Report of SC-7 May 2010

 
[image: image1.png]1 1
IPPC



REPORT

	Rome, 

Italy,
3 - 7 May 2010
	Standards Committee
Working Group 
(SC-7)
May 2010


 

 

 
CONTENTS
31.
Opening of the meeting


32.
Adoption of the agenda


33.
Review of draft ISPMs and member comments


33.1
ISPM No. 7 Export certification system


83.2
ISPM No. 12 Phytosanitary certificates


154.
Review of the completed revisions of ISPM No. 7 and ISPM No. 12


165.
Adoption of the report


17Annex 1  Agenda


18Annex 2 – List of Documents


19Annex 3 – Participants List



 

 

Report – 3-7 May 2010
Standards Committee Working Group
 
 
1.
Opening of the meeting
[1] The International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) Secretariat opened the meeting and welcomed participants to the Standards Committee Working Group (SC-7) meeting. 
[2] The SC-7 member from the South American Region, Ms M. Gonzalez Arroyo, was unable to attend. The steward for the two draft ISPMs, Mr M. Sakamura, was in attendance.
2.
Adoption of the agenda
[3] The SC-7 adopted the agenda as presented in Appendix 1. The documents list used by the SC-7 is presented in Appendix 2. 
[4] The SC-7 reaffirmed Mike Holtzhausen, (South Africa) as Chairperson. 
3.
Review of draft ISPMs and member comments
[5] The Chair noted that there are two standards to be reviewed which included similar concepts. He noted that there may be an opportunity to merge the standards into one. 
[6] The SC-7 discussed merging the documents. It was noted that the SC previously and the expert working group (EWG) that had drafted the proposed revisions had difficulty in reaching consensus regarding combining the two documents. It was noted that the concepts contained in the two standards are independent. The SC-7 concluded that the documents should continue to remain separate. The SC-7 members however agreed to cross reference the standards within the scope of each document to ensure the purpose of each was clear to readers.
[7] The Secretariat noted that the South American member of the SC-7 had been requested to submit comments by email prior to the meeting. Emails were received and reviewed. The SC-7 members agreed to consider the comments provided during the discussions of the meeting.
[8] The SC-7 members noted that two appendices did not contain text. 
3.1
ISPM No. 7 Export certification system
[9] The Steward referring to document #9, Steward’s Summary of Responses to Comments on Revision of ISPM No.7  Phytosanitary Certification provided an overview of the comments received from members during consultation and the changes proposed by the steward to address these comments. The Steward noted that more than 450 comments had been received. A number of structural and clarity changes were suggested and the text adjusted accordingly. The Steward noted that he was unable to fully address some comments which would therefore require greater consideration by the SC-7 at its meeting. 
[10] The SC-7 noted some general comments from its SC-7 members.  
[11] It was pointed out that the term phytosanitary certificate was used inconsistently  throughout the text. In some cases, the term refers to both phytosanitary certificates and phytosanitary certificates for re-export; in other case it refers to phytosanitary certificates issued for export. The SC-7 members agreed to consider this issue further.
[12] The SC-7 members discussed and proposed the following specific changes with respect to the standard.
[13] Title
[14] A member proposed to change to the title to: “Phytosanitary certification system” to clarify that the text refers to the overall system for issuing certificates rather than in dealing with the issuance of certificate which is prescribed in ISPM No. 12. The SC-7 agreed to make the change.
[15] Scope
[16] The SC-7 noted that the scope should focus on guidance regarding the components of a national system for certification rather on the requirements related to maintaining this certification system and revised the text accordingly.
[17] A SC-7 member proposed that the scope should include a reference to the various types of certificates included in the system. Others noted that the system is taken to include these components and that the specific reference is not required. The Steward noted that the standard is guidance on the system of certification and is not intended to provide the specifics of the certificates used which are described in ISPM No. 12. The SC-7 members agreed to add reference to types of certification (i.e. export and re-export) but the not the certificates themselves. 
[18] A paragraph was added to the scope to create a cross reference between this standard and ISPM No. 12 to allow readers to recognize the overall differences. 
[19] References
[20] The Secretariat noted that if the reference list has changed as a result of member consultation and SC-7 review, the references will be adjusted by the Secretariat. 
[21] Definitions
[22] The issue that in some areas of the text, the term “phytosanitary certificates” was used to refer to both re-export and export certificates was discussed. In other areas the term is used only to refer to export certificates, thus causing confusion. It was noted that the term “phytosanitary certificate” as defined in ISPM No. 5 refers to both certificates. The members proposed using the terms “phytosanitary certificates and phytosanitary certificates for re-export” throughout the text when referring to both types of certificates. However it was felt that this may become cumbersome within the text. A suggestion was made to use the term “phytosanitary certificates” to refer to both types of certificates. Where specificity is required the individual terms “phytosanitary certificate for export(s)” and “phytosanitary certificate for re-export(s)” could then be used. The SC-7 agreed that this proposal would simplify the text and requested that the IPPC Secretariat make the changes in the document for presentation to the Standards Committee (SC).  The SC-7 also requested the Technical Panel for the Glossary (TPG) to consider the proposal and where appropriate provide guidance on the use of these terms.
[23] Outline of Requirements
[24] The SC-7 suggested that the text of the outline of requirements was very poor and new text was required. A SC-7 member agreed to develop the text for presentation to the SC meeting in November.
[25] Requirements
[26] A change to refer to the certification system instead of referring to issuing certificates and then having to refer to both types of certificates (i.e. export and re-export) was made. Several other editorial changes were made to add clarity. 
[27] The SC-7 members felt that the second paragraph was not required given that the scope has been improved with regards to references to ISPM No. 12. 
[28] Legal authority
[29] The SC-7 members removed the quotation from the convention text suggesting that a reference to the Article was sufficient to support the requirement specified in the text. 
[30] Some SC-7 members felt that an obligation to prevent the export of consignments that do not comply with import requirements should be specified. Several comments during member consultation supported such a requirement. However, SC-7 members noted that not all countries have the authority to control exports within national legislation. One SC-7 member suggested changing the wording to encourage the inclusion of authorities in this regard. However, it was felt that governments are unlikely to support such a requirement. The paragraph was retained in its original format.
[31] NPPO responsibilities
[32] Slight modifications were made to clarify the text in relation to focusing on the certification system rather than the process of certification. 
[33] Subsection: Administrative
[34] The SC-7 reviewed the first bullet of the list of NPPO obligations. The SC-7 members felt that text removed, which outlined the description of a management system, should be returned to provide clarity. The steward noted that there were a number of comments from members of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) similar to those of SC-7 members. The SC-7 agreed to re-order the text to make clear the relationship of various components to the system (legislation, administration, etc.).
[35] The SC made several other slight adjustments to clarify the meaning of some wording. 
[36] The SC-7 removed reference to audits in the last bullet of the list noting that the individual NPPO should determine the appropriate procedure to review the effectiveness of the system. The SC-7 also noted that a specification to review the effectiveness of the system was included in both administrative and operational sections of the standard. The SC-7 deleted the requirement from the administrative section deciding that its inclusion in the operational requirements was more appropriate. 
[37] Subsection: Operational
[38] Several changes to the bullets were made to clarify the wording. Among these:
[39] the second bullet was revised to require that activities should detect and identify pests during the certification process. 
[40] the SC-7 discussed removing the text in bullet 9 related to an exporting NPPO interpreting import requirements. Some members suggested the term “interpretation” could be taken to mean having the latitude to make changes in the import requirements. Others felt that it was important that NPPOs have the capacity to communicate with its own personnel on the application of import requirements in a way that is appropriate but in keeping with the import requirements. The text was changed to clarify that relevant certification information should conveyed to personnel. 
[41] the SC-7 noted that auditing authorized personnel is not in keeping with the context of auditing which is usually a process in verifying a system not an individual. The bullet was changed to verifying the competency of authorized personnel.
[42] Personnel
[43] Some slight text changes were made to improve clarity. 
[44] The SC-7 felt that the paragraph 3 should not be amended given the discussion at CPM-4. Therefore the changes suggested by the steward due to some member comments and also the minor changes suggested by the SC in the member consultation version were not incorporated and the text returned to the original state. SC-7 members felt that returning the text was consistent with the directions provided by CPM and that the SC could further evaluate the text in November. The original text as presented in the adopted standard (2001) was returned. A footnote was added to explain why the text was revised to the original format and to clarify the use of terms in this paragraph and the other parts of this ISPM.  
[45] Information on importing country phytosanitary import requirements
[46] The SC-7 noted that the clarity as to the provision of importing information should come directly and clearly from the importing country, preferably by the IPPC contact point. The text was reordered and changed to clarify the requirement. The SC-7 felt that this revised text improved guidance related to the obligations for providing import information.
[47] Technical information on regulated pests
[48] There was general agreement that the NPPO of the exporting country should be obligated to provide information on pests. The process by which that information is presented to personnel could be in the form of web pages, etc. But the obligation should be specific.
[49] Documentation
[50] Several changes were made to make the paragraph more readable. The sentences on traceability were reworded to ensure that the text refers to an ability to trace back non-complying lots or consignments that are certified. One SC-7 member felt the changes were not required provided there was clarity on being able to trace back a phytosanitary certificate. The SC-7 noted that the issue of traceability is complex and that NPPOs should be able to trace back non-complying commodities and verify origin and the application of measures in accordance with import requirements. 
[51] Subsection: Guidance for Phytosanitary Certification
[52] The SC-7 noted that the title should return to “Procedures” to better reflect the information that is contained in the subsection relates to procedures for documents. A reference to ISPM No. 12 included in the text was deleted given that the description of the phytosanitary system is presented in ISPM No. 7.
[53] The bullets regarding procedures already contained in ISPM No. 12 were removed in favour of referencing the procedures contained in ISPM 12 rather than duplicating the list.
[54] Subsection: Records
[55] The title was changed to “Record-keeping” to better reflect the activity rather than the product. Several other minor wording changes were made to the section. An obligation to keep records was strengthened. 
[56] Communication
[57] Some minor wording changes were made. 
[58] Between NPPOs
[59] A member suggested noting in the text that the inclusion of alternative contact points could arise from bilateral arrangements. The SC-7 felt that such information was not necessary given that the provision for bilateral arrangements already exists in the provisions of the Convention. 
[60] Some duplication of text related to communication between NPPOs was removed. 
[61] The SC-7 members noted that exporting countries should make efforts to notify the importing country of consignments that do not comply with import requirements. The Steward noted that a CPM member had commented that notification by the exporting NPPO is not required. However, the SC-7 agreed that a statement regarding situations where the exporting country or the importing country detects a non-compliance should lead to notification and appropriate action. The latter would be in accordance with ISPM No. 13.
[62] Appendix: Best practices related to skills and qualifications for inspectors in phytosanitary certification
[63] The SC-7 noted that there are diverging views on the scope of this appendix. Some of the suggestions in response to member consultation were reviewed by the SC and two titles were proposed for the appendix. SC-7 members agreed that each title implied a different scope and therefore the decision of what the appendix should contain should be deferred to the SC meeting in November. 
[64] The SC-7 noted that the complexity of the information regarding qualifications and skills is likely to be controversial. The SC-7 considered whether the appendix should be removed if it does not contain text but concluded that this should be discussed by the SC. The SC-7 revised the title of the Appendix to “Skills and qualifications of inspectors involved in phytosanitary certification”. The SC-7 members agreed that the drafting of a short scope for the appendix would permit a more thorough discussion of the content of the appendix by the SC. The SC-7 suggested that the original EWG and regional organizations and in particular the Technical Consultations Among RPPOs (who had prepared the guideline on "Best practices for inspectors") should be invited by the Secretariat to prepare a short paper outlining the details of the content and structure of the appendix which may then be reviewed by the SC. The blank appendix would remain in the draft until the SC made a decision. 
3.2
ISPM No. 12 Phytosanitary certificates
[65] The steward provided an overview of the large number of comments received during consultation and summarized his proposed  changes to address these comments.  
[66] One member noted that in several areas of the text the addition of: “NPPOs of importing countries…” was required to add clarity rather than text remaining as “Importing countries…” This change was made in relation to text where the term “exporting countries...”as well.  
[67] Scope
[68] The reference to electronic forms was considered by the SC-7 and it was suggested that the use of the term “electronic form” is not consistent with certificate. The term was returned to “electronic equivalents” which was noted as consistent with the Convention. A reference to ISPM 7 was added. A footnote will be added to the Scope to indicate phytosanitary certificates cover both types of certificates, for export and re-export.
[69] Definitions
[70] The SC-7 considered the inclusion of a definition of the term “electronic certification” but opted for a description of the term added to the appropriate text of the standard. 
[71] Outline of Requirements
[72] The SC-7 suggested that the text of the outline of requirements should be re-written. A SC-7 member agreed to develop the text for presentation to the SC meeting in November.
[73] Background
[74] It was suggested that the terms “uncultivated/unmanaged” are not required as the concept for these types of plants are included in the term “wild plant”. However it was noted that within the definition in ISPM No. 5 the terms are dealt with separately. Additionally, some comments received during member consultation noted that aquatic plants and uncultivated/unmanaged plants are dealt with in other ISPMs and need not be repeated in ISPM No. 12. The SC-7 disagreed and concluded that if the terms are useful these should be repeated. In addition, reference to the protection of habitats and ecosystems in accordance with ISPM 5 supplement 2 was added. 
[75] The text of the background was viewed as poorly ordered. A change in the ordering to improve the readability of the text and to emphasize the priority of the protection of plants was agreed. .
[76] Requirements
[77] General Considerations
[78] As discussed during the revision of ISPM No. 7, The SC-7 noted that in keeping with the decision of CPM-4 the text of the last paragraph regarding public officers should be returned to that which was present in the original version of ISPM No. 12:2001. 
[79] Subsection: Requirements for phytosanitary certification 
[80] The title was changed to Requirements for phytosanitary certification so as to avoid having to refer to phytosanitary certificates and phytosanitary certificates for re-export. This change was made in several titles of subsequent subsections and within the text. 
[81] Phytosanitary Certificates 
[82] Subsection: Purpose for Phytosanitary Certificates 
[83] The text was slightly adjusted to simplify the wording. The SC-7 considered the need for specific wording in relation to use of phytosanitary certificates or phytosanitary certificates for re-export to attest to re-exports of a commodity. It was concluded that although both certificates can be used for these purposes, clarity on the use of one certificate or the other may be appropriate. The SC-7 proposed adding wording that a phytosanitary certificate may be issued to facilitate re-exports to other destinations. The SC-7 agreed that the details of such certification need to be added to the text of the re-export sections of the standard.
[84] Subsection: Types and forms of phytosanitary certificates 
[85] Slight editorial modifications of the text were made.  It was noted that the use of the term “country of origin” may not be consistent with use elsewhere in the standard. The SC-7 clarified the term by indicating that the phytosanitary certificate is usually issued by the country of origin. 
[86] To add clarity to the guidance for the issuance of a phytosanitary certificate for re-export, a number of changes in the first two paragraphs were made. The SC-7 added a specific sentence to provide guidance on the use of a phytosanitary certificate for a commodity which has entered a country without a phytosanitary certificate (as no requirement exists) but is then to move to a third country where certification is required. In this case a phytosanitary certificate for re-export is not applicable and a phytosanitary certificate for export is considered appropriate.
[87] The SC-7 felt that posting examples of the phytosanitary certificates on the International Phytosanitary Portal (IPP) in a manner that reduces the likelihood of falsification would be of benefit to importing countries, so that they may occasionally verify that a certificate accompanying a consignment is consistent with the model the country. The steward noted that there were several comments received at consultation that suggested that posting of certificates may encourage falsification. However, some SC-7 members noted that the posting of examples is unlikely to result in any greater falsification of certificates than exists currently in particular when safeguards are taken that do not allow the direct use of the IPP information for producing blank certificates. The SC-7 added a new sentence to the paragraph recommending this action. 
[88] The SC-7 noted that the use of electronic certificates is contingent on the acceptance of the system by importing countries. The text of the subsection was adjusted to identify the authority maintained by importing countries.
[89] The last two paragraphs regarding the validity of certificates were reordered within previous text in the subsection to ensure a more logical flow of the information. 
[90] Subsection: Attachment to certificates
[91] The reference to signing the certificate contained in the first paragraph was recommended to be changed to refer to public officers authorized by the NPPO. The SC-7 concluded that although the suggested change may be more reflective of the requirement as specified in the background text, certification applied to attachments should be done in the same manner as specified for the phytosanitary certificate itself. The text was reworded to reflect this requirement.
[92] Mode of issuance
[93] Some members proposed that references to UN/CEFACT should be removed and replaced with a cross-reference to Annex 3 or the Appendix which is intended to contain the details of the electronic certification process. Other members however felt that retaining the information regarding UN/CEFACT was important in clearly identifying that the only process being considered to facilitate electronic exchange is UN/CEFACT. Only slight changes were made to the text. 
[94] Mode of transmission
[95] The SC-7 considered a proposal to remove the requirement  concerning the fact that  the certificate should accompany the shipment. It was noted that there are numerous certification situations such as where the certificate is sent independently of the consignment. These instances are not recognized in the text and therefore revision to account for multiple options is appropriate. The SC-7 revised the text to account for the movement of certificates:
[96] accompanying the consignment;
[97] is transmitted separately; or 
[98] is made available as an electronic certificate
[99] In all cases it should be available on arrival of the consignment. 

[100] Duration of validity
[101] One SC-7 member suggested that text should be added to indicate that the importing country can establish the period of validity within import requirements. Another SC-7 member noted that the specification regarding the responsibility for importing countries to specify in requirements the period of validity is contained elsewhere in the text. A SC-7 member suggested that the proposed sentence regarding specification of the period of validity can be moved to the end of this section with a cross-reference to section 3.2 (second bullet). This was agreed to. 
[102] The responsibility for the security of a consignment after the issuance of a certificate was considered by the members. It was argued that the standard should specify that the security for the consignment as remains a responsibility of the issuing NPPO until the time of export. It was noted that a great deal of variation exists in views of countries regarding the maintenance of security for consignments following certification. The SC-7 agreed not to include any text in this regard. 
[103] It was suggested that greater clarity is required regarding the relationship of the phytosanitary status of a consignment to the period of validity. The SC-7 members felt that more complete text should identify that any change in the phytosanitary status of the commodity should result in a change to the period of validity. Alternatively, where the status does not change, the certificate should remain valid. The text was changed to reflect the suggestion.
[104] The SC-7 members agreed that the last paragraph of the section is not required as it is contradictory to other statements in the text and removed it.
[105] Actions taken with issued phytosanitary certificates
[106] Replacement of phytosanitary certificates
[107] SC-7 members considered the addition of the term “replacement certificate” to refer to certificates that are replaced. The SC-7 concluded that the addition of such a term may create the perception that an additional model certificate exists, which is not the intent of the section. The term was not added. 
[108] Unacceptable phytosanitary certificates
[109] The SC-7 noted that the wording included in this section: “NPPO of the exporting/declared country of issuance” has been selected to reflect the situation where a fraudulent certificate is declared to originate from a particular country. In this case, the country implicated should be notified even if it has no connection to the certificate or the consignment. The text was changed to refer to: “the NPPO of the declared country of issuance” which may include the exporting NPPO.
[110] Subsection: Invalid phytosanitary certificates
[111] The SC-7 considered the two bullets describing the types of certificates to be considered fraudulent. The SC-7 noted that the current bullets are not clear in identifying what or who are “not authorized”. The text was refined.
[112] Fraudulent phytosanitary certificates
[113] It was pointed out that literal interpretation of the first sentence of the section regarding interference without knowledge by the NPPO, implies that the NPPO does not have any knowledge of the activity, but NPPOs may ultimately obtain knowledge of the fraudulent certificates or may be aware that fraudulent certificates are being produced without additional details. In each of these cases the certificates remain fraudulent certificates. The SC-7 discussed the wording in the first paragraph and concluded that the preamble text offered no extra guidance and that the bullets were more specific in defining the certificates. The text was amended.
[114] A member noted that an importer may create a false certificate and that the onus for establishing safeguards should not be focused solely on the exporting NPPO but to NPPOs in general. Other members felt that safeguards could only be established by the exporting country and as such this practicality supports the text providing guidance to exporting NPPOs. 
[115] Phytosanitary import requirements for the preparation and issuance of phytosanitary certificates
[116] The SC-7 members agreed to simplify the wording contained in the first paragraph. 
[117] Specific considerations for the preparation and issuance of phytosanitary certificates
[118] Several changes in the section were made to add references to phytosanitary certificates for re-export. Slight wording changes were made to clarify the difference between notes and attachments (which was dealt with in a previous section).
[119] The SC-7 members also discussed the second paragraph of the section. The SC-7 noted that the information contained on the certificate should clearly identify the consignment and only contain necessary information. Slight rewording of the text was made. 
[120] The SC-7 members noted that wording indicating that commercial information should not be included on a certificate has been proposed to be removed from the section. The SC-7 concluded that commercial information should not be included on phytosanitary certificates and specifically returned the text. 
[121] The SC-7 reviewed the configuration and order of the text on the issuance of a phytosanitary certificate in support of re-exports. The SC-7 added some supplementary text to explain the types of situations under which the issuance of a certificate may facilitate re-export.  
[122] The specification to permit issuance of a phytosanitary certificate where none is required by the importing country to facilitate further re-export of a consignment may be viewed as not complying with the certifying statement. However, it was noted that the practicality of issuing certificates in this manner supports modern trade needs, in particular in trade in seeds while minimizing the additional impact on NPPO resources (compared with a new documentation system) and therefore the provision should be maintained.  The steward noted that only one member during consultation questioned the use of a phytosanitary certificate in this situation. The SC-7 concluded that the practicality of maintaining an option for the certification of consignments for onward movement is needed by countries and the text was maintained as drafted.
[123] Additional minor wording changes were made to the last few paragraphs of the section. The SC-7 noted that the term “export” used in this section is more appropriately replaced with the term “dispatch” which refers to the departure of the consignment from the country, but where NPPO activities related to the export have not been completed. The SC-7 further re-worded the section to make plain that certificates may be issued following the departure of a consignment provided the security of the consignment is maintained and the pre-departure phytosanitary activities related to the consignment are completed. 
[124] A proposal to include the inspection date in the additional declaration space may require adjustment of the definition of the term “additional declaration” defined in ISPM No. 5 which species that these relate to pest information only.  It was agreed to request the TPG to consider this point.
[125] Guidelines for completing sections of a phytosanitary certificate
[126] It was noted by the SC that the Section contained both requirements and guidelines regarding completing the phytosanitary certificate. The title was changed to “Guidelines and requirements…”
[127] Subsection: TO: Plant Protection Organization(s) of:
[128] Precision regarding the cases of consignments moving in transit was considered by the SC-7 and slight adjustments to the text were made. The SC-7 members noted that a provision is present to permit issuing a phytosanitary certificate to countries to allow entry. The SC-7 members felt that such a provision could also assist in the movement of goods which are re-exported from the country of import. 
[129] Subsection: Declared name and address of consignee
[130] The members noted that the specification that permits the use of the term “to order” on the certificate is inappropriate as it does not allow for any ongoing tracking of the consignment. The SC-7 adjusted the related text to use the term where the importing country is willing to accept of the risks associated with its use and shipments consigned in this way. The second paragraph was deleted.
[131] Subsection: Number and description of packages
[132] A SC-7 member reported that there have been requests by some importing countries to put detailed information into the certificate with regards to the number of the vehicles carrying the commodity, etc. The SC-7 member suggested that more detail should be added to the text to clarify that the information should be limited to identifying the consignment only. The text was slightly reworded to reflect the concern. The SC-7 member also asked why the term “in bulk” was used. 
[133] Subsection: Distinguishing marks
[134] The SC-7 reviewed the proposed text with regards to the inclusion of identification information for conveyances in the distinguishing marks section of the certificate, when similar information is required in the declared means of conveyance section. The SC-7 concluded that the information contained in the declared means of conveyance section was to identify simply the means of conveying the consignment to destination. The distinguishing marks section more appropriately links the consignment to an identification number and requires the detail of the identification information for the conveyance. The text was revised appropriately. 
[135] Subsection: Place of origin
[136] It was noted that the text does not contain sufficient clarity regarding the “place of origin”. The place of origin should refer to the place of production of the certified consignment. The text was slightly revised to address this concern. 
[137] The addition of specific information on place of production, pest free area (PFA), etc. was argued as too much additional information to be included in the space provided on the certificate. It was suggested that this information should be placed in the additional declaration. However the SC-7 concluded that the identification of details on PFAs could be done simply with little text (e.g. PFA Region A of Country B). The details of the technical data were believed by the SC-7 to be exchanged between countries during bilateral discussions. The SC-7 reworded the text to identify that the details of the area should be added to the additional declaration. 
[138] Declared point of entry
[139] The SC-7 reviewed the text and noted that the guidance contained in the section regarding in-transit movement of material is confusing. The SC-7 revised the text to refer to only information that should be included in this section. 
[140] II Additional declaration
Proposed revised wording to add precision to what type of information should be included the section was reviewed by the SC-7. In keeping with the glossary definition the wording was changed to require information related to regulated pests associated with a consignment. Some text was reordered to improve the flow of the text.
[141] III Disinfestation and/or disinfection treatments
[142] The term dosage was added to reflect that many treatments no longer are only  chemical, for which concentration applies.
[143] Stamp of the organization
[144] The SC-7 members felt that permitting the printing of the stamp to a phytosanitary certificate may provide greater opportunities for the production of fraudulent certificates.  Several members felt that there are not many countries that print the image of the stamp onto the certificate. Although some members noted that printing the image onto the certificate was part of the automated generation of the certificate in some countries. Particular safeguards were usually established in these cases. The option was retained.
[145] Name of authorized officer, date and signature
[146] It was noted that the requirement for capital letters is only applicable to languages which include capital letters. Adjustments were made to the text to reflect this observation. 
[147] Text duplicated in this section with that in Section 4 of the standard was deleted. 
[148] The SC-7 clarified the wording related to electronic certification to ensure that the wording equated the process of authentication of an electronic certificate with the process of signing, dating and stamping a paper certificate. 
[149] Specific Considerations for the preparation and issuance of phytosanitary certificates for re-export consignments
[150] The title of the section was identified as not accurately linking with the subsections below it which provide detail to specific considerations for issuance. The title was revised and the chapeau contained under the title of the section was reworded to reflect its overarching nature.
[151] The guidance regarding issuing a phytosanitary certificate for re-export without an original phytosanitary certificate was considered by the SC-7 and a conflict with the guidance provided in section 1.2 was noted. The text was aligned in this regard to ensure consistent guidance within this ISPM and with the certifying statement of the re-export  certificate. The second paragraph was deleted. 

[152] Considerations for issuing a phytosanitary certificate for re-export
[153] The SC-7 reviewed text regarding an option for combining consignments with multiple phytosanitary certificates under a single re-export certificate. The SC-7 members felt that this was a common practice and guidance was added to the standard requiring that all original certificates should be included with the phytosanitary certificate for re-export.
[154] Annex 3: Electronic certification information on standard XML schemes and exchange mechanisms
[155] The Secretariat introduced the work being undertaken in regards to the development of this text. The SC-7 members noted that it was unclear whether this should be an annex or appendix. It was noted that much of the technical work related to establishing an electronic certification option is expected to be finished by 2010. It was clear that some components of the annex/appendix will require support from other international organizations. The issue of member consultation of the process defined in the annex/appendix was discussed by SC-7 members. SC-7 members noted that some of the discussions being undertaken by the various expert working groups in developing a standard for certification requires ongoing consultation and as such, the need for consultation through the standard setting process may not be necessary. It was noted that deviation from the consultation process should be discussed by the full SC rather than advocated by the SC-7. The Secretariat noted that participants  of the NAPPO Electronic Phytosanitary Certification Workshop held in Ottawa, Ontario, Canada in May 2009 indicated that field testing of the system is critical. To permit such testing, an ongoing dialogue between those involved will be required. The standard setting process for consultations may not fit within this process of field testing and ongoing design. 
[156] Once the annex/appendix is ready, the experts working on the development of the document will update the standard setting process. 
[157] The SC-7 members agreed that electronic certification (and the development of the annex/appendix) should be advanced with high priority provided that funding can be obtained from outside of regular IPPC budgetary process. 
[158] Appendix 1: recommended wording for additional declarations
[159] SC-7 members agreed that the proposed deletion of text regarding the verification of freedom from soil should be returned to the text. It was noted that such a declaration is widely used, although it may not conform with the definition for the additional declaration which refers to regulated pests. The SC-7 members concluded that text should be retained.
[160] The steward noted that a comment during member consultations suggested that the term “not present” is more appropriate than the term “absence” and hence this latter term was proposed for replacement with the former. The SC-7 members noted that ISPM No. 8 uses both terms “presence” and “absence”. The SC-7 noted that the term “not present” is not used in ISPM No. 8 and as such the tem “absence” was seen as more appropriate for the inclusion in the standard. 
4.
Review of the completed revisions of ISPM No. 7 and ISPM No. 12
[161] The SC-7 conducted a second thorough review of the standards to verify that the text was appropriate in providing guidance in keeping with the comments received from members. Several changes were suggested in this second round of reviews.
[162] The SC-7 discussed the manner in which two ISPMs should be presented to the SC (November). The SC-7 agreed that the documents should be only provided in a final format (without track changes) due to the reorganization of the text  the track change mode is more confusing than helpful. 
[163] The SC-7 noted that there were a number of consequential amendments that will be required to be made to other standards as a result of changes proposed in ISPM Nos. 7 and 12. The SC-7 suggested that a list of consequential amendments should be drafted by the Secretariat which would be attached to the standards for consideration by CPM when the standard is presented for adoption. These amendments could then be considered part of the adoption process.
[164] The SC-7 agreed to recommend draft ISPM Nos. 7 and 12 to the SC. These draft ISPMs will be posted on the IPP in the SC restricted work area in the SC November 2010 working papers folder (https://www.ippc.int/index.php?id=216085 ). SC members as well as Contracting Parties and RPPOs will be able to access these draft ISPMs.
5.
Adoption of the report
[165] The SC-7 agreed to review the text of the draft report posted to a Google documents site and submit comments within one month. The comments will be reviewed by the SC-7 and the final report  posted on the International Phytosanitary Portal as soon as possible and not later than the 15. July 2010. 
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