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Report of the Expert Working Group on the interpretation and application of the term
not widely distributed in relation to quarantine pests
26 November - 1 December 2006
Danish Plant Directorate, Lyngby (Denmark)
1.
Opening of the meeting

The Expert Working Group (EWG) met on 26 November - 1 December 2006 at the Danish Plant Directorate in Lyngby, and was organized by Denmark and EPPO. The EWG was opened by Mr. Ebbe Nordbo (host, Denmark).

The meeting was attended by Lesley Cree (Canada), Lottie Erikson (USA), Olegario Barrera (Mexico), Gilvio Cosenza (Brazil), Martin Ward (UK), Julie Aliaga (steward, and USA), Ebbe Nordbo (host, Denmark), Nico van Opstal (rapporteur, EPPO) and Fabienne Grousset (IPPC Secretariat). 

Contact details are given in Annex 1. The EWG selected Mr. Nico van Opstal as its Chairperson. 
2.
Workprocess

Papers were submitted by experts from Mexico, COSAVE, United States, Japan and Canada. Input was also provided by members of the Technical Panel for the Glossary.
After going through the specification in detail and reflecting on how the concept was used in their countries, the participants discussed the reasons for this standard to clarify what should be delivered.

The EWG distinguished 2 important clusters which were elaborated:

· clarification and interpretation of the concept not widely distributed
· guidelines on how to apply this concept

The EWG worked in a good consensus while developing the supplement. There was general agreement with the working papers and no major differences of opinion. The EWG was able to finalize their work on time.

3.
Reason for the supplement
The EWG discussed possible reasons for this supplement. They were not aware of particular problems between countries caused by different use of the concept of not widely distributed. It is one of the 3 important elements of the definition of quarantine pest and only for this element there is no detailed guidance (guidance on economic importance and on official control is already given in two supplements to the Glossary). The EWG understood that this is the most important reason to develop guidance on this concept.

During its discussions, the EWG considered whether it should be a supplement to ISPM No. 5 or rather to ISPM No. 8. After discussion of relationship with pest status, and the fact that not widely distributed is not a pest status (see section 4 below, and the supplement), and because its use is as an element of the definition of a quarantine pest, the EWG agreed with the Standards Committee that the document should be a supplement to ISPM No. 5.

4.
General considerations
The EWG concluded that not widely distributed is a general (umbrella) term. ISPM No. 8 provides guidance for pest reporting and describes in more detail different situations of presence of a pest. The EWG wanted to avoid doubling with ISPM No. 8. Not widely distributed is not a declaration of pest status, but it just means that a pest did not spread fully throughout the endangered area. Two categories of presence in ISPM No. 8 obviously relate only to widely distributed pests: in all parts of the area, in all parts of the area where host crop(s) are grown. Some other categories of presence in ISPM No. 8 may apply to pests which are not widely distributed or widely distributed, the difference being that ISPM No. 8 approaches this from the perspective of "areas" while not widely distributed approaches it from the perspective of "endangered area".
The EWG wanted to underline that when a pest is not widely distributed, it does not mean that NPPO should automatically decide to officially control it. According to ISPM No. 11, the cost and benefits of doing so should be considered. This supplement needs not elaborate this further but the wording has been carefully chosen in order to express this.

In discussing the relationship between the three components of the definition of a quarantine pest, the EWG noted that the issue of whether any component of the definition (i.e. official control, economic importance and not widely distributed) overrides the others, and which is more likely to be critical when making decision on whether a pest is a quarantine pest, has not been addressed anywhere. Addressing those aspects was outside the scope of the supplement. However, it was an important and recurrent question in countries, and the need for further guidance might arise in discussions at another level.
The EWG aimed for a short and simple document. It was conscious that the charge was not to prepare an explanatory document.

An expert from Japan submitted a discussion paper. The EWG benefited from the Japanese paper and suggestions, and issues were discussed, and clarified or taken into account.

The EWG used graphics in its work and considered if they would clarify the term not widely distributed, but decided that the text was clear in itself and graphics would not contribute additional information. 

5.
Work of the EWG compared with specification No. 33
The specification charges the EWG with clarifying and analyzing potential distribution patterns of many pests in order to develop criteria for categorizing these patterns and linking them to means of spread. This charge was discussed extensively by the group. The EWG concluded that not widely distributed is a general concept primarily linked to the definition of quarantine pests, and that it is not aiming to describe in detail different pest status situations and their distribution patterns as is elaborated in ISPM No. 8. It was agreed that specific criteria or units of measure for quantifying distribution of specific pests or categories of pests would be best addressed separately in the course of developing specific standards. For this reason the EWG did not accomplish the interrelated and unseparable tasks 4, 5 and 6 of the specification.
Tasks and how they were considered:

1.
The EWG discussed several examples and compared these with the interpretation and guidelines as they were developed during the week. 
2.
Done. The EWG clarified that not widely distributed has only to do with the spatial distribution of the pest and not with time factor (transience and trends) or prevalence/intensity. It identified situations where not widely distributed is not applicable (first and third paragraphs of section 4; section 5.3; section 5.4).

3.
Done 
4.
For reasons explained above, the EWG considered that the required level of detail in this task is not appropriate (vs ISPM No. 8, glossary). The EWG considered several examples to evaluate if the developed concept gave sufficient guidance in these specific pest situations and concluded that concept was applicable in all these situations. 

Pathways and spread were considered under surveillance and a paragraph in the supplement is dedicated to that.

Factors like mobility and seasonality are adequately addressed in ISPM No. 11 and not widely distributed only concerns spatial distribution.

5.
The EWG included in the draft cross-reference to cost-benefit and quantification of parts at risk.
6.
As explained above, the EWG considered not widely distributed as a general concept, and therefore considered categorization not appropriate. Therefore there is no need to give examples. 

7.
Done

8.
Done

9.
The EWG followed the format of the supplement on official control as far as appropriate.
6.
CLOSE

It was noted that the draft supplement would be submitted to the Standards Committee in May 2007. 

Local organizers in the Plant Directorate and EPPO were thanked for hosting the group and organizing the meeting.
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