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Executive Summary of the Report

Summary

The Technical Panel for the Glossary (TPG) members discussed inconsistencies in adopted International Standards for Phytosanitary measures (ISPMs) as requested by CPM-4. The ISPMs discussed were Nos: 3, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 22 and Supplement No. 1 of ISPM No. 5.

Inconsistencies were discussed for the English and Spanish versions of the selected standards. A series of table were produced for each standard examined dealing with: inconsistencies in English and Spanish; inaccuracies in the standards in English and Spanish; and language preferences for some Spanish terms.

2. 
General recommendations

A number of general recommendations were made including changing the endorsement section to an adoption section, and the manner of referencing other ISPMs within a standard. Recommendations on which standards needed revision and how such revisions could be achieved, were made.
3. 
General Action items concerning the revision of standards

Two general actions were noted concerning the terms efficacy, efficacious, effective and effectiveness and “and/or”. Action items for each of the standards examined were listed.
4. 
Action items concerning specific ISPMs

Specific recommendations on each standard reviewed are provided in detail. In some cases the TPG also identified items that should be consider further when the ISPM undergoes a full revision.

Annex 1 to 2 provide examples of the TPG proposals
The SC is invited to:

1. note the work of the TPG with the understanding that fully developed tables will be presented separating to the SC in November 2009.
____________________________________________________________________

Report of the Meeting
1.
Opening of the meeting

The Secretariat welcomed all the panel members and informed the panel that the member from China was not able to attend the meeting and he had also informed the Secretariat of his resignation from the panel as he has changed his job.

The focus of this meeting was  inconsistencies in adopted International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs). The ISPMs discussed were ISPMs No: 3, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 22 and Supplement No. 1 of ISPM No. 5. The discussion on ISPM No. 20 was started, but not completed.  ISPMs No. 20, 23 and 25, had been prepared for discussion, but could not be dealt with due to lack of time.  Tables were produced based on the following criteria:

Table A: English: Inconsistencies or ink amendments in English taken into account by TPG members to be approved by the Standards Committee and noted by Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM).

Table A: Spanish: inconsistencies in the Spanish, including translations that have been agreed to earlier through CPM decisions. which the Secretariat will implement and forward to the CPM for noting.
Table B: English/ Spanish: Obvious errors and ambiguities that require revision of the standard or could be approved by the SC and noted by the CPM.
Table C: Language preferences for translation of terms into Spanish
The tables produced at the meeting show in blue the final decisions taken during the discussion on the inconsistencies and also based on Steve Ogden’s report “Review of International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures”. The tables will be modified  for the Standards Committee meeting in November.
2. 
General recommendations

The TPG presented the following recommendations concerning inconsistencies:

· References to the New Revised Text of the IPPC (1997) should be changed to IPPC (with no date following), because there is only one Convention. References to standards in the reference section should be as follows: ISPM No. xx: italics title (year).  In the body of the text, references to ISPM No. xx, year, without repeating the full title.

· The Endorsement section at the beginning of each standard should be re-named Adoption because CPM always adopts ISPMs. Write “adopted by CPM-3 in 2008” for example. Add another sentence saying when the ink amendments were incorporated.  TPG noted that no endorsement section is provided in ISPM No. 32 and suggested it should be added.

· The References in all reviewed standards should be updated even if the standard was adopted prioir to new standards being adopted (eg.  the standard was adopted in 2005, the appropriate references whould be added even if they were adopted 2007). All references should be updated.

· The TPG decided that ISPMs No. 2, 7, 11, 12, and 21 needed significant revision by experts. Also ISPMs No. 4, 6 and  18 needed serious revision but the TPG could do this if given some time. Such amendments would have to be put on the work programme and go through member consultation.

3. 
General Action items concerning the revision of standards
3.1
Efficacy, efficacious, effective and effectiveness
The TPG decided to request the Standards Committee (SC) to consult with the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments concerning the terms efficacy, efficacious, effective and effectiveness  and the criteria they are using to differ between these terms. These terms seem to be used interchangeably. In the current adopted ISPMs,  the Spanish translation is “eficacia” and is not compatible with the English version. (in ISPM No. 3, 2005)
3.2
“and/or”
The use of and/or in ISPM No. 9 and in all other revised ISPMs should be examined and noted when the revisions are taking place.   Usually, “and/or” can be replaced by “or”, without loss of meaning.  “or” usually means that both options can apply at the same time, or either of the options can apply.  Only when a sentence reads either …. or …, does it mean that both options cannot occur at the same time

4. 
Action items concerning specific ISPMs

4.1
ISPM No. 3 (Guidelines for the export, shipment, import and release of biological control agents and other beneficial organisms). 
 The TPG discussed translation issues in Arabic and Spanish. The Arabic version has many errors but unlike Spanish, agreement cannot be reached among Arabic-speaking countries. It was noted that the Spanish Informal Language Review Group still has problems with translation services.

The TPG discussed the use of the term “containment facilities” instead of “quarantine stations” and decided to use quarantine stations in all cases as this would be more  consist with the Glossary defined  term. Based on ISPM No. 3, it was suggested that the definition for quarantine station in the Glossary be changed to refer also to organisms or other regulated articles in quarantine instead of only referring to plants or plant products. 

ISPM No.3 needs to be reviewed in relation to the recognition of pest free areas.

4.2
ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms), Supplement No. 1: Guidelines on the interpretation and application of the concept of official control for regulated pest .

In reference to this supplement, paragraph:  5.1 Non-discrimination, the term “domestic” has been translated inconsistently: sometimes it is as domestic and sometimes as national. The term domestic refers to inside the country and the term national is applicable to the country but may be of relevance to other countries.  Domestic is translated differently into Spanish as “interno” or “domestico” but it has not caused any problems or confusion.

In paragraph 5.4 Enforcement, the defined term “phytosanitary import requirements” , which is defined in ISPM No. 5, is not used because the terms “import and domestic requirements” are used instead.

4.3
ISPM No. 8 (Determination of pest status in an area).
A reference to ISPM No. 10 (Requirements for the establishment of pest free places of production and pest free production sites, 1999) should be added to update the references.  

This standard uses both “presence” and “occurrence”.  In French and Spanish, both words are translated to the same word though in Spanish two words are available.

A complete revision (not just an update for the consistency of terms) of ISPM No. 8 needs to be undertaken in view of the standards on pest free areas and pest free production sites etc that have been produced since ISPM No. 8. The revision should include new terms and it is recommended that an expert working group be established to conduct the revision.

It is noted that Appendix 1 of ISPM No. 8 is out of date. The reference to the Bayer coding system, 1996 should be deleted because it is not part of the standard. 

4.4
ISPM No. 9 (Guidelines for pest eradication programmes). 
In the References section a new reference to ISPM No. 11 (Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms, 2004). FAO, Rome should be added.
The table of contents should be updated as headings of sections and subsections have been amended.

This standard covers two types of situations: eradicating an incursion and creating a pest free area.  The terminology associated with the pest status in both situations is different and the standard should be separated into two distinct sections to be able to properly explain both sections.

There is a need for a section that deals with the regulations that need to be established.  See section 3.3 about withdrawal of regulations, but there is no section in the standard that explains that regulations need to be established in the first place. Also, the standard needs to note the removal of regulations, because eradication was successful and the eradication actions are no longer required, or if eradication has failed. The standard does not envisage failure.
ISPM No. 9 should be revised in relation to the recognition of pest free areas.

4.5
ISPM 10 (Requirements for the establishment of pest free places of production and pest free production sites).
When “phytosanitary security” is used in isolation of the “consignment integrity”, it should be changed to “pest freedom”. However, when the “phytosanitary security” is used with the term consignment, it should be changed to “phytosanitary security of the consignment”.

The paragraph 2.2.4 on verification of the product should be made clearer.

“Freedom” is not easily translated into French and Spanish and is commonly translated as absence.  This is not the same as “free from”.  In ISPM No. 4 (Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas), “freedom” is also used, but the alternative wording in Spanish is always “area free from” in that standard.  The TPG decided not to make any changes and continue to use freedom.

It was noted that the Scope makes it clear that both place of production and production site provide assurance to importing countries about pest risk management. However, the text in the standard seems to put more relevance on place of production than on the production site. In other words, the Scope gives a different impression from the text in the standard to the effect that the production site offers less assurance that the place of production.

In section 2.2.4, the verification of measure needs to be clarified.  The maintenance of pest freedom and maintaining identity between harvest and preparation of the consignment needs to be specified. This should also be clarified in section 3.1.  

“Field inspection” was defined in ISPM No. 5 when the standard was initially adopted, but this term has since been removed from the Glossary.  Now we have “growing season” defined and the term “field inspection” should be removed from the standard.

The TPG discussed if consignments should be considered at all.  This standard deals with pest free production sites and maintaining pest freedom of the products before they become consignments. Therefore, ISPM No. 10 should not really be describing anything related to consignments. Also, there is an inconsistent use of the term “consignments”.  By definition, “consignments” are the quantity of articles being moved from one country to the other.  In ISPM No. 10, the guidance should describe how to protect the plants and products from infection before they become consignments. In places the term “consignment” is used incorrectly it should be replaced by “product” or “pest free products”.

4.6
ISPM No. 13 (Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action).
The standard should be more specific on who sends the notifications and who receives them in order to clarify the role of the NPPO. When the standard refers to the importing and exporting country, it is presumably the NPPO in these countries being referred to. Section 6.1 refers to NPPO and the standard should refer to the NPPO throughout the standard as this is who is communicating (though section 7 talks about contact points).

Capital letters are not consistently used throughout the standard, this should be corrected.

4.7
ISPM No. 14 (The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management).
There is a certain ambiguity in this standard with the use of the term “pest risk management”. Normally it is used to refer to the last stage of pest risk analysis, i.e. the process of deciding which phytosanitary measures are appropriate for the pest concerned. However, a systems approach could work, not only in this case, but operationally in day-to-day pest management (as recorded in Annex 12 of the TPG report  October 2008). But the standard is not concerned with this aspect.

In section 3., in the section on Pre-harvest options, the short-hand explanation of measures are very unclear. This needs to be fixed the next time this standard is reviewed.

It was noted that a review of the annotated glossary is required in relation to the last sentence in theOutline of requirements: “A systems approach is usually designed as an option that is equivalent to but less restrictive than other measures”. The annotated glossary should be corrected regarding restriction (see comment 1.1.13 in Steve Ogden’s report).

4.8
ISPM No. 20 (Guidelines for a phytosanitary import regulatory system).
The TPG did not have enough time to discuss inconsistencies in this standard However it was noted by one of the panel members that in this standard, , instead of using abbreviations, it would be better to use the terms as they are presented in the Glossary. Also, when this standard is revised, full glossary terms should be used such as  “phytosanitary legislation” or “national legislation” instead of just  “legislation”.
4.9
ISPM No. 22 (Requirements for the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence).
The Scope in this standard is inconsistent with the text of the standard. The scope mentions exports but standard does not deal with the whole exporting concept. Next time it is revised, this issue should be dealt with. It is not clear from the standard what the main reason was for developing Areas of Low Pest Prevelence (ALPPs). The text does not include the main advantage of ALPPs, i.e. part of integrated systems approaches. 

There is confusion between section 1.2 and 2.1 which overlap.
In a number of places, the time or a number of years is referred to. These references need to be clarified. 
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 should be rewritten to be in line with ISPM No. 26 (Consignments in transit) and No. 30 (Establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (Tephritidae)).

5. 
Conclusions
The TPG requested that the sentence on endorsement/adoption be added to ISPM No. 32, 2009.. The TPG noted that some standards do not have an endorsement/adoption sentence at all. The Secretariat was also requested to check headers for ISPM No. 30 and No. 31 in the book of standards published on the IPP for 2008. 

The TPG will consider defining the term  “confinement” in the Glossary.
Concerning the term “conditional host”, it has been decided to review the treatment to see if the term qualifies for a new glossary term.  The term itself cannot be translated into French.

Because the original versions of officially revised standards are no longer available and are no longer valid , there was discussion on the possibility of formally revoking old standards. This has never officially taken place. The TPG requested the Secretariat to check with the Legal department regarding this issue. 

The TPG suggested the tables be sent to the SC to be approved and then forwarded to the CPM for noting. The tables require further work, once completed, they will be posted for the November 2009 SC meeting .

It was agreed that the Secretariat  would prepare draft tables which would be checked by the TPG members. Comments would be provided by July 30, 2009. 
Any proposals for the revision of standards should be submitted in response to the call for topics with justifications by 30 July 2009.

Annex 1 (Table A) and Annex 2 (Table B) 
These two annexes provide examples of Table A and Table B from the review of ISPM No 22 (Requirements for the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence).  
Note these tables will be further modified before the final tables are presented to the SC. 
Appendix 1 Agenda

Appendix 2 Documents List

Appendix 3 Participants List

Annex 1

ISPM No. 22(Requirements for the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence)
Table A: English

	Section
	Existing text
	Proposed new text
	Rationale 

	Endorsement
	Endorsement

This standard was endorsed by…
	Adoption 

This standard was adopted by the Interim Commission on Phytosanitary Measures in April 2005.

Ink amendments to this standard were approved by the Standards Committee of the Commission on Phytosanitary Standards in November 2009.
	The report of the first ICPM refers to the endorsement of standards. All subsequent ICPM and CPM reports describe the adoption of standards, not their endorsement. “Adoption” is consistent with (I)CPM decisions.

	References

10th ref

Add refs
	Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas, 1996. ISPM No. 4, FAO, Rome….incorrect date

Determination of pest status in an area, 1998. ISPM No. 8, FAO, Rome.

Glossary of phytosanitary terms, 2004. ISPM No. 5, FAO, Rome.

Guidelines for pest eradication programmes, 1998. ISPM No. 9, FAO, Rome.

Guidelines for surveillance, 1997. ISPM No. 6, FAO, Rome.

Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action, 2001. ISPM No. 13, FAO, Rome.

International Plant Protection Convention, 1997, FAO, Rome.

Pest risk analysis for regulated non-quarantine pests, 2004. ISPM No. 21, FAO, Rome.

Regulated non-quarantine pests: concept and application, 2002. ISPM No. 16, FAO, Rome.

Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas, 1996. ISPM No. 4, FAO, Rome.

Requirements for the establishment of pest free places of production and pest free production sites, 1999. ISPM No. 10,

FAO, Rome.

The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management, 2002. ISPM No. 14, FAO, Rome
	ISPM No. 4. Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas (1995). FAO, Rome

ISPM No. 5. Glossary of phytosanitary terms (2009). FAO, Rome.

ISPM No. 6. Guidelines for surveillance (1997). FAO, Rome.

Determination of pest status in an area, (1998). ISPM No. 8, FAO, Rome.

ISPM No. 9. Guidelines for pest eradication programmes (1998). FAO, Rome.

ISPM No. 10. Requirements for the establishment of pest free places of production and pest free production sites (1999). FAO, Rome.

ISPM No. 13. Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action (2001). FAO, Rome.

International Plant Protection Convention (1997). FAO, Rome.

ISPM No. 14. The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management  (2002). FAO, Rome.

ISPM No. 16. Regulated non-quarantine pests: concept and application (2002). FAO, Rome.

ISPM No. 21. Pest risk analysis for regulated non-quarantine pests (2004). FAO, Rome.

ISPM No. 24. Guidelines for the determination and recognition of equivalence of phytosanitary procedures (2005). FAO, Rome

ISPM No. 29. Recognition of pest free areas and areas of low pest prevalence, (2007). FAO, Rome 


	References amended, corrected as explained in the Report.

ISPMs 24, 29 were added to be consistent with the standard.



	Definitions
	……can be found in ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms)
	 …can be found in ISPM No. 5(2009).
	Refer to standards in the text as proposed in the report.

	Outline of requirements

1st para 2nd line

2nd para 1st line

4th para 1st line
	..below a specified level in an area…

…A specified low pest level should …

Surveillance of the relevant pest should be conducted according to the appropriate protocols.
	..below a tolerance level in an area…

A tolerance level should be …

Surveillance of the relevant pest should be conducted according to the appropriate protocols (ISPM No. 6 (1997). 


	Use of defined term “ tolerance level”

Use of defined term “ tolerance level”

Addition of appropriate reference.



	1.1 Concept of areas of low pest prevalence 2nd para
	The IPPC (1997) defines an ….
	The IPPC defines an ….
	Removal of date of IPPC. There is only one IPPC in force so date is redundant.

	1.2  Advantages of using areas of low pest prevalence

 1st dash point
	… the specified pest level is not …
	….when the tolerance level is not ….
	Use of defined term

	1.3 Distinction between ..

1st line
	…presence of a pest below a specified population level is accepted…
	…presence of a pest below a tolerance level is accepted…
	Use of defined term

	2.1  Determination of an area of low pest prevalence

2nd para 4th dashpoint
	..emergency action plan…
	..corrective action plan..
	Correct term, consistent with the definition and use of the term in other ISPMs

	2nd para 5th dashpoint

3rd para 2nd line

3rd para 3rd line

3rd para 4-5th lines
	…(see ISPM No. 16:Regulated pests…..)

…phytosanitary measures used to maintain…

…are detailed in ISPM No. 14: The use of integrated…..

…in mitigating the pest risk down to a level acceptable for the importing country and thus, ……
	….(see ISPM No. 16 (2002))

…is a phytosanitary regulation used to maintain…

…are detailed in ISPM No. 14 (2002)
…in ensuring that phytosanitary import requirements are met and thus, …
	Consistent manner of referring to standards

Correct term (ie not regulated pests of the country)

Consistent manner of referring to standards

Use of correct defined term – phytosanitary import requirements …

	2.2 Operational plans

last line
	…that importing country requirements are met.
	…that the phytosanitary import requirements are met…
	use of defined term

	3.1  Establishment of an ALPP

1st line


	Establishment of an ALPP

Low pest prevalence can occur…


	Establishment of an Area of low pest prevalence

Low pest levels can occur …


	 Consistent with use of the full term used in all previous and subsequent headings

Removal of non-defined term “prevalence”. (Only used within the term “low pest prevalence”)

	3.1.1 Determination of specified pest levels

1st line

3rd line

3rd line

3rd line
	Determination of specified pest levels

Specified levels for  the relevant pests…

..pest prevalence…

…these levels.

Specified pest levels may be…
	Determination of tolerance levels

Tolerance levels for the relevant pests…

…pest incidence…

…these tolerance levels.

Tolerance levels may  be…
	Use of defined term “ tolerance level”

Use of defined term “ tolerance level”

Use of defined  term “incidence”

Use of tolerance level

Use of tolerance level

	6th line
	..the specified levels should …
	…the tolerance levels should….
	Use of tolerance level

	3.1.3  Documentation and verification

Last line
	. implemented corrective actions.
	…implemented corrective action plans.
	Use of full defined term.

	Surveillance activities 

2nd line

3rd line

5th line

2nd para 2nd line
	…surveillance (as described in ISPM No. 6: Guidelines for surveillance) during..

..at the specified level with an..

These protocols should include how to measure if the specified pest level has been maintained (eg type of trap,……

..not exceed the specified pest level..
	…surveillance (as described in ISPM No. 6 (1997) during…

..at the  tolerance level  with an …

These protocols should include how to measure the pest level (e.g type of traps etc...

…not exceed the tolerance level …
	Consistent manner of referring to standards

Use of tolerance level

Amended to fit with tolerance level which is not “maintained” but should not be exceeded.

Use of tolerance level

	3.1.4.2 Reducing pest levels and maintaining low prevalence 

1st,2nd lines
	Reducing pest levels and maintaining low prevalence

…and applied to meet the pests(s) levels in the cultivated hosts,….
	Reducing pest levels and maintaining low incidence 

and applied to meet the tolerance level in the cultivated hosts…
	Use of incidence

Use of tolerance level

	4th line
	…used to meet a specified pest level..
	…used to meet the tolerance level…
	Use of tolerance 

	3.1.4.3 Reducing the risk of entry of specified pests

1st para 2nd line
	…into the ALPP (ISPM No.20: Guidelines for a phytosanitary import system). These…
	…into the ALPP (ISPM No. 20 (2004). These…
	Corrected manner of referring to standards

	3.1.4.4  Corrective action plan

1st line

4th line

Last line
	…implemented if a specified pest level is exceeded…

…area in which the specified pest level has been exceeded.

…activities. Corrective actions should also address…
	…implemented if a  tolerance level is exceeded …

…area in which the tolerance level has been exceeded.

…activities. Corrective action plans should also address…
	Use of tolerance level

Use of tolerance level

Use of full term – corrective action plan.

	3.3  Change in the status of an area of low pest prevalence

1st line

2nd line

2nd para 1st dashpoint

3rd para 2nd line

3rd para, 3rd line; 

4th para 1st dashpoint


	…at a level exceeding …

…exceeding the specified pest level(s) within …

- repeated failure of regulated procedures

..The corrective actions should be initiated as soon as ……

..that the specified pest level has been…

…(as part of the corrective action plan in the case of detection of a specified pest (s) above a specified level)   … 
	 … at an incidence exceeding…

…exceeding the tolerance level within ....

- faulty application of procedures

The corrective action plan should be initiated as soon as…

…that the tolerance level has been ….

.. (as part of the corrective action plan in the case of detection of a specified pest (s) above the tolerance level)…
	consistent terminology

Use of tolerance level

This refers to the application of the procedures.  The new wording is consistent with similar wording in ISPM No. 30 (2008)(section 2.5.1)

Use of full term – corrective action plan

Use of tolerance level

Use of tolerance level



	4th para 3rd dashpoint

4th para 4th dashpoint
	- redefined to exclude a certain area, if the specified pest level of a pest is exceeded in a limited area…

- suspended (status lost)


	- redefined to exclude a certain area, if the tolerance level is exceeded in a limited area....

- suspended


	Use of tolerance level

“status lost” is not consistent with the meaning of suspended.

	3.4 Suspension and reinstatement of the status of an area of low pest prevalence 

1st/2nd line

4th line

5th line

Last line
	Corrective actions, and if necessary, additional …

..specified pest level for an appropriate period …

…time below the specified pest level(s) for reinstatement of…

…and the integrity of the system is verified, the ….
	Corrective action plans, and if necessary, additional ..

.. tolerance level for an appropriate period …

…time below the tolerance level(s) for reinstatement of…

…and compliance with the operational plan has been verified, the...
	.

Use of full term – corrective action plan

Use of tolerance level

Use of tolerance level

Use of “integrity” could be confusing, compliance preferred.


Annex 2

ISPM No. 22 (Requirements for the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence)
Table B: English/ Spanish

	Section
	Existing text
	Proposed new text
	Rational 

	Outline of requirements, 3rd para, 2nd line


	ALPPs may be established and maintained for regulated pests or for pests regulated by an importing country only.
	ALPPs may be established and maintained for regulated pests including those of importing countries only.
	 To clarify that ALPPs may be established for pests which are regulated in the country where the ALPP is located (to reduce pest damage, to protect a PFA, to facilitate exports, etc.), or for pests which are not regulated in the country where the ALPP is located (strictly to facilitate exports).  This change is consistent with other proposed changes, to clarify that an ALPP in a country is not necessarily for a regulated pest for that country.

	4th para 2nd line

Last para 3rd line
	…Additional phytosanitary measures may be…

… operational plan which specifies the required phytosanitary procedures is needed…
	….Additional control measures may be…

… operational plan which specifies the required control procedures is needed….
	Should not be phytosanitary measures as pest may not be regulated pest  TABLE B ???.

Should not be phytosanitary measures as pest may not be regulated pest.

	3.1  Establishment of an ALPP

2nd line
	…application of phytosanitary measures aimed at ….
	…application of measures aimed at …
	The term “phytosanitary measures” refers to regulated pests only and the pests involved in ALPPs may not be regulated pests.

	3.1.1 Determination of specified pest levels

4th, 5th  6th lines


	…(for example as described in ISPMs No. 11 (Pest risk analysis of quarantine pests, including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms) and No. 21 (Pest risk analysis for regulated non-quarantine pests). 
	 Delete.


	 “tolerance level” is not described in ISPM No. 11 and ISPM No. 21 refers to tolerances in consignments. 



	Last line


	…in conjunction with  the importing country.
	….in conjunction with the NPPO of the importing country
	It is the NPPO that should be referred to.

	3.1.4  Phytosanitary procedures
	Phytosanitary Procedures
	Procedures
	Incorrect term. Does not refer to regulated pests only.

	3.1.4.1 Surveillance 

activities 3rd para, 2nd line
	…surveillance activities should be recorded and maintained for a sufficient number of years…


	…surveillance activities should be recorded and the tolerance level not exceeded for a sufficient number of years…

	Wording to follow the concept of tolerance level.

	3.1.4.2 Reducing pest levels and maintaining low prevalence 

1st line 

3rd line
	In the proposed ALPP, phytosanitary procedures should be documented …

Phytosanitary procedures should be relevant…
	In the proposed ALPP, control procedures should be documented

Control procedures should be relevant…
	The procedures are not phytosanitary procedures – as these deal with regulated pests only.

The procedures are not phytosanitary procedures – as these deal with regulated pests only.

	4th line

4th line


	Examples of procedures used..

…alternative and/or alternate hosts..
	Examples of control procedures used 

…alternative or alternate hosts…
	Consistency with above terminology

Removal of and/or and replace with or, which does not preclude application of both options 

	3.1.4.2

2nd para  1st line
	an ALPP, control activities should be…
	…an ALPP, control procedures should be ….
	To link better with 1st para

	3.1.4.3 Reducing the risk of entry of specified pests

1st para, Last dashpoint
	..of any other phytosanitary procedures.
	..of any other procedures.
	The procedures do not deal with regulated pests only.

	3.2 Maintenance of areas of low pest prevalence

2nd line

Last sentence 
	…continue following phytosanitary procedures and…

…should be made available to the importing country upon request.
	…continue following procedures and…

. records should be made available to the NPPO of the importing country upon request.
	The procedures do not deal with regulated pests only

It is the NPPO that should be referred to.

	3.3  Change in the status of an area of low pest prevalence

2nd para 2nd dashpoint

4th para 1st dashpoint
	- incomplete documentation that jeopardises the integrity of the ALPP

continued (status not lost), if the phytosanitary actions taken (as part......) …
	- incomplete documentation that jeopardises the ALPP

continued (status not lost), if the actions taken (as part......) …
	Use of integrity could be confusing

May not refer to regulated pests



	4th para 2nd dashpoint

5th para  1st sentence

3rd sentence
	…if a failure of regulatory actions or other deficiencies have been rectified

..purposes, the importing country may require….

…agreed between the importing and exporting countries.
	…if a failure of actions or other deficiencies have been rectified.

..purposes, the NPPO of the importing country may require…

..agreed between the NPPOs of importing and exporting countries. 
	May not refer to regulated pests

It is the NPPO that should be referred to.

It is the NPPO that should be referred to


Action items to be dealt with when the standard is revised:

ISPM No. 22 ( Requirements for the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence)
1.
It is not clear if the main reason for ALPPs has really been provided in the ISPM or is it hidden somewhere?  The advantages described in section 1.2 do not describe all the advantages of ALPPs.  For example, the use of ALPPs in a systems approach is not mentioned or explained. There is confusion between section 1.2 and 2.1 which overlap.  

2.
There are a number of places in the standard where time (years) is referred to:

· 3.1.4.1 1st para 2nd line

· 3.1.4.1 3rd para 2nd line

· 3.1.4.1 3rd para 4th line

· 3.1.4.2 2nd para 3rd line

· 3.2 3rd line

· 3.2 5th line

· 3.4 4th and 5th line.

3.
The Scope is inconsistent, broader than what is dealt with in the standard. The standard does not deal with the whole exporting concept. The scope 

refers to facilitating exports where that is only mentioned in one small dashpoint in the ISPM.  Next time it is reviewed, this issue should be dealt with.

4.
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 should be rewritten to be in line with ISPM No. 26 and No. 30.
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[image: image2.png]1 1
IPPC



Technical Panel for the Glossary

Meeting to review ISPMs for consistency of terms and style
15-19 June 2009 – FAO, Rome
AGENDA
	agenda item
	document No.
	Presenter

	1. Welcome and opening of the meeting
	--
	J. Hedley

	2. Review and adoption of agenda
	01
	J. Hedley

	3. Tabulated inconsistences for ISPM No. 3: Guidelines for the export, shipment, import and release of biological control agents and other beneficial organisms


	07
	A. Peralta

	4. Tabulated inconsistencies for the Supplement No. 1 of ISPM No. 5: Glossary of Phytosanitary Terms
	08
	A. Peralta

	5. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 8: Determination of pest status in an area
	09
	M. Katbeh Bader



	6. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 9: Guidelines for pest eradication programmes
	10
	M. Katbeh Bader



	7. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 10: Requirements for the establishment of pest free places of production and pest free production sites
	11
	I. Smith

	8. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 14: The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management
	12
	I. Smith 

	9. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 20: Guidelines for a phytosanitary import regulatory system
	13
	J. Hedley

	10. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 22: Requirements for the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence
	14
	J. Hedley

	11. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 23: Guidelines for inspection
	15
	R. Bast-Tjeerde

	12. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 25: Consignments in transit
	16
	R. Bast-Tjeerde

	13. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 13: Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action
	17
	R. Bast-Tjeerde

	14. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 16: Regulated non-quarantine pests: concept and application
	18
	J. Hedley

	15. Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 17: Pest reporting
	19
	J. Hedley

	16. Conclusion and way forward
	--
	J. Hedley


Appendix 2 
Document list for TPG meeting, Rome, Italy, 15-19 June 2009
	Document number


	Title
	Agenda item

	2009-TPG-01
	Draft agenda
	01

	2009-TPG-02
	Background and Instructions
	

	2009-TPG-03
	CPM-4 paper
	

	2009-TPG-04
	Document list
	

	2009-TPG-05
	Participants list
	

	2009-TPG-06
	Review of International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures- Final report


	

	2009-TPG-07
	Tabulated inconsistences for ISPM No. 3: Guidelines for the export, shipment, import and release of biological control agents and other beneficial organisms


	03

	2009-TPG-08
	Tabulated inconsistencies for the Supplement No. 1 of ISPM No. 5: Glossary of Phytosanitary Terms
	04

	2009-TPG-09
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 8: Determination of pest status in an area
	05

	2009-TPG-10
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 9: Guidelines for pest eradication programmes
	06

	2009-TPG-11
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 10: Requirements for the establishment of pest free places of production and pest free production sites
	07

	2009-TPG-12
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 14: The use of integrated measures in a systems approach for pest risk management
	08

	2009-TPG-13
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 20: Guidelines for a phytosanitary import regulatory system
	09

	2009-TPG-14
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 22: Requirements for the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence
	10

	2009-TPG-15
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 23: Guidelines for inspection
	11

	2009-TPG-16
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 25: Consignments in transit
	12

	2009-TPG-17
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 13: Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action
	13

	2009-TPG-18
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 16: Regulated non-quarantine pests: concept and application
	14

	2009-TPG-19
	Tabulated inconsistencies for ISPM No. 17: Pest reporting
	15


Appendix 3
Participants List -
Technical Panel for the Glossary (TPG)
15-19 June 2009
Rome, Italy
A check (() in column 1 indicates attendance at the meeting

	1
	Participant role
	Name, mailing address, telephone
	Email address
	Membership confirmed
	Term expires

	(
	Steward
	Mr. John Hedley
Principal Adviser

International Coordination

Biosecurity New Zealand

Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry

P.O. Box 2526

Wellington

NEW ZEALAND

Tel: (+64) 4 894 0428

Fax: (+64) 4 894 0733

	john.hedley@maf.govt.nz
	
	

	(
	Member
	Ms Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde
CPM Chairperson and

Manager, International Plant Protection Issues

Plant Health Division

Canadian Food Inspection Agency

1400 Merivale
Ottawa, Ontario  K1A 0Y9

CANADA

Tel: (+1) 613 773 6091

Fax: (+1) 613 773 6088
	reinouw.bast-tjeerde@inspection.gc.ca 
	2008 (CPM-3)
	Resigns in 2009

	(
	Member
	Ms Ana Peralta
Comite de Sanidad Vegetal del Cono Sur (COSAVE) 

Indpendencia Nacional 821, Edificio Lider 6

Piso 5, Aptos 4 and 5

Asuncion, Paraguay

Tel/ Fax: 595 21 453922

	aperaltaottonello@yahoo.com 
	2008 (CPM-3)
	2013

	(
	Member
	Mr. Mohammad Katbeh Bader
Head of Phytosanitary Division
Ministry of Agriculture

P.O. Box 11732

Area code 662

Amman

JORDAN

Tel: (+962) 6 568 6151

Fax: (+962) 6 568 6310

	katbehbader@moa.gov.jo
	2008 (CPM-3)
	2013

	(
	Member
	Mr. Ian Smith
Mailing address: c/o EPPO
1 rue Le Nôtre

75016 Paris

France


	ian@ianclaresmith.com 
	2008 (CPM-3)
	2013

	X
	Member
	Mr. Wu Lifeng

National Agro-technical Extension and Service Center

Building 20 Maizidian Street

Chaoyang District, Beijing, P.R.C.

100026

Phone: (8610)64194524
Fax: (8610)64194726
	wulifeng@agri.gov.cn
	2008 (CPM-3)
	Resigned May 2009


Report of the TPG on inconsistencies in adopted ISPMs / July 2009 / Page 5 of 18

