Sections of the 

Independent Evaluation of the International Plant Protection Convention and its Institutional Arrangements 
Relevant to Regional Plant Protection Organisations

[Note: References to RPPOs have been highlighted in the text by the IPPC Secretariat] 
I.  Executive Summary
Standards and the Standard-Setting Process (Recommendation 1)

v.
Stakeholders consider IPPC standards to be relevant; however, for some developing countries, their usefulness is limited because of inadequate capacity. There is a need for greater prioritization in the development of new standards and more clarity on the process for establishing the work programme. The criteria which have been defined as a basis for prioritization, while valid, are too numerous and not sufficiently aligned with the overall objectives. 

vi.
The evaluation team has identified a number of ways to improve the efficiency of the standard-setting process. These include greater use of existing standards, in particular those developed by Regional Plant Protection Organizations (RPPOs), and greater use of the knowledge and expertise outside governments. (In particular, industry groups are under-utilised and the process would also benefit from the involvement of representatives of the Non-governmental Organization (NGO) community). To ensure continued relevance of standards, attention needs to be systematically paid to their implementation and applicability. At present, there is no process for learning lessons from the successes and failures of implementation. 

vii.
There is insufficient rigor and transparency in the selection of the Standards Committee (SC) members. The effective application of the existing rules of procedure and more active involvement of RPPOs in the identification of appropriate candidates would do much to improve this. The standard-setting process could benefit from more content-based reporting of discussions held during the process which would help members  prepare informed comments on draft standards. There is an increased need for consideration of environment and biodiversity issues when developing and revising phytosanitary standards. This requires both capacity in the Secretariat, and a Technical Panel on Biodiversity to provide a wider range of technical expertise. 

Information Exchange (Recommendation 2)

ix.
The IPPC Secretariat has developed an electronic internet-based forum, the International Phytosanitary Portal (IPP), for the exchange of official phytosanitary information by Contracting Parties to the Convention, the Secretariat and RPPOs. While information exchange is recognized as important by Contracting Parties and there is satisfaction with the Portal as a tool, mandatory reporting obligations are only being partially met. There is a lack of country information and unreliable information undermines the Portal as a whole. In the evaluation team’s judgement, only the Contracting Parties posting the information, and not the Secretariat, can verify the reliability of technical information posted.  While Secretariat training efforts have been successful, there is still a need among countries for training and other capacity- building to meet reporting obligations and on how to use the Portal for this.  
IV.  Assessment of IPPC Core Activities

A.  Standards and Standard-Setting Process

42.
As standards become more specific, more industry involvement will be needed to ensure industry practices can be appropriately considered and made compliant when required. Industry involvement in standard-setting is important to make certain that standards are practical and relevant. At present, it is up to governments to seek industry advice through the NPPOs or RPPOs liaising with industry in their regions. 

43.
The degree to which industry involvement occurs is variable. It is often driven by an active position of involvement by an industry that recognizes the role of phytosanitary standards. In particular, the seed and nursery industries have been actively engaged with NPPOs and RPPOs to ensure that their position is understood because their business is intimately connected with plant health. Other industries, often more peripherally involved such as transport equipment, may not recognize the potential impact until very late in the development of a standard, or even well after adoption or implementation. ... 

The Standard-Setting Process

b)
Participation in Standard-Setting Process

52.
An inefficient SC structure (too many people with insufficient technical knowledge, and issues related to representational roles for all members to be completely engaged and useful) was a concern expressed in a number of interviews, which included members of groups involved in the standard-setting process (i.e. SC, TPs and EWGs). There is a perception of insufficient rigor in the selection of SC members. The evaluation team considers that the selection of SC members could be strengthened through the effective application of the rules of procedure adopted by CPM-1 (2006) and a more active involvement of RPPOs in the identification of appropriate candidates in the respective FAO regions.

55.
There is insufficient use of RPPOs in standard-setting. A significant factor in this is the diverse capacity and functionality of RPPOs. To give RPPOs more collective responsibility in the process would require strengthening RPPOs in Africa, Asia, Central America, the Near East and the Pacific to ensure that they could work effectively with the stronger RPPOs. The strong RPPOs in Europe, North America and South America play an important part in the standard-setting process by suggesting topics for IPPC standards, recommending experts for drafting standards, and organizing consultation on drafts. Further, suggestions were made during interviews for additional potential tasks for the RPPOs including: reviewing specifications for standards; filtering comments during consultation stages; liaising with multi-national industry groups on particular standards; and supporting the drafting of some standards. 

d)
Developments in the Standard-Setting Process

61.
The fast-track standard-setting process was adopted by ICPM-6 (2004) and should, among others, be used where specific technical material and resources are available or simple to develop, and where non-concept or technical standards of potential global interest that are approved by RPPOs or other organizations are available. It has had a slow start. It is not clear what expectations there are for the use of this approach, or to what extent it is encouraged or supported. It would indeed be particularly suited to adoption of validated non IPPC-generated technical standards, originating from NPPOs, RPPOs or industry groups. 

Conclusions

77.
The evaluation team has identified a number of ways that could contribute to improve the efficiency of the standard-setting process. They relate mostly to a greater use of existing standards, in particular those developed by RPPOs, as well as to better drawing upon the knowledge and expertise beyond that in the government. In particular, industry groups are under-used, and it is believed that their involvement using the Codex model at an early stage in the process would require greater flexibility in the selection of invited experts. The process would also benefit from the involvement of representatives of the NGO community, in particular in the case of biodiversity and environmental standards. 
79.
There is insufficient rigor and transparency in the selection of SC members. The selection of SC members could be strengthened through the effective application of the rules of procedure adopted by CPM-1 (2006) and a more active involvement of RPPOs in the identification of appropriate candidates in the respective FAO regions.
81.
There is an increased need for considerations related to the environment and biodiversity when developing and revising phytosanitary standards. This means strengthening the capacity of the Secretariat to deal with those issues, as well as liaising with other international organizations, including RPPOs, on these issues. Additional staff resources will be needed to meet these specific obligations effectively. ... 

Recommendations
Recommendation 1: Standards and the Standard-Setting Process

Quality and usefulness of standards:  In order to maintain, and to further enhance, the quality and usefulness of standards, it is recommended that:

1.5
opportunities should be sought to make greater use of existing standards, particularly those developed by RPPOs.


Implementation of standards:  To ensure the quality and to enhance the implementation of standards, it is recommended that: 

1.12
regional workshops reviewing draft ISPMs should continue and new regional workshops promoting implementation should be initiated, with the assistance of RPPOs.

B.  Information Exchange 

Background 

84.
At the request of the Interim Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (ICPM), the IPPC Secretariat developed an electronic internet-based forum, called the International Phytosanitary Portal (IPP), for the exchange of official phytosanitary information by Contracting Parties, the Secretariat and RPPOs as required by the IPPC. While the IPP officially went “live” in August 2002, it was not until 2005 that its development phase was complete and Contracting Parties began in earnest to use it for posting and accessing information. ..

Extent to which Contracting Parties Meet Information Reporting Obligations

91.
There is, however, some ambiguity over who should receive the Contracting Party information for meeting reporting obligations. The 1997 revision of the IPPC sets out the reporting obligations and provides a forum for information sharing – which is now officially the IPP. The Convention specifies which parties should receive the information. Some articles of the Convention specify to whom the information shall be provided (i.e. Secretary, Contracting Parties concerned and RPPOs). ... 
93.
Contracting Parties offered many reasons for low or non-utilization of the IPP in fulfilling their reporting obligations. The main reason for not complying with reporting obligations via the IPP is the lack of personnel and capacity according to questionnaire results. Respondents also cited other reasons that were repeated in country visits: the lack of easy access to internet facilities and computers; the absence of plant quarantine pest lists in the countries; and the existence of other information reporting mechanisms (e.g. European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization (EPPO) - an RPPO). Some Contracting Parties who are EPPO members stated that they did not want to duplicate their reporting and advocated for more information sharing between RPPOs and the IPP.   
Outcomes of Information Exchange 

98.
The capacity and needs of Contracting Parties and stakeholders vary considerably, which impacts IPP usage. Contracting Parties may use the IPP to enter country-level data or to gather data. A number of developing countries have trouble using the IPP both for data entry and for browsing due to poor information technology infrastructure and/or lack of capacity. Language issues also affect use.  English is the most common language for documents on the IPP. All documents on the IPP are not available in all official languages, affecting the usefulness of some documents to certain countries. Although navigation is available in four FAO languages, only certain general pages about the IPPC, Secretariat and IPP have been translated into the official languages. Currently, there is a general policy not to officially translate all documents, especially those uploaded by countries. One step taken by the Secretariat and supported by the evaluation team to address this issue has been to encourage NPPOs and RPPOs to provide translations of their own pages and documents.  

99.
A very important aspect that affects usage of the IPP is the existence of other information exchange mechanisms (often containing both official and unofficial information) available to Contracting Parties. One mechanism is the various RPPO sites, such as those of the Comité de Sanidad Vegetal del Cono Sur (COSAVE), the EPPO and the North American Plant Protection Organization (NAPPO), which are widely used by some Contracting Parties for phytosanitary information exchange purposes. Another is direct communication between countries.  ... 

100.
The existence of other information exchange mechanisms limits the effectiveness and relevance of the IPP. Countries are reluctant to enter data more than once. There are opportunities for further developing synergies with the existing electronic mechanisms, particularly between the IPP and the RPPO sites. ... 

Recommendations

Recommendation 2: Information Exchange

Increased availability of information

2.5
The IPPC Secretariat should establish formal linkages with other information exchange mechanisms and their databases in particular with RPPOs and the International Portal on Food Safety, Animal and Plant Health, through Memoranda of Understanding or other appropriate mechanisms to improve the availability of information and to increase the usefulness of the IPP. 

2.6
Information provided through RPPOs should be recognised as a legal reporting route for the IPPC, providing that IPPC can harvest the information. This would imply that a standard format for data exchange be defined in the Memorandum of Understanding to permit periodic harvesting of data from these official sources. 
C.  Technical Assistance

Background

111.
Technical assistance related to IPPC core activities. This category was financed by the Secretariat’s FAO Regular Programme Budget and Trust Funds, including the Special Trust Fund for the IPPC and European Commission (EC) projects. The objective of the EC projects is to provide financial resources for developing countries’ attendance at CPM and standard-setting meetings, as well as their participation in training programmes and workshops on IPPC-related activities. Certain RPPOs have assisted in the organisation of ISPM workshops, and these experiences should serve as a basis to further promote the involvement of RPPOs in this type of technical assistance activities. ... 

D.  Dispute Settlement

V.  Governance, Management and Funding of the IPPC

A.  Assessment of Governance Structures

Standards Committee

159.
For the SC to operate in the most effective manner, it requires the dedicated input of all members. In practice, this is difficult to achieve with a group of 25 people who also have other obligations. This has been partly solved by the creation of the SC-7, but this does not constitute the most efficient use of the human and financial resources. Therefore, the evaluation team has come to the conclusion that the complex tasks could be undertaken in a more effective and efficient manner by a smaller SC, supported by a strengthened Secretariat. This would represent a good compromise between the need for efficiency and productivity with the need for equitable representation. It also considers that the selection of SC members could be strengthened through a more active involvement of the RPPOs in the identification of appropriate candidates in the respective FAO regions. 
Recommendations

Recommendation 5: Governance

Effective management of the work to be undertaken by the Standards Committee  
5.7
RPPOs should be involved in the identification of appropriate candidates.
VI. Relationships with International Organizations and Agreements

A.  Regional Plant Protection Organizations 

Assessment of the Roles of the Regional Plant Protection Organizations

185.
The roles of the Regional Plant Protection Organizations (RPPOs) are described in Article IX of the Convention. ICPM-7 (2005) adopted a detailed set of recommendations on the roles and functions of RPPOs and their relationship with the CPM, following proposals prepared by an ad hoc working group. The areas of cooperation are: standard-setting process, information exchange, technical assistance, dispute settlement and funding issues.

186.
Before the adoption of the New Revised Text of the Convention in 1997, the RPPOs constituted the main link between the NPPOs and FAO. Matters of joint interest were reviewed in the Technical Consultations between FAO and the RPPOs, the first of which was held in 1989. At that time, it was recommended that a clearly identifiable Secretariat of the IPPC be created within FAO and that FAO should explore the possibility of creating an official body (the current CPM) to support the IPPC. In the following years, Technical Consultations played a major role in the revision of the IPPC. 

187.
The involvement of the RPPOs and their member countries in IPPC activities was discussed by the evaluation team on several occasions, including the 2006 Technical Consultation with RPPO representatives and visits to headquarters of some of the RPPOs. RPPOs are key actors for the achievement of IPPC strategic objectives, in particular with respect to the development and implementation of ISPMs and to information exchange. However, the diversity of the existing nine RPPOs makes it difficult to follow a uniform approach in the collaborative arrangements between the IPPC and the RPPOs. 

188.
As noted above, the RPPOs played an active and strong part in the development of the 1997 Convention. The evaluation team is convinced that they can and should play an equally important and effective role in the planning and implementation of the Convention’s ongoing activities. 

Suggestions 
189.
The evaluation team identified a number of areas in the above sections where RPPOs could have a greater role in the implementation of the Convention, which are:

a) Information Exchange: The development of Memoranda of Understanding for the establishment of systematic links with databases of RPPOs as discussed in the section above on Information Exchange; EPPO, NAPPO and COSAVE have particularly well-developed databases.

b) Standards: 

i) RPPOs could play a greater role regarding the development and implementation of ISPMs, including the organization and conduct of regional workshops to review draft ISPMs;
ii) RPPOs could plan the regional implementation of adopted ISPMs in cooperation with the FAO Plant Protection Officers. This could also involve the coordination of technical assistance requirements for Contracting Parties to meet their obligations as well as the provision of technical assistance support to facilitate the implementation of ISPMs.
190.
The evaluation team was not in a position to conduct an evaluation of the RPPOs. However, it identified issues that need to be further explored and that should be addressed by FAO in the near future:

· the Asia and Pacific Plant Protection Commission (APPPC) and the Caribbean Plant Protection Commission (CPPC) are FAO subsidiary bodies;
· FAO should review carefully its support to these bodies. In particular, it should define ways of ensuring greater independence and long-term sustainability; 
· efforts should be undertaken to finalize the establishment of the Near East Plant Protection Organization; and
· FAO, in collaboration with relevant regional bodies, should explore opportunities to strengthen the capacity of certain RPPOs, such as the Inter African Phytosanitary Council (IAPSC), in collaboration with the African Union (AU). 
VII.  Overall Conclusions: Priorities and Vision for the Future
205.
It is not possible to measure tangible benefits of these new initiatives. However, it is evident from the feedback received from a wide range of stakeholders and through the results of the questionnaire that the benefits to Contracting Parties are significant and that the IPPC is valued as an important Convention. In addition to the benefits derived from the availability of recognised international standards, information and knowledge exchanged and experience shared through the various IPPC structures represent significant benefits to Contracting Parties that are difficult to quantify. In the future and in line with Goal 6 of the Business Plan, increased attention should be paid to ways and means to enhance the public information on the overall importance of plant protection to effectively address food and bio-security concerns, and the important role the IPPC, RPPOs and NPPOs are playing in this respect. 

Annex 4: Opinions of the Peer Review Panel on the Draft Final Report

Technical Assistance

The PRP supported the role of the RPPOs in technical assistance as reflected in para. 194 of the Draft Report and suggested that this should also be highlighted in the Section dealing with Technical Assistance.

Information Exchange

It noted that some countries send information to the relevant RPPO but not to the IPPC.  It welcomed the proposal that mechanisms be put in place to access this information through the IPP – for example by the harvesting of data deposited with RPPOs.  It was of the opinion that this in itself did not fulfil the reporting obligations, but felt that the reporting obligations of a Contracting Party would be met if the Party would be able to validate the data harvested from these sources.

RPPOs and Other International Organizations

The PRP felt that relationships with the RPPOs should be maintained or strengthened and therefore was in general agreement with this section of the Draft Report.  It was of the opinion that discussion of the relationship with the RPPOs should be separate from discussion of the relationship with other organizations, given the special nature of the cooperation with the RPPOs and their status within the Convention.  

Matters not covered in the Draft Report

The PRP was of the opinion that the question of public information about the work of the IPPC, RPPOs, NPPOs and indeed of plant protection in general, was insufficiently addressed in the Draft Report.  As noted above, plant protection is a vital part of food security and environmental programmes in addition to its relevance to international trade.
Attachment 2

Comments by the 
19th Technical Consultation among RPPOs (Ottawa, September 2007)
on  
Recommendations of the Independent Evaluation of the Workings of the IPPC and its Institutional Arrangements 
Relevant to Regional Plant Protection Organisations
	Recommendation


	Comment on the Recommendation by the 

CPM (ESPTA)
	Comment by TC-RPPOs


	1. Standards and Standard-setting Process


	
	

	Quality and usefulness of standards

	
	

	 1.5. Opportunities should be sought to make greater use of existing standards, particularly those developed by RPPOs;


	
	

	Environmental and biodiversity concerns

	
	

	1.6. A Technical Panel on Biodiversity should be established to review standards from the point of view of environmental impacts, biodiversity threats, and invasive species pathways that could be given accelerated priority and that could be included in the CPM work programme;


	1.6 to 1.8: The ESPTA summarizes its concerns with respect to Recommendations 1.6 to 1.8 as follows:

· The ESPTA stresses that the IPPC is contributing to the protection of the environment and biodiversity by preventing the introduction and spread of invasive alien species which are regulated or potentially regulated pests.

· The ESPTA clarifies that environmental concerns are systematically considered in the development of international standards.

· The ESPTA believes that the role of the IPPC in relation to other conventions as well as the scope of the IPPC itself needs to be reviewed in this respect. In addition, the IPPC does not have the resources to establish a specifically designed work programme aimed at protecting the environment and/or biodiversity unless extra budgetary resources become available.


	

	 1.7 Some standards should have a primary theme directed at biodiversity issues;


	
	

	 1.8 The Expert Working Groups, Technical Panels and Standards Committee should incorporate bio-diversity and environmental considerations into their work so that all standards address these concerns, not just the standards coming from the Technical Panel on Biodiversity. All standards should have a statement regarding their biodiversity impact;


	
	

	 1.9. An Environmental Liaison Officer position should be created in the IPPC Secretariat with responsibility for environmental content in standards, information and training, and for leading the Technical Panel; and she/he could also carry out liaison functions with other international organizations for the Secretariat such as the Convention on Biodiversity; 

	The ESPTA partially agrees. At the current time the ESPTA believes that a general liaison officer is needed for cooperation at a technical level with all other relevant international organizations.


	

	Implementation of standards 

	
	

	1.10. A procedure for monitoring implementation and impact of standards should be developed by the CPM, and used to inform both revisions of standards and the priorities and processes for developing new standards;


	1.10 and 1.11: 

The ESPTA advises that although the new revised text of the IPPC has been in force for only 2 years, its first investigations into the establishment of a compliance mechanism have been undertaken. Recommendations regarding implementation of standards may follow.


	

	1.11 Each standard should have an implementation statement indicating the expected timeframe for implementation, an estimate of the potential impacts and costs and benefits of implementation, and a plan on how implementation could be achieved and monitored; 

	
	

	1.12. Regional workshops reviewing draft ISPMs should continue and new regional workshops promoting implementation should be initiated, with the assistance of RPPOs;

	
	

	Maintenance of the current level of standard setting

	
	

	1.13  The CPM should ensure that there is both sufficient direct funding either from the FAO Regular Programme or extra-budgetary sources, to recruit expertise in standard setting to facilitate the work of stewards and to be able to recruit the necessary expertise not provided on a voluntary basis and when needed;


	1.13:
The ESPTA agrees. In addition, it would like to point out that the aim of the CPM is to adopt 5 ISPMs or their equivalent annually, as outlined in the CPM Business Plan. The estimated costs of 5 ISPMs per year is US$1.5 million, of which currently approximately $200,000 are contributed in kind by member state experts acting as stewards for individual standards.


	

	Participation of Contracting Parties

	
	

	1.14   Sufficient financial and technical support should be directed at active participation of experts from developing countries in the SC, and EWGs and TPs (this will mean the active search and financial support of experts from developing countries).;


	1.14:
The ESPTA recognizes the aim of that recommendation and fully supports it.


	

	1.18 The number of permanent professional staff in the Secretariat involved in supporting the standard-setting process should be increased from 1.5 person years to 4 person years plus part of the time from the Senior Environment Liaison Officer (mentioned above); (This did not include temporary staff and contractual arrangements);


	1.18:
The ESPTA partially agrees but believes that the number of permanent professional staff in the secretariat for the standard setting process should be increased from 1.5 person years to 6 person years as rationalized in the CPM Business Plan. This assumes less work done on a voluntary basis , which is contrary to the assumption in the evaluation report. This is necessary because in kind contributions by member states with experts acting as stewards may not continue and is not necessarily the most efficient way of working. The arrangement with stewards was set up as a short-term option to deal with the shortage of staff in the Secretariat.


	

	2. Information Exchange


	
	

	Increased availability of information

	
	

	2.5. The IPPC Secretariat should establish formal linkages with other information exchange mechanisms and their databases in particular with RPPOs and the International Portal on Food Safety, Animal and Plant Health, through Memoranda of Understanding or other appropriate mechanisms to improve the availability of information and to increase the usefulness of the IPP;

 
	
	

	2.6. Information provided through RPPOs should be recognized as a legal reporting route for the IPPC, providing that IPPC can harvest the information. This would imply that a standard format for data exchange be defined in the Memorandum of Understanding to permit periodic harvesting of data from these official sources.;


	
	

	2.10. The Secretariat should hire a Webmaster for information exchange and a Programmer to maintain the IPP and to improve its tools and features;.


	2.10 and 2.11: The ESPTA generally agrees, but stresses that the staff resources for information exchange of 5 persons projected in the CPM Business Plan need to be realized. 


	

	2.11. Funding should be made available for hiring external Information Technology professional assistance to assist with the maintenance of the IPP and to support its further development;


	
	

	3. Technical Assistance


	
	

	Coordination of Global Support


	
	

	3.1 FAO, and not the IPPC Secretariat, is best placed to coordinate global support for strengthening national phytosanitary capacity; and 
	3.1:
The ESPTA disagrees. Contrary to the recommendation in the report, the ESPTA feels that the IPPC Secretariat is best placed to coordinate technical assistance. 
The requirements for phytosanitary capacity strengthening are best understood within the IPPC and not in the larger FAO system. The recommendation in the evaluation report would have the effect of relegating phytosanitary issues to a lower level. The CPM is made up of world leaders of plant health and Secretariat is staffed with some of the best expertise that can be found worldwide in phytosanitary matters. It will be better if the capacity of the IPPC Secretariat were improved to address the shortcomings of the technical assistance programme identified in the evaluation report. In this regard, the link between the IPPC Secretariat and FAO-TCP programs and donors need to be strengthened with the lead within the IPPC Secretariat, rather than outside it.

	

	3.2 An International Consultative Group on Technical Assistance and Capacity-Building on Phytosanitary Matters should be set up and coordinated by the FAO Plant Production and Protection Division. 

The group:

     a) would be open to all donors and recipient countries in the field of phytosanitary capacity;

     b) objectives would be to define priority needs, facilitate resource mobilization, and ensure coordination;

     c) it should establish effective linkages with the CPM;


	3.2:
The ESPTA disagrees. Same reason as under 3.1. In addition it is felt that the recommendation in the report would add unnecessary new layers of decision making.

	

	Organization of Technical Capacity

	
	

	3.3 FAO, through the Plant Production and Protection Division, should organize the necessary technical capacity outside the IPPC Secretariat as part of its regular programme with a view to providing technical assistance in support of phytosanitary capacity development. FAO should do so taking into account its resources and in partnership with other main actors;


	3.3:
The ESPTA disagrees. Taking into account its resources and in partnership with other organizations, FAO should provide strong support to the IPPC for phytosanitary capacity building in developing countries.

	

	3.4 FAO should report to the CPM on its phytosanitary technical assistance;


	3.4:
The ESPTA agrees.

	

	IPPC Technical Assistance

	
	

	 3.5 Technical assistance carried out directly under the IPPC should be limited to its core business, i.e. closely linked to a better understanding of standards and monitoring of the impact of these standards, the development and use of the IPP as a tool for information exchange among Contracting Parties, and support to developing country attendance at technical and governance meetings;


	3.5:
The ESPTA agrees partially. Technical assistance carried out under the IPPC should include:
· support in the development and implementation of standards
· better understanding of these standards
· monitoring of the impact of these standards
· development and use of the IPP as tool for information exchange
· support for developing countries attendance in technical meetings.
In addition, the CPM Business Plan specifies the critical areas addressed under the IPPC’s technical assistance programme as being: 
· modernization of legal frameworks
· institutional strengthening
· training in relation to the implementation of ISPMs
· pest surveillance 
· pest risk analysis skills
· information systems for decision making
· documented procedures
· laboratory facilities 
· strengthening of national capabilities and systems for the eradication/containment of introduced pest species
· establishment of pest free areas.

	

	4. Dispute Settlement


	
	

	5. Governance


	
	

	CPM Programme of Work

	
	

	5.1 The CPM should review and formally adopt the annual programme of work and related budget;


	5.1:
See combined response to 5.1, 7.2 and 7.3 under recommendation 7.


	

	CPM’s Cost

	
	

	5.2 In order to reduce the CPM’s cost, it is recommended that translation costs should be reduced by outsourcing these activities;


	5.2:
The ESPTA fully supports 5.2, provided such translations are consistent with the expectations of the IPPC and within FAO requirements.


	

	Information

	
	

	5.3 Acknowledging that one of the CPM’s key functions should remain the review of phytosanitary issues at the global level, but noting that the Secretariat does not have the capacity to carry out such a review on a regular basis. FAO (and not the IPPC Secretariat) should integrate into its core work programme a review of the phytosanitary status of the world as part of the technical services provided by the Plant Production and Protection Division to the IPPC and to the FAO membership as a whole;


	5.3:
The ESPTA disagrees with the recommendation. It should be noted that Article XI.2a of the IPPC, states that the “review of the state of plant protection in the world” is a function of the CPM and this is correctly stated in paragraph 145 of the evaluation report. The ESPTA believes that a review of phytosanitary issues at a global level is best carried out under the IPPC because existing reporting channels like the International Phytosanitary Portal (IPP) are already functional. The IPP could be an important medium in gathering information about the state of plant protection in the world and the increased efficiency or use of the IPP coupled with accurate reporting may contribute considerably to such a review. 


	

	Effective management of the work to be undertaken by the Standards Committee  

	
	

	5.7. RPPOs should be involved in the identification of appropriate candidates;


	
	

	6. Secretariat


	
	

	6.1 The Secretary post should not be associated with other FAO functions and should be a full-time D1 (Manager);
	6.1:
The ESPTA strongly supports the aim of the recommendation of having a full-time D1 Secretary focussing on the leadership and management of the IPPC and its Secretariat (within FAO), and strategic relations with other international bodies. Any other activities of the Secretary should be complementary to that role. 


	

	6.2 There should be open competition for the post of Secretary;


	6.2:
The ESPTA agrees with the recommendation. 


	

	6.3 The Coordinator post should then be abolished;
	6.3:
The ESPTA believes that after appointing the full time Secretary, the Coordinator position must be maintained for at least a certain period in order to maintain and improve an efficient functioning of the Secretariat. Therefore, the ESPTA recommends that the Coordinator position be kept for 2 years after the appointment of the full time Secretary and then the position be subjected to a review.


	

	6.4 The seniority of the posts dealing with the IPPC’s two core functions (i.e. standard-setting and information exchange) should be upgraded to P5, supervising other professionals;


	6.4:
The ESPTA believes that determination of pay grade is to be done by the IPPC Secretary and FAO and strongly recommends that staff is remunerated in accordance with their responsibilities. 


	

	Technical Assistance  

	
	

	In view of the proposed changes regarding the role of the Secretariat on technical assistance: 

6.5. Regional Plant Protection Officers should perform specific tasks against reimbursement from the IPPC budget.  Activities funded from this source should be concerned with the primary role of the IPPC (e.g. standard-setting, information exchange and dispute settlement);


	6.5:
The ESPTA agrees. The time that regional plant protection officers dedicate to IPPC activities should be broadly correlated with the IPPC contribution to their salary. The activities of the regional plant protection officers will be determined by the work programme. 


	

	6.6. The activities carried out by the Regional Officers should be reported annually in the CPM as part of the activity and financial report of the Secretariat to the CPM;

	6.6:
The ESPTA agrees. The regional plant protection officers should report on their IPPC activities. 


	

	Selection of staff

	
	

	 6.7 In line with the provisions of Article XIV of the FAO Constitution, the Bureau and the representatives of the Director-General (e.g. from the Plant Production and Protection Division) will recommend a candidate for Secretary to the Director-General following a transparent and competitive selection process.


	6.7:
The ESPTA agrees with the principle of the CPM or Bureau being involved in the selection process for the post of Secretary. Therefore, it recommends that FAO should investigate how CPM representatives may be involved in this process. 


	

	 6.8 A similar procedure will be followed for the selection of the professional staff of the IPPC Secretariat.  Such staff would not be eligible for consideration as internal candidates for posts elsewhere in FAO.

	6.8:
The ESPTA agrees with the principle of the CPM or Bureau being involved in the selection process for posts of professional staff, limited to the P4 and P5 level. Therefore, it recommends that FAO should investigate how CPM representatives may be involved in this process. 
	

	Structure and number of Professional Secretariat Staff 

	
	

	 6.9 Based on the analysis in the previous chapters, changes proposed regarding the structure and the number of professional staffing of the Secretariat are as follows:

- D-1 IPPC Secretary (Manager)

- 1 P-5 Senior Environmental Liaison Officer and Coordination with other international organizations
- 1 P-5 IPPC Senior Standards Officer
- 3 P-4 Standards Officers 
- 1 P-5 IPPC Senior Information Exchange Officer
- 1 P-4 Information Officer

- 1 P-3 Programmer 
- 1 P-2 Webmaster;


	6.9:
The ESPTA believes that the CPM Business Plan (2007-2011) more accurately reflects the staffing needs of the Secretariat. The Business Plan has the Secretariat staffing requirements summarized as follows:

Standards programme



7

Information exchange programme

5

Dispute settlement programme


0*

Improved phytosanitary capacity programme
3

Sustainable implementation of the IPPC programme (plus temporary staff)



4

Promotion of the IPPC programme 

0*

World status of plant protection programme
0*

Total




19 FTEs**

* These components are currently covered by staff working in other areas of the programme.

** Full time equivalents.
	

	7. IPPC’s Financial Resources


	
	

	7.1. FAO should preferably ensure systematic annual core funding of the Secretariat’s core activities on a basis agreed upon by the CPM’s expanded Bureau and FAO;


	7.1:
The ESPTA agrees with the general aim of the recommendation in the report but recommends that the terms "preferably" and "expanded bureau" be deleted so that the recommendation would read: FAO should ensure systematic annual core funding of the Secretariat’s core activities on a basis agreed upon by the CPM and FAO.

In addition, the ESPTA would like to draw attention to paragraph 170 of the evaluation report. Funding of staff needs to be included in the list of that paragraph.

The ESPTA also recommends that the core activities which are to be funded by FAO should be agreed in discussions between the CPM and FAO. The basis for the CPM's consideration of core activities are the 7 strategic 5-year goals presented in the CPM Business Plan and aimed at implementing the provisions of the IPPC. The ESPTA considers that the successful implementation of these goals will require sufficient resources both from FAO and external sources. This would also be in accordance with the opening speech of the Director-General at CPM-2.


	

	7.2. The annual budget and programme should be defined by the expanded bureau.


	5.1, 7.2 and 7.3: The procedure for developing and adopting the work programme and associated budget should be carried out as follows: 

A. Based on the financial resources provided by FAO regular programme and other contributions, the Bureau, in consultation with the Secretariat will develop and propose an annual work programme and the associated budget.

B. Based on the proposals by the Bureau, the CPM may adopt these.

C. In respect of the work programme and associated budget, the Secretariat is fully accountable to the Bureau and the CPM and should provide detailed and clear financial reports.

	

	7.3. The Secretariat should be fully accountable to the expanded Bureau and should provide detailed and clear financial reports;


	
	

	7.4. The Secretariat should have a more solid resource mobilization strategy, stressing the preference for multi-donor trust funding over bilateral funding;


	7.4:
The ESPTA attributes considerable importance to this recommendation and agrees that the Secretariat should have a more solid resource mobilisation strategy, stressing the preference for multi-donor trust funding over bilateral funding. However, the ESPTA emphasises that any form of extra-budgetary contribution at any time would be considered. In addition, it should be easy to contribute extra-budgetary resources to the IPPC. The development of a more solid resource mobilization strategy should be done in cooperation between Secretariat and the Bureau.


	

	7.6 More innovative approaches of funding such as cost-recovery schemes will have to be systematically and carefully considered in the future;


	7.6:
The ESPTA partially agrees and emphasises that alternative funding mechanisms, including cost recovery schemes had been investigated since 2002 by the ICPM and CPM. It was found that cost-recovery schemes are not practical at present. However, other innovative approaches will be considered as part of the development of a resource mobilization strategy.

	

	B. Regional Plant Protection Organizations 

(Suggestions) 


	
	

	Para 189.  The evaluation team identified a number of areas where RPPOs could have a greater role in the implementation of the Convention, which are:
a)
Information Exchange: 
The development of MOU for the establishment of systematic links with databases of RPPOs as discussed in the section above on Information Exchange; EPPO, NAPPO and COSAVE have particularly well-developed databases.
b)
Standards: 


i)
RPPOs could play a greater role 
regarding the development and 
implementation of ISPMs, including the 
organization and conduct of regional 
workshops to review draft ISPMs;


ii)
RPPOs could plan the regional 
implementation of adopted ISPMs in 
cooperation with the FAO Plant Protection 
Officers. This could also involve the 
coordination of technical assistance 
requirements for Contracting Parties to meet 
their obligations as well as the provision of 
technical assistance support to facilitate the 
implementation of ISPMs.

	
	

	Para 190.  The evaluation team was not in a position to conduct an evaluation of the RPPOs. 
However, it identified issues that need to be further explored and that should be addressed by FAO in the near future:

· the Asia and Pacific Plant Protection Commission (APPPC( and the Caribbean Plant Protection Commission (CPPC)
 are FAO subsidiary bodies; FAO should review carefully its support to these bodies. In particular, it should define ways of ensuring greater independence and long-term sustainability; 
· Efforts should be undertaken to finalize the establishment of the Near East Plant Protection Organization; and
· FAO, in collaboration with relevant regional bodies, should explore opportunities to strengthen the capacity of certain RPPOs, such as the Inter African Phytosanitary Council (IAPSC), in collaboration with the African Union (AU). 

	Paragraph 190: The ESPTA fully supports the suggestions made in paragraph 190 of the evaluation report. 


	























































































































The CPPC is currently being dismantled and the RPPO activities will be taken over by the Caribbean Agricultural Health and Food Safety Agency (CAHFSA), which will function as the RPPO for the Caribbean subregion in accordance with Article IX of the New Revised Text of the IPPC.





8
9

[image: image1.png]