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Summary: 

The reporting officer attended this meeting on behalf of the IPPC Secretariat.  The purpose of the meeting was to formulate a new draft of an international standard for phytosanitary measures on inspection methodology.  The meeting was assisted by the USDA, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), Plant Protection and Quarantine (PPQ) and hosted in their Headquarters offices in Riverdale, Maryland, USA.  

The expert group included the following phytosanitary experts:

Mr. Fuxiang Wang (China – steward);

Ms. Alejandra Elizalde (Mexico);

Mr. Bert Rikken (Netherlands); 

Mr. Nelson Francisco da Silva (Brazil).

Mr. Narcy Klag (USA – host); and

Mr. Robert Griffin (IPPC facilitator).

A further expert, Mr. William Hillary Riwa (Tanzania), was unable to attend the meeting. 

Mr. Griffin opened the meeting by providing historical background, including a discussion of key concepts in the existing draft.  A copy of summary comments from the country consultation was distributed to complement the documents provided in advance.  The meeting noted the lack of a specification for the standard, but also recognized that two participants who serve as members on the Standards Committee would be able to provide guidance as needed.

The meeting then moved into open discussion with a view to brainstorming key concepts and aspects of the topic that were believed to be important for the standard.  There was general agreement on all points raised, in particular the need for an alternative to “MAP” and expansion of the scope to cover aspects of inspection beyond sampling.  It was also agreed to reduce the emphasis on sampling and statistics.  After reviewing and discussing reference documents, including the previous draft, the experts agreed to proceed using the previous draft as a framework.

The experts agreed that the concept of MAP was valid but psychologically awkward.  The meeting suggested replacing the term with a more neutral technical term: “Detection Threshold” or DT.  In addition, text was modified to emphasize that the DT represented a probability for detection (a positive point of view) rather than an upper limit for infestation (considered a negative point of view).  The experts also agreed that the concept of an “acceptance level” should be removed and avoided – not because it was believed to be technically incorrect, but because the experts thought the concept would be difficult for phytosanitary authorities to understand, accept, and implement.  Likewise, text regarding the concept of “tolerance” was markedly reduced from the earlier draft in order to cover only the most relevant points form a phytosanitary perspective.  

Substantial discussions and effort were devoted to covering other aspects of inspection besides sampling.  It was noted that the recently completed draft ISPM for Import Regulatory Systems described inspection in three steps; (1) review of documents, (2) checking phytosanitary integrity, and (3) phytosanitary inspection, including phytosanitary compliance and the physical examination of commodities for the detection of pests.  The draft was significantly modified to reflect this format and include discussions on these processes.  Flowcharts were developed to illustrate relationships.    

The experts had some difficulty agreeing on the concept of “visual inspection” and whether this included microscopic examination.  It was agreed that a definition would be proposed to ensure a common understanding on this point.  Other definitions were proposed for clarification of certain concepts.  

In sum, the discussions proceeded without major controversy.  The group was generally satisfied with the draft and encouraged by the possibility to submit the new draft to the next meeting of the Standards Committee after editing and formatting by the Secretariat.  

The reporting officer is indebted to the USDA for assisting with local arrangements and providing logistical support to the meeting.  The experts are commended for their professionalism and cooperation.

R.L. Griffin
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