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Report of the Expert Working Group on 
Pest Risk Analysis for Plants as Quarantine Pests 

Proposed Annex to ISPM 11 Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms
25 –29 May 2009
Paris, France
I. Opening of the Meeting

The meeting was opened on behalf the European Plant Protection Organization (EPPO) by Ms. Sarah Brunel, who warmly welcomed the expert working group participants. Ms. Lottie Erikson of the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) Secretariat welcomed the group on behalf of the IPPC and thanked EPPO for hosting the meeting. The host provided local information to participants, and explained meeting logistics and arrangements. The IPPC Secretariat presented information on the administrative structure of the IPPC and the standard setting process.   

The IPPC Secretariat reviewed the responsibilities of various roles of the meeting participants (IPPC Secretariat, steward, host, rapporteur, chair and experts).  In particular, experts were reminded they were participating in the drafting group as technical experts, and the main goal of the meeting was to develop a harmonized standard that would be acceptable to all IPPC contracting parties.  

The group selected Mr. Uwe Starfinger from Germany as the chairperson, and adopted the agenda as appended (Appendix 1). Sarah Brunel of EPPO agreed to serve as rapporteur. Full introductions were made and each member described their background, highlighting relevant expertise for the work on this standard.  A list of participants and their contact details is appended (Appendix 2).

II. Method of Work

The experts had a broad discussion regarding the task and decided to adopt an approach to drafting the Annex to ISPM 11 (Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms) that would first address general concepts regarding plants as pests; followed by sections referring to PRA steps as for other pests, but focusing on those aspects of the pest risk assessment process which are particular to plants as pests, and minimizing the repetition of general text from ISPM 11 in the draft Annex. The group agreed that the Annex should be conceptual and descriptive, not prescriptive and operational. The group also agreed to consider and recommend possible modifications and deletions to the main text of ISPM 11, where necessary, in order to avoid duplications or discrepancies between the Annex being drafted and the main body of the ISPM. 

The steward reviewed the tasks outlined in the specification with the group. Group members presented  overviews of discussion papers and relevant risk assessment tools. During the group discussion that followed, a number of concepts (see below) were highlighted for further consideration in development of the draft. 

III.  Responses to tasks in the Specification

Most of the tasks described in the specification were addressed in the draft Annex to ISPM 11 produced by the group.

1. the EWG developed new supplemental text for ISPM 11 (Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms), and provided guidance to determine pest risk associated with a plant proposed for movement into an area where it is not yet present.

2. the EWG examined a number of  relevant risk assessment tools (see Document list, Appendix 3) currently utilized to determine the pest potential of plants moving in international trade; but decided not to incorporate descriptions of these tools into the draft Annex because country-specific approaches to risk assessment may be substantially modified or even discarded more rapidly than ISPMs are revised. The group decision was also influenced by a recent situation where an Annex to a draft ISPM which included examples of country-specific phytosanitary approaches was deleted in its entirety by the SC. 

3. the EWG identified information requirements for determining the potential of a plant to become a pest, including key characteristics of the plant and the receiver habitat, impact assessment, and the relevance of historical information on pest status in similar environments.

4. the EWG provided guidance on further steps in the PRA process including risk management, and risk communication.

5. the EWG considered whether the Annex could affect in a specific way (positively or negatively) the protection of biodiversity and the environment. The group agreed that preventing pest plant entry positively affects biodiversity and the environment. However, the group questioned whether an environmental statement should be drafted for an individual annex or whether it should drafted for ISPM 11as a whole, noting that environmental concerns have gained prominence since ISPM 11 was originally drafted. The group also noted that Annex 1 of ISPM 11 comes very close to being an environmental statement for the entire standard.  The group recommended that an environmental statement be developed for ISPM 11 as a whole when the standard is next revised, and that the information contained in Annex 1 may serve as a starting point for the developing the environmental statement.

IV.  Specific Points of Discussion in Development of the Standard 
Terminology

The group agreed to use following terminology in the draft ISPM

· pest plants rather than plants as pests

· to distinguish between location as a geographical descriptor  (e.g. in the distinction between intended and unintended location) and (type of) habitat as an ecological descriptor (e.g. when addressing the issue of circumstances where the plant can thrive). Thus a particular type of habitat can be found at several locations.

· traits (of an organism) rather than characteristics or attributes
The group agreed to avoid exemplifying or explaining 

· direct effects and indirect effects in the draft

Concepts Discussed 

The group identified a number of concepts that required discussion and clarification with respect to plants, and/or needed to be specifically addressed in the annex.

· Title of the Annex

The group discussed the title of the Annex and agreed that the words 'intentional import' should appear  in the title in order to clarify the scope of the Annex. The group discussed whether or not 'import' is always understood as being 'intentional' (such that 'intentional' would be redundant) but ackowledged that differing understandings of 'import' exist.
· What makes plants pests (in relation to weeds and invasive alien plants)? 

The group agreed that most plant species are not pests, and that injuriousness of a plant species is highly context-specific, much more so than for other classes of organisms. The group also agreed that the very traits that make plants desireable, may in some cases be the same that make them pests.

· Intended versus unintended habitat

The group considered the IPPC definition of habitat, and confirmed that the habitat is for pest plants what the host is for other pests. The group agreed that, in regard to ‘spread’, the notion of ‘intended’ and ‘unintended’ should be applied more broadly to the geographical term ‘location’. Furthermore,  impacts in the intended location must also be considered because undesirable impacts may occur there in the long term. 

· Presence or absence in the PRA area

The group agreed to highlight that, in particular for plants for planting, it can sometimes be difficult to determine the actual presence or absence in the PRA area because the horticultural trade, botanical gardens or collectors may already have imported species without any official recording thereof. In this context, the group discussed the meaning of the terms not widely distributed and official control.

· Costs and benefits 

It was noted that plants are proposed for introduction because they are perceived as having a benefit to someone. This differs from the case of other pests, which are typically not proposed for introduction and not seen to have an inherent benefit. There can be conflicts of interest when costs and benefits are borne by different sectors (as an example: plants to become planted for biofuels). How to weigh costs and benefits accruing to different sectors is ultimately a policy decision to be made in the importing country after finalizing the PRA. 

There was considerable discussion of where benefits of plants proposed for importation could be treated in the Annex as there was general agreement that possible benefits of  pests are not part of the risk assessment The group decided to briefly mention the inherent benefits of plants proposed for import in the risk management and risk communication sections. 

· Entry: intended use, volume, possible distribution, viability of plant at entry

For plants being proposed for introduction, entry is presumed, therefore, the risk analyst does not need to be concerned with the probability of entry. The group agreed that intended use should be considered in a risk assessment as it affects the risk. Whatever the declared intended use, a general risk assessment should always be conducted

· Pre-selection

The group noted the text in ISPM 2 relating to pre-selection and considered whether it was appropriate to have a pre-selection stage for intentionally introduced plants. Some expressed the opinion that an explicit pre-selection step in Stage 1 was superfluous, as a quick assessment could  be initiated and terminated quickly in the first steps of Stage 2 if there is not a suitable habitat in the PRA area to support the plant. The group thought that, in any case, the list in ISPM 2 is not particularly helpful in the case of plants, as plants not carrying these traits could not be excluded as pests solely on that ground. Thus it might be more useful to create a bulleted list to indicate when a plant is not likely to become a pest in the importing country. The group decided to limit the guidance to recommending termination of the PRA process where there is obviously no suitable habitat in the PRA area.

· Resistance to control/difficulties of containment

This is a factor that affects both the costs of control and the likelihood of establishment. 

· Potential for establishment 

The group discussed a number of factors affecting the potential for establishment including traits of the plant, characteristics of the habitats in the PRA area, and the interaction of biotic and abiotic factors plus human disturbance. 

· Potential for spread

The group considered human dispersal to be far more significant for plants than natural dispersal. The group considered the existence and importance of a lag phase for plants between establishment and later spread and expression of impact.

· Potential impacts

The group noted the inherent difficulties in quantifying impacts for pest plants, because they can  have broad, interrelated impacts on entire agronomic, natural and social systems which are not readily apparent (eg, changes of nutrient concentration in the soil). The group considered types of impacts, in particular the direct and indirect effects outlined in ISPM 11, and experienced difficulties in applying the ISPM 11 categorization of direct and indirect impacts to the task of drafting the annex because of perceived inconsistencies and duplications in the lists of direct and indirect effects in ISPM 11. The group noted the importance of considering the long-term consequences for intended localities, because a plant may never have been moved out of its native habitat where it is under natural biotic control, and there may be no documented evidence of impact in the native habitat. The group thought feasibility of control was another important factor to consider. For example, plants in highly managed systems such as cropping systems are more easily controlled than plants in natural or semi-natural habitats, or in private gardens. For quarantine plants not present in the PRA area, the most effective risk mitigation option would be prohibition; but the group also considered other risk management options for plants. In contrast to pests and pathogens, plants intentionally introduced for planting may not be perceived as a threat by the majority of the public, therefore it is particularly important for NPPOs to undertake risk communication with relevant public and private groups in their own countries. 

· Taxonomic level (particularly hybrids)

The group discussed issues related to taxonomic level that are particular to plants. Some plants have undergone intensive breeding programs so that taxonomic identity is lost along the way. The identity of parent plants is often unknown with cultivars. Particular cultivars can be more or less a problem than the species as a whole. In some cases, depending on breeding, it may be desirable to do an additional PRA on plants at a lower level than the species. The group noted that publications from the industry may be an important source of information.

· Uncertainty

The group considered whether there were any issues related to uncertainty that were unique to plants and concluded that there were not. 

VI. Issues to be raised at the November 2009 SC meeting

· FAO publications on weed risk assessment 

Members of the group raised questions about the status of existing and prospective FAO publications on weed risk assessment  and noted that because of  the structure and format of these documents, they could be mistaken for an IPPC standard. The group recommended that some clarification may be needed in FAO to avoid such confusion. 

· Proposed immediate modifications to ISPM 11  in order to ensure consistency with the Annex on plants as pests drafted by EWG

The group discussed changes to the ISPM 11 core text to make it consistent with the new Annex  The group agreed that most of the deliberations on plants as pests in the core text should be deleted to avoid unnecessary repetition and/or because language in the new Annex text was more precise. Cross references should be inserted in the core text as well as in the Annex. The group decided that because of time constraints, the steward would review ISPM 11 and send recommended changes to the drafting group by email for their consideration after the meeting. 

· Recommendations for changes to ISPM 11 when next revised

The group discussed needed revisions in the long term to ISPM 11, 2, and 21 based on their recent experience reviewing these standards as background for drafting the Annex to ISPM 11, and proposed that the following changes be considered when ISPM 11 is next revised. 

· IPSMs number 11 (Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms), number 2 (Framework for pest risk analysis), and number 21 (Pest risk analysis for regulated non-quarantine pests) should be revised at the same time, and if possible, combined into one standard to make more sense for readers and so that new elements from ISPM 2 are more easily implemented in the other PRA standards.

· The initiation section of ISPM 11 needs to include elements that are currently in stage 2, such as identity of pest, absence and presence in PRA area, and regulatory status. Stage 2 should start at the current section 2.2, Assessment of probability of establishment and spread.

· The concepts of pre-selection and categorization need to examined and made consistent. 

· The probability of establishment as laid out in ISPM 11, section 2.2.2., needs to be revised because it does not present steps in a logical order. 

· Pest effects:


--Careful consideration should be given to reorganizing and simplifying the section on 
direct and indirect effects and removing duplications and inconsistencies.  Concepts could 
be referred to in a broad sense, but should not be used as headings to categorize examples of 
types of impacts. 


--Inconsistencies in other parts of standard should also be addressed (eg, inconsistency for 
competition, which is a  direct effect in standard and indirect in Annex 1).


--The impact assessment section needs more guidance regarding how to conduct 
environmental assessment. 


--In section 2.3 of Assessment of potential economic consequences, it should be made clear 
that the first concern is plants and plant products, not other factors currently cited, like 
tourism.


--Guidance should be developed for probability of establishment on the basis of pest 
behaviour, history of establishment, and intrinsic factors.

· Native Spanish speakers noted that ISPM 11 is very confusing in Spanish and is much easier to understand in English.

· ISPM 2, section 1.2.1: the above discussion on suitability of the indicators for pre-selection should be considered.

VII. Close of the Meeting

The group expressed their thanks to EPPO for hosting the meeting and their special thanks to Ms. Brunel for her help during the meeting. Mr. Nordbo (steward) agreed to accept editorial changes from members of the group via email.  Ms. Erikson outlined the next steps in the process for the draft ISPM, and emphasized that significant changes to the concepts or structure of the draft agreed upon by the group should not be made. The chairperson requested observations from the group on their experience. Group members noted the positive nature of the group interaction, and found the combination of small group and plenary sessions productive. An opinion was expressed that more time for individual reflection might have been helpful. It was noted that it might not be possible to revise several ISPMs on PRA simultaneously in a one week period. It was suggested that in future, given the large number of documents, it would be helpful to indicate which documents were essential to print out and bring to the meeting and which were optional for printing purposes. 
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