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Report of the 5th Meeting of the Technical Panel for the Glossary 

12-16 October 2009

Rome (Italy)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE REPORT

The TPG met in Rome, on 12-16 October 2009. The numbers below refer to the agenda items of the report (see Annex 1).

Agenda item 3. Reports

· Two issues arising from the October 2008 meeting had not been decided upon by the SC, and have been added to the decisions in this Executive Summary (agenda item 3.1).

· an oral response from FAO Legal Service had been obtained, and a written statement would be requested, on the issue of the status of old versions of standards, and on appendix to ISPM 5 on CBD terminology, for which a member had raised comments during CPM-4 (2008) (agenda items 3.2, 3.3).

· Developing a list of general consistency changes that have to be looked at for all standards, was considered useful, but the TPG decided to wait for the outcome of discussions in the SC and CPM (agenda item 3.3).

Agenda item 4. Review of country comments on new and revised terms in draft standards
The TPG reviewed member comments made on terms and definitions in the draft ISPMs sent for consultation in 2009. Recommendations were included in the templates and will be transmitted to stewards (and the relevant SC meeting). The Executive summary only contains a few major points, and others are detailed in the tables and in the report.

· Ag item 4.1. Amendments to the glossary- deletion of beneficial organisms. The TPG maintained its view that the term should be deleted from the Glossary. 

· Ag. item 4.2. Design and operation of post-entry quarantine stations. The main discussion related to the use of confinement versus containment, which is the term used in the biosafety context. The TPG recommended that there is a need for two terms as currently used in the IPPC context with their current meaning, i.e. containment in relation to areas and confinement in relation to facilities, even if this maintains the inconsistency between usage of terms in biosafety and in plant quarantine.

· Ag item 4.4. Phytosanitary Certificates. The TPG proposed to add the term electronic certification to its work plan.

· Ag item 4.5. Annexes to ISPM 28 on “cold treatments”. The TPG decided to not make a recommendation on whether cold treatment should be defined. 

Agenda item 5.Review of draft ISPMs for consistency
· The TPG reviewed the same drafts for consistency in the use of terms and between standards. Recommendations are included in templates in the same annexes as responses to comments.

· The TPG recommended that the structure of ISPMs should be defined in detail in the style guide for ISPMs, and that previous TPG recommendations regarding ISPM style and content should also be considered when developing the style guide. It was noted that the language of the PC was set up for chemical treatments and it was difficult to present information for other types of treatments. In addition the language and format of the PC was not suited to many regulated articles. 
Agenda item 7. Review of other terms and definitions as requested by various bodies
· A process for proposals for new terms and definitions was finalized and is presented to the SC.

· The TPG finalized a list of terms to be worked on (Table 3 of the work plan in Annex 10) after consideration of proposals made by different sources and considered under different agenda items. It also listed the terms proposed at member consultation that the TPG recommends not to work on (Table 4 of the work plan in Annex 10). These terms are listed in the decisions, and explanations given under several agenda items.

· The TPG suggested that “explanation of glossary terms” should be a standing agenda item for TPG meetings, to take advantage of the knowledge and membership of “first generation” TPG members. TPG members should identify for that agenda item (starting at 2010 meeting) some terms requiring explanations. These should be discussed during the TPG meeting and explanations added to the annotated glossary. 

Agenda item 8. Review of ISPMs for consistency of terms and style

Agenda item 8.1 Review of the work carried out since the last meeting and finalization of the document for the SC

The October meeting of the TPG reviewed the document resulting from the work of the TPG at its June meeting and afterwards, and finalized it for presentation to the SC. The document included consistency and errors and ambiguities, general recommendations (on cross-references within standards, references to the IPPC and the endorsement section of standards) and recommendations on the revision of ISPMs. Tables of inconsistencies in Spanish translations and Spanish language preferences would be forwarded, respectively, to CPM-5 and to the Spanish language review group.

Agenda item 8.2 Tables of consistency for ISPM 8 and 9

The consistency study for ISPM 8 and 9 was not completed.

Agenda item 8.3 Consistency of the glossary itself
The TPG reviewed the terms identified in the consultant’s report as having a specific impact for consistency. The terms specifically reviewed and suggested actions are presented in Annex 11. ISPM 5 will be considered if the work on consistency is continued.

Agenda item 8.4 Additional remarks on the consistency process

The TPG supported that the SC should be left to review the work done, rather than the TPG presenting its opinion of the process. The discussion tackled issues of cost-benefit, transparency and possible continuation of the work.

Agenda item 9. Issues related to ISPMs in languages
The Secretariat requested  the advice of the TPG on the issue of ISPMs in languages. A long summary can be found in the report under this agenda item. The Secretariat will put forward a proposal to CPM.

Agenda item 10. Effectiveness versus efficacy

The June meeting suggested that the TPPT be consulted on the terms effectiveness and efficacy. A volunteer has been identified to consult the TPPT and the TPG identified what it needed to know. Based on the TPPT answers, the TPG could review the use of these terms in ISPMs. 

Agenda item 11. Draft Supplement on “not widely distributed”

The TPG reviewed a text integrating the draft supplement on not widely distributed to Supplement 1of ISPM 5 on official control, as requested by the SC. The text was finalized for submission to the SC prior to member consultation. In particular, the TPG recommends that not widely distributed not be defined, but made a proposal in case the SC wanted a definition. 

Agenda item 12. Terminology of the Montreal Protocol in relation to the Glossary 

The draft paper was discussed and a process proposed for its further development. In addition, the TPG noted two errors in the 2007 UNEP document (UNEP/OzL.Pro.WG.1/27/5), which had not been repeated in the brochure produced by the Montreal Protocol Secretariat later in 2007. The TPG also suggested that the issue of whether RNQPs can be submitted, or not, to pre-shipment fumigation under the Montreal Protocol should be clarified. 

Agenda item 14. Annotated glossary

· The next version of the annotated glossary, which is published as an explanatory document every three years, will be finalized by the TPG at the 2010 TPG meeting. 

· The annotated glossary contains a list of terms considered for, but not added to, the glossary. One member proposed that it should also specify who/which group proposed each term and the reasons for rejection. The TPG agreed that this could be attempted for the future, but would not be done for terms already listed. 

· During this discussion, one member proposed that some horizontal consistency issues could be applied throughout the standards. For example, if a term was replaced by another. A process to review consistency across standards in some cases, and make horizontal changes to all standards would be proposed at the next meeting. 

Agenda item 16. Work programme for the TPG
The TPG discussed its work programme (Annex 10), including regular and one-off activities (other than individual terms), terms recommended to be worked on and terms recommended not to be worked on. The proposals to work, or not on specific terms are detailed in the report and summarized in the decisions below.

Agenda item 17. Membership of the TPG
A proposal was made to keep inviting the “first generation members” to the TPG after they resigned, if they wished so, with the ability to request travel assistance from the IPPC Secretariat . 

Agenda item 19. Changing the timing of TPG meetings

The TPG discussed the Secretariat’s proposal to reconsider the date of the regular TPG meetings and concluded that delaying TPG meetings would create more problems than solutions. It asked the Secretariat to maintain the meeting in October, immediately after the SPTA meeting.
Agenda item 20. Other business

As Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde had submitted her resignation from the TPG and this was her last meeting, the other members of the TPG thanked her for acting as the TPG Chairperson in the past years and expressed their appreciation of her work for the TPG.

The SC is invited to:

1. review the annex to the October 2008 meeting report appended as the last page of this report, for forwarding to the TPFF. 

2. note that recommendations in relation to member comments and to inconsistency in the use of terms for ISPMs under member consultation will be included in templates and transmitted to stewards (and the relevant SC meeting). 

3. note the process for proposals for new terms and definitions (Annex 9), which will already be used for the present meeting.
4. agree to the regular and one-off tasks of the TPG (Tables 1 and 2, annex 10).

5. review and agree to suggestions for addition to the work programme of the following subjects (details in the report and in annex 10 Table 3) (including those labelled as pending): Domestic regulation; Exclusion; Area-wide control; Efficacy, effectiveness; Confinement; Quarantine station; Electronic certification ; Certificate, phytosanitary certificate; hitch hiker, Gray, legislation, plant pest; organism, pest, naturally occurring; re-export (of a consignment) ; Presence, occurrence ; Review of the use of and/or in adopted ISPMs; restriction; Pending: conditional hosts, host susceptibility and related terms ; Pending: country of origin.
6. agree that the TPG consults the TPPT on the terms effectiveness and efficacy.

7. note that hitch hiker, legislation, Gray, plant pest will be proposed for deletion only in the next batch of Glossary amendments (i.e. after TPG 2010 meeting).

8. review the TPG suggestions to not work on the following terms (Annex 10, table 4): Revision of consignment; traceability/trace-back; revision of containment.
9. decide whether the TPG should work on a definition for cold treatment (Annex 10, table 4).
10. note that FAO Legal Service was requested to advise on the status of old versions of standards, and on the appendix to ISPM 5 on CBD terminology (to be updated at the time of the SC meeting).
11. note that “explanation of glossary terms” should be a standing agenda item for TPG meetings and explanations will be added to the annotated glossary.
12. note that consistency work on ISPMs 10, 13, 14, 22 and supplement 1 to ISPM 5 would be presented to the SC in November 2009, together with general recommendations, recommendations on revision of standards and details on the work and process for activities with Spanish.
13. note that preliminary work has started on some other ISPMs, including ISPMs 8, 9, 5, but will not be pursued until the outcome of SC and CPM discussions is known.

14. agree that the TPG develops a process for reviewing consistency across standards in some cases, and making horizontal consistency changes across all standards (and this be added to the work plan).
15. note that, depending on the outcome of discussions on consistency in the SC and CPM, the TPG might assemble and maintain a list of general consistency changes, which have to be looked at for all standards and could be part of the annotated glossary.
16. note the remarks on the consistency process and agree that, if work continued, general rules applied for the analysis could also be written down, and agree that the next package should include fewer than the previous original target of 10 ISPMs.
17. note that the TPG gave input to the Secretariat on issues related to ISPMs in languages.

18. note that there are two errors in the 2007 UNEP document (UNEP/OzL.Pro.WG.1/27/5), not repeated in the Montreal Protocol Secretariat’s brochure of 2007.
19. request the Secretariat, to clarify with the Ozone Secretariat, the issue of whether RNQPs can be submitted, or not, to pre-shipment fumigation under the Montreal Protocol. 
20. note that the next published version of the annotated glossary (i.e. as an explanatory document) will be finalized at the October 2010 TPG meeting, for presentation to the SC.
21. note that, regarding the list of terms considered but not added to the glossary, it should attempt to specify who/which group proposed each term and the reasons for rejection. 

22. note that the TPG finalised the draft revision of Supplement 1 to ISPM 5 on Guidelines on the interpretation and application of the concepts of official control in relation to regulated pests and not widely distributed in relation to quarantine pests which are present in an area.
23. recognize that the knowledge of “first generation” TPG members (John Hedley, Ian Smith and Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde) is essential to the proper operation of the TPG and meaningful decisions on IPPC terminology and consistency of ISPMs, and agree and formalize that, once they have resigned from the TPG, “first generation” TPG members be considered to participate at future TPG meetings as invited experts with the ability to request travel assistance from the IPPC Secretariat.
24. discuss whether standards will be translated into Russian and, if so, if a call should be made for a Russian-language member of the TPG.

25. note that the structure of ISPMs will be defined in detail in the style guide for ISPMs, and previous TPG recommendations regarding ISPM style and content will be considered when developing the style guide.

26. request the Secretariat to bold the terms used in the definition of wood and defined in the glossary (i.e. round wood, sawn wood and dunnage)in the next version of ISPM 5.

27. request the Secretariat to consult the Ozone Secretariat  on the draft Terminology of the Montreal Protocol in relation to the Glossary after the TPG finalizes it in October 2010 and before presenting it to the SC for consideration for member consultation.
REPORT
1.
Opening

The meeting was opened by Brent Larson (IPPC Secretariat). He welcomed the participants and thanked TPG members for their considerable work on consistency of ISPMs, noting that the outcome of this work would be presented to the SC in November. He outlined the following points in relation to TP activities:

-
The CPM asked the SC for more oversight on TP activities. For the TPG, this means that the SC needs to agree to terms that the TPG proposes to work on, and that specifications should be drafted for any new standards or supplements proposed by the TPG. Finally, an executive summary should be included at the beginning of TPG reports, indicating decisions for SC consideration and points to be noted.

-
The Secretariat would appreciate input from the TPG on issues regarding ISPMs in languages, in particular to ensure that translations of ISPMs meet the expectations of IPPC members at adoption.

-
The outcome of the review of member comments on deletion of beneficial organism could be presented to the SC in November, if ready.

-
The TPG was missing one member, for the Chinese language, and a call will be made. The call for the replacement of Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde had been made but the SC had not reached a decision. The two potential new members had been invited to attend the meeting as invited experts; only one was able to attend.

2.
Selection of Chairperson 

Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde chaired the meeting.

3.
Reports

3.1
Report of the October 2008 meeting

The Secretariat noted that two issues arising from the October 2008 meeting had not been decided upon by the SC, as they had not be extracted into the executive summary: the proposal to work on the term exclusion and an annex of the report on risk management (to be reviewed by the SC before being forwarded to the TPFF). These issues would be added to the executive summary of the present report, and considered by the SC in May 2010.

3.2
Report of the TPG meeting in June 2009

-
Regarding the tables on consistency, further developed after the June meeting, the TPG agreed that the report should include only one example of each table, and not all tables for all standards, in order to avoid confusion between versions.

-
Proposals in relation to modification of the work programme made at the June meeting were reviewed and modified under agenda item 6 to consolidate the work plan to be proposed to the SC in May 2010.

-
The issue of the status of old versions of standards had been raised at the June meeting. An oral response from FAO Legal Service had been obtained, stating that a revised standard automatically revokes a previous version if the standard keeps the same number. A written statement would be requested on this matter.
-
The June meeting would be referred to as 4th meeting of the TPG, and the present meeting as 5th meeting of the TPG, for ease of recording and quotation, including in the annotated glossary.

3.3
Extracts from the reports of the CPM-4 and SC (November 2008 and May 2009)

-
The SC discussed the term phytosanitary risk and it was noted that the TPG should look into all instances of phytosanitary risk in its discussions on consistency

-
For the purpose of further work on consistency for adopted standards and for the development of new standards, it would be useful to maintain a list of general consistency changes, which have to be looked at for all standards. This could be part of the annotated glossary. The TPG thought that such a list would be useful, but decided to wait for the outcome of discussions on consistency in the SC and CPM before preparing it.

-
In relation to the appendix to ISPM 5 on CBD terminology, one CPM member had “expressed its concern related to having the CPM adopting text that interpreted the meaning of terms of another international convention within the standards framework of the IPPC and the status, in a WTO-SPS sense, that this appears to give these interpretations”. The appendix had nevertheless been adopted. A written statement had been requested from the FAO Legal Service of its oral opinion that since the appendix did not interpret the CBD terminology and only clarified it, there was no concern.

4.
Review of country comments on new and revised terms in draft standards
The TPG reviewed member comments made on terms and definitions in the draft ISPMs sent for consultation in 2009. Recommendations will be transmitted to stewards (and the SC-7 in May 2010, possibly to the SC in November 2009 for the amendments to the Glossary and the draft ISPM on design and operation of post-entry quarantine stations). The TPG normally reviews the French and Spanish translations of terms in draft ISPMs, but there were no such terms in the standards sent for consultation in 2009.

4.1
Amendments to the glossary- deletion of beneficial organisms

Responses to comments are given in Annex 4. There were few comments against deletion of the term. After consideration of the comments, the TPG maintained its view that the term should be deleted from the Glossary. The understanding of the term is not specific to the IPPC and the definition is not needed. In addition, rewording had been attempted several times without success. The introduction of the document will be modified to reflect the TPG discussion and deletion of the term will be proposed to the SC in November.

4.2
Design and operation of post-entry quarantine stations

Responses to comments are given in Annex 5. The use of the terms containment and confinement was extensively discussed. Some comments suggested that confinement should be changed to containment, which is the term used in the biosafety context. However, the TPG noted that containment is defined and used in the IPPC in relation to a pest in an area, with a more restricted meaning than in the biosafety context. Confinement is used in the IPPC definition of quarantine, and is also covered by the biosafety meaning of containment. Extending the definition of containment to cover both facilities and areas was considered, but procedures in both cases are different and could not be expressed in one definition. One member argued that using confinement resulted in the use of the term level of confinement in a sentence, whereas the normal terminology was level of containment. Other members suggested that this particular sentence could be deleted, since references to levels had been deleted throughout the text. The TPG recommended that there is a need for two terms as currently used in the IPPC context with their current meaning, i.e. containment in relation to areas and confinement in relation to facilities, even if this maintains the inconsistency between usage of terms in biosafety and in plant quarantine. It also suggested working on a definition of confinement.

(It is noted that the consistency study has given rise to a suggested change in the definition of post-entry quarantine.)

4.3
ISPM 7 - Export phytosanitary certification system
Responses to comments are attached as Annex 6. In addition the TPG noted that the term consignment is used throughout the text. The glossary definition of consignment refers to phytosanitary certificate. However, a commodity does not have a PC at the stage of certification and, strictly speaking, the term consignment cannot be used in this context. Nevertheless the TPG acknowledged that there was no easy solution to change the text in this respect and recommended that consignment be maintained.

4.4
ISPM 12 – Phytosanitary certificates

Responses to comments are attached as Annex 7. The TPG proposed to add to its work plan the current definitions of certificate and phytosanitary certificate, in order to either delete certificate or merge both definitions. Review of these terms should also consider the word document in the definition of phytosanitary certificate, and whether or how electronic certificates would be covered by the definition. Several comments requested a definition of electronic certification, and the TPG proposed to add this term to its work programme.

4.5
Annexes to ISPM 28 on “cold treatments”

The only member comment on terminology proposed that cold treatment be defined. The TPG did not make a recommendation on this matter (see Annex 8). One member noted that heat treatment had been defined because of ambiguities, i.e. wood might be treated by heat for other reasons than phytosanitary reasons. This was not the case for cold treatment. Another member supported that treatments should be the less requiring treatment for the minimal number of days. In the case of cold treatments, this would be the minimum number of days at the maximum “cold” temperature, so as to not cause damage to fruit. This concept should be included in a definition of cold treatment. The TPG decided to not make a recommendation. The SC could decide whether cold treatment should be defined or better explained in a technical document/more conceptual explanation, after considering all issues linked to these drafts treatments.

4.6
Diagnostic protocol for Thrips palmi
No member comment was presented.

5.
Review of draft ISPMs for consistency
The TPG reviewed the same drafts for consistency in the use of terms and between standards. Recommendations are included in tables the same annexes as responses to comments.

5.1
Amendments to the Glossary

No change was proposed.

5.2
Design and operation of post-entry quarantine stations

Consistency comments are in Annex 5.

5.3
ISPM 7 - Export phytosanitary certification system
Consistency comments are in Annex 6.

5.4
ISPM 12 – Phytosanitary certificates

Consistency comments are in Annex 7. The TPG noted that the draft revised ISPM 12 did not follow the usual structure for ISPMs (e.g. background and outline of requirements) and this should be aligned to more recent standards. The TPG recommended that the structure of ISPMs should be defined in detail in the style guide for ISPMs, and that previous TPG recommendations regarding ISPM style and content should also be considered when developing the style guide.

The TPG had a discussion on additional declarations versus phytosanitary requirements. One member supported that some items in the additional declaration section of the PC (e.g. free of soil) are phytosanitary import requirements (which can target an element not directly related to a pest) and not additional declarations (which always relate to a pest according to the definition). Freedom of soil belongs better to the certifying statement, which cannot be modified when issuing the PC. Consequently, freedom of soil is written in the additional declaration section. The TPG considered whether the definition of additional declaration could be broadened to solve this issue, but thought that the current definition can be interpreted broadly. The TPG suggested the pragmatic approach to not revise it. One member also suggested that the additional declaration should not use the word presence, but absence as in ISPM 8. The TPG believed that referring to ISPM 8 would complicate the text and was not needed.

It was noted that the language of the PC was set up for chemical treatments and it was difficult to present information for other types of treatments. In addition the language and format of the PC was not suited to many regulated articles. 

5.5
Annexes to ISPM 28 “cold treatments”

Consistency comments are in Annex 8. One member commented that references in ISPMs should be widely available to contracting parties, but that most references in these treatments were not available. If unpublished information is used, it should be made available to countries at consultation. One member noted that the EC had asked for unpublished documents to be made easily accessible in the future. This discussion does not relate to the TPG tasks and should be raised in other fora.

5.6
Diagnostic protocol for Thrips palmi
No recommendation was made.

6.
Advice on new or revised terms in new draft ISPMs

This agenda items relates to terms and definitions proposed by expert working groups or technical panels in new draft ISPMs. None of these drafts was ready at the time of the TPG meeting, since they will be presented to the SC only in May 2010. One member was concerned that a definition for weed would be proposed in the new draft on PRA for plants as pests. Ebbe Nordbo, who had been part of the drafting group, said that it was not the case, and that neither weed nor invasive plant were defined in the draft.

7.
Review of other terms and definitions as requested by various bodies
At a previous meeting, the TPG asked for clarification on the process for proposals for new terms and definitions. The Secretariat had written down a process covering compilation of proposals received from various sources (CPM, SC, EWGs, TPs, member comments etc.), consideration by the TPG and proposal to the SC for addition to the TPG work programme as subjects. The process as further amended by the TPG is attached as Annex 9. In particular, the following points were made:

-
The TPG noted that terms proposed for addition to the work programme as subjects should be mentioned in the executive summary of its meeting report, including those terms proposed but not added to the work programme. The text of the report should provide an explanation for including, or not, a term in the work programme.
-
The TPG agreed to mention proposals from regional workshops on draft ISPM as they are a good source that reflects issues at a regional level.

The SC will be asked to note the process at its meeting in May 2010 and will already be used in the present meeting.

In relation to individual terms, the TPG finalized a list of terms to be worked on (Table 3 of the work plan in Annex 10) after consideration of proposals made by different sources and considered under different agenda items. It also listed the terms proposed at member consultation that the TPG recommends not to work on (Table 4 of the work plan in Annex 10). In discussing terms under this agenda item, the following points were made (other points are listed under various agenda items):

-
conditional host was identified at the June meeting as a term to be worked on, but it should be moved to the pending category together with host susceptibility; both terms relate to work being done in the TPFF. The TPG would wait for more guidance or draft definitions coming from the TPFF or the SC
-
one member proposed to consider the term efficiency at the same time as efficacy and effectiveness. This suggestion was not retained as efficiency applies to people and not treatments.

-
Definition of confinement was suggested under section 4.2 in relation to the draft on design and operation of post-entry quarantine stations, but the TPG noted that it also relates to ISPM 3.

Several participants noted that explanations on some glossary terms would be useful, in order to know why they were in the glossary and how the definitions developed. The TPG should take advantage of the presence of “first generation” TPG members to make a record of this. The TPG noted that this was not needed for all terms of the glossary (also because some terms were already explained in the annotated glossary), but it should be the role of newest members to point to terms needing explanations. The TPG suggested that:

-
“explanation of glossary terms” should be a standing agenda item for TPG meetings.

-
TPG members, especially new members, should identify for that agenda item (starting at 2010 TPG meeting – see work plan for deadline) some terms requiring explanations. These should be discussed during the TPG meeting and explanations then added to the annotated glossary. 

8.
Review of ISPMs for consistency of terms and style

8.1
Review of the work carried out since the last meeting and finalization of the document for the SC

The June TPG meeting reviewed some ISPMs for consistency in the use of terms and continued working after the meeting to finalize consistency tables, general recommendations and recommendations on the revision of ISPMs. The TPG reviewed the resulting document and made further changes. 

In relation to general recommendations, the TPG had proposed to change the way standards are referred to and the Secretariat had further consulted the IPPC editor. The TPG endorsed her recommendation that cross-references in the text should be mentioned as e.g. ISPM 5:2009 (similar to ISO use) and a new way for quoting ISPMs in the reference section of standards.

The steward noted that, although work on Spanish translation had been carried out, this might not have been in the mandate given to the TPG regarding inconsistencies. The TPG decided that these should be processed, as they were useful corrections to Spanish versions, but would be presented separately from the rest of the consistency work (inconsistencies with previous CPM decisions (e.g. translation of should, shall and must) would be presented to the CPM and language preferences would be transmitted to the Spanish language review group for its consideration). The process followed for the Spanish tables would be explained in the introduction to the SC paper, but tables would not be annexes to that paper. It should be noted that most TPG members supported that tables should be in the document to give a complete view of the work done and since the SC was supervising this work. However, the TPG accepted that these tables be deleted, to answer the Secretariat’s concern not to set a precedent since these were translation issues under the responsibility of the Secretariat and also because it would be difficult to include similar tables for Chinese and Arabic if the consistency work extended to these languages.

The TPG clarified the introduction of the paper to be presented to the SC and further modified the tables. In particular, the following general points were applied:

· Missing text in Spanish versions (words, sentences or paragraphs) were included in the tables of obvious errors and not in the tables of inconsistencies in translation of translations (which relate to inconsistency with previous CPM decisions for individual terms). 
· Additions of references to a standard produced after the ISPM was approved were included in the table of obvious errors and mistakes.

· Changes to refer to revised ISPMs were maintained in the tables. References cannot simply be updated throughout all ISPMs. The TPG needs to verify that the text of the revised ISPM is relevant for the older ISPM that was referring to it, and that the cross-reference to the revised ISPM are correct (e.g. a cross-reference to a section of a previous version of an ISPM might not apply to the revised ISPM). 

· Changes relating to general recommendations (i.e. in relation to references to standards and to the IPPC) were not mentioned in the tables for individual standards, but will be applied to these standards.

The following points were also discussed:

-
Revision of ISPM 2, 11 and 21 had been recommended, but this should be done only when the draft on PRA for plants as pests has been approved.

-
The use of two similar terms presence and occurrence in ISPM 8 and other standards causes confusion. In particular, there is only one word in French and Spanish to translate the two English words. One member noted that occurrence was the defined noun, but there was no corresponding adjective, hence the use of present. The TPG proposed that consideration of presence and occurrence should be added to the work programme, in order to consider how the terms are used in English and if a single term can be recommended.

-
It was noted that incursion is defined in ISPM 5 but does not appear in other ISPMs. The reason for this is that incursion was defined in the expectation that it would be useful in relation to pest reporting and would be used in the revised ISPM 17. ISPM 17 has not yet been revised, but the term is still useful. 
8.2
Tables of consistency for ISPM 8 and 9

The Chairperson noted that tables for ISPM 8 and 9 were not completed and were not in the format agreed at the June meeting. The TPG decided that more work was needed to complete these tables before they could be presented to the SC. If the consistency work continued, they could be put in the correct format and their content finalized.

8.3
Consistency of the glossary itself
The Chairperson reminded the TPG of the table prepared by a consultant in relation to the glossary itself, showing the evolution of terms and definitions. The TPG reviewed the terms identified in the consultant’s report as having a specific impact. The terms specifically reviewed and suggested actions are presented in Annex 11. The TPG noted that ISPM 5 would be considered if the work on consistency continued.

The following items were in particular discussed:

-
Four terms were identified for deletion and would be proposed as amendments to the glossary to the SC as they have no special IPPC meaning and do not need to be defined: hitch hiker, legislation (common term and the definition is also not compatible with the glossary definition of phytosanitary legislation), Gray, plant pest (used in the IPPC and standards, but its use is confusing and should be avoided, and the definition is not needed)
. 

-
There are several related issues regarding organism, pest and naturally occurring, among others: an inconsistency between the definition of organism, in which naturally occurring is used, and the definition of naturally occurring; an issue with the use of taxon in the definition of pest; organism being defined as an individual, but ISPM 2 using organism and not making clear that it refers to a species, not an individual; pest could be defined as an organism injurious to plants. The TPG proposed to review the definitions for pest, organism and naturally occurring, in order to consider their interaction taking into account how they have been used in ISPMs. 
-
Re-exported consignment was proposed to be changed to re-export (of a consignment). This is not a simple change since the current definition also refers to storing or changing packaging, and that such requirements do not belong to a definition. The TPG proposed to add re-exported consignment to its work programme.

-
Systems approach should be reviewed when reviewing the consistency of ISPM 5 (if consistency work continued), as the definition seems to restrict the term specifically to pest risk management. 

-
The terms used in the definition of wood and defined in the glossary (i.e. round wood, sawn wood and dunnage) should be in bold. The TPG requested the Secretariat to make this change in the next version of ISPM 5.
-
One member noted that the definition of absorbed dose is wrong. The TPG thought that the modification of this definition would be better dealt when reviewing consistency of ISPM 5 (if consistency work continued).

8.4
Additional remarks on the consistency process

The steward wondered whether the TPG should present its opinion to the SC regarding the process or leave the SC to review the work done. The TPG supported that the SC should be left to review the work done. The following remarks were also made:

-
One member considered that the process required a lot of work, based on the amount of input needed compared to benefit; there were some benefits as inconsistencies were found, but the task was very intensive. If the SC decides that work done by the TPG is not what it was expecting  or if the SC wishes to reconsider the work and make substantial changes to the proposals, then the TPG felt that it will not be possible to continue the work. If the SC agrees with what has been done and this is noted by CPM, then the operation will have been successful and the job should probably continue.

-
Another member disagreed with this. The process was time-intensive but the balance was very positive. For Spanish-speaking countries, it had allowed a clearer and more consistent use of language and an opportunity to eliminate inconsistencies. 

-
One TPG member noted that all members should have been copied on emails containing comments on individual tables, for the sake of transparency. It was difficult to judge if one agreed with the current tables without knowing which changes had been made. Other members noted that most changes related to formatting of tables, with only few changes relating to their content.

-
The TPG noted that the work already done would make the process easier for other ISPMs. A format has been agreed and future tables could be presented in the correct format in advance of the TPG meeting. The general rules applied for the analysis could also be written down, to be applied in the next phase. However, it was clear that the next package should include fewer ISPMs than the original target of 10ISPMs, as the experience from the June meeting showed that this would take longer than one meeting, even more so if some language considerations had to be made.

9.
Issues related to ISPMs in languages
The Secretariat requested the advice of the TPG on the issue of ISPMs in languages. The CPM that adopts an ISPM makes final modifications to the English version, these are translated by FAO translators during the session and the resulting ISPM is adopted in all languages. Each language version of an ISPM has the same status after adoption. In recent years, it happened more frequently that members had complained about certain language versions or sent comments (or revised translations) to the Secretariat at member consultation or even after adoption. Whereas translation comments made at member consultation can often be integrated into the texts, the Secretariat feels that it cannot simply change language versions after adoption. There needs to be a mechanism to correct mistakes in adopted standards and make sure that the language preferences of members are respected. The Secretariat faces constraints linked to the lack of resources to put in place a review process for adopted ISPMs or run language review groups. On the other hand it has the responsibility of translations under the IPPC and also needs to involve the CPM, in particular to make changes to adopted standards. The TPG had a long discussion and some ideas are grouped below.

Different stages of the standard setting process

The issues discussed related to different stages of the process: how to make sure adopted standards are correct in all language versions, how to deal with draft standards going to the CPM for adoption and how changes made in one language (i.e. English)  can be reflected in other languages.
· The third case relates mostly to changes linked to consistency of terms, which the TPG is proposing to the SC. If approved by CPM, these changes should be applied to other languages, which will require a careful review to make sure that they are relevant for the other languages. A solution has not been developed yet, but should be considered depending on the outcome of SC and CPM regarding the consistency amendments proposed.

· Regarding adopted standards, no process is in place for a complete review of all adopted standards in all languages, and this work would be a huge undertaking. The review of some Spanish ISPMs as part of the consistency work was a kind of pilot operation, only made possible by the voluntary work of a group of concerned phytosanitary experts in COSAVE countries. It has allowed to identify some obvious errors (i.e. word/sentence missing), some necessary corrections for consistency with previous CPM decisions (e.g. should, shall and must), and possible corrections (i.e. language preference issues to be further discussed by the Spanish language review group). The next steps would depend on how the CPM receives the proposals. One member wondered whether the TPG should work on consistency in other languages if no member country requests it. In any case, it would require having someone ready to carry out the work, as the Spanish-language TPG member had been able to.
· The TPG focused on how to deal with ISPMs during drafting and SC review through to adoption, with a flexible approach adapted for each language. Ideas are detailed further down.

It is recognized that the Secretariat has limited resources, and it is crucial that countries in a language group take the initiative of asking for a process for their language, if needed (without resources from the Secretariat or minimal resources). For example, it would not be feasible (and also not necessary) to have language review groups run by the Secretariat. The Spanish language was tackled because there was such an initiative: Spanish-speaking countries did identify a problem, the North American Plant Protection Organization (NAPPO) proposed to coordinate a review system, and all Spanish-speaking countries are welcome to be involved in the Spanish language review group (although it was noted that not all Spanish-speaking countries were actively involved in the process.

Different solutions for different languages

Each language is in a different situation, with regards to:

· The use or not of ISPMs in that language in international negotiations (e.g. Spanish is much used)

· Variation of the language between countries, that increase the language preference factor and the need to find a language suitable to all (e.g. Spanish and Arabic have high internal variation)

· The need expressed by CPM members for improved translations (i.e. Spanish and Chinese, for which requests to modify adopted standards were submitted to the Secretariat)

Process to ensure better translations up to adoption

TPG members envisaged several solutions to ensure that translations are appropriate at adoption. The more drastic would be to have English as reference language for ISPMs, i.e. conducting work in English, adopting standards in English, and finalizing translations after adoption. This was not considered further since languages all have the same status according to the Convention and ISPMs need to be adopted simultaneously in all languages. The TPG leaned towards a “softer” process of adopting ISPMs in all languages at a CPM, but having the possibility to improve translations after adoption by CPM. This might require a change of the rules of procedures and there should be a system for agreeing on translations.

· An ISPM would be adopted in all languages, but members would be invited to provide comments to non-English versions after the session, within a certain period. 

· Members would have the possibility to review non-English language versions after CPM through appropriate means (e.g. teleconference, exchange of documents etc.), and to send errors to the Secretariat, which would then modify the ISPM and post it on the IPP. Members would be informed that changes had been made and the exact changes explained, and a final verification item would be included on the agenda of the following CPM meeting.  Members would be requested to agree with the proposed changes.

· This process should apply to Chinese and Spanish, for which countries have expressed a problem. These language groups have already used such a system in 2009, when proposed modifications to ISPMs adopted by CPM-4 were sent to the Secretariat after the CPM meeting (Spanish by the language review group and Chinese by China). The system would not be proposed for French and Arabic until a group of countries identifies a problem and take the initiative to resolve it. 

· For Spanish, such comments should be generated through the existing Spanish language review group, and Spanish-speaking countries should make sure they join that group if they wish to comment on translations.

· The TPG members in Spanish and Chinese should participate in this review process. 

Responsibility of the Secretariat

The Secretariat is responsible for the translations and, in consultation with FAO Translation Services, makes final decisions on changes in translations. It should ensure that the process above does not make unnecessary (or too numerous) changes to the ISPMs.

· The Secretariat does not have the resources to review translations and has to involve appropriate language review groups. One way to do this would be by closely involving the FAO Translation Service. There is a need to design an inclusive process including both CPM members and the FAO translation service, while minimizing the work needed. 

· There should a system to prevent a CPM member that has not submitted comments during the commenting period, or whose proposal has not been agreed to, from making comments when the proposed changes are presented to CPM. 

· If FAO translation groups are involved, the current process should be improved. For example, one problem with Spanish has been that initial translations are done by NAPPO and final review by FAO Translation Service. The FAO translation group does not always agree with how phytosanitary terms are translated, even if the proposed term is normally used in countries, and this results in what members identify as errors in translation. The head of the Spanish translation group is now part of the Spanish language review group, but his involvement should be improved. Similar links should be established for other languages.

· The TPG recommends glossary terms in languages and these translations should not be challenged by others (whether CPM members, IPPC translators or FAO translation groups) once adopted by the CPM. The Secretariat should also endeavour to make sure that the glossary terminology is used as translated in the respective language version of ISPM 5.

· If there is a language review group or a commenting system in place for another language, the TPG member of that language should also take part.

The Secretariat will put forward a proposal to CPM about correcting ISPMs following adoption, with appropriate verification at the following CPM (if changes were made).

10.
Effectiveness versus efficacy

The June meeting suggested that the TPPT be consulted on the terms effectiveness and efficacy. Both terms are used in adopted ISPMs (as well as their corresponding adjectives efficacious and effective) but this might have been casual and without intention to introduce a difference, except maybe for ISPM 28. This issue should be clarified as ISPMs may be misunderstood if they use different terms with the same meaning. A volunteer has been identified to consult the TPPT and the TPG identified what it needed to know:

-
whether there needs to be a distinction between the terms, and if so what the distinction should express and which criteria are used to differentiate between the terms

-
whether the TPPT already uses certain terms to express these distinctions. 

-
ISPM 28 uses efficacy, so is effectiveness needed at all?

Based on the TPPT answers, the TPG could review the use of these terms in ISPMs. 

11.
Draft Supplement on “not widely distributed”

The SC7 had decided that, since the concept of not widely distributed was closely related to official control, the draft supplement on not widely distributed should be submitted to the TPG, to consider how best to present both concepts together. It had suggested that the draft text on not widely distributed be integrated into the supplement on official control in such a way as to not reopen the discussion on official control. The TPG Chairperson had integrated the draft supplement on not widely distributed into the supplement on official control, without changes to the supplement on official control, with the exception of a few consistency changes.

The TPG reviewed the text and acknowledged that the resulting text might read better with some revision of the supplement on official control, but agreed with the SC suggestion to not reopen the discussion on official control. It modified that text and proposed that it be presented to the SC (in May 2010). The agreed text was submitted to the Secretariat for presentation to the SC. The TPG noted that not widely distributed text should be clearly identified in order to facilitate SC review. The Secretariat suggested to use grey font for the text on official control and boxed text for the parts on not widely distributed, as previously done for an annex of ISPM 11
. The SC could then decide how it wanted to present the text at the stage of member consultation in order to not reopen the discussion on official control.

In discussing the draft, the following points were discussed:
-
The TPG had a long discussion on the proposed definition for not widely distributed and finally concluded to not include a definition. However, if the SC insisted on having a definition, the TPG proposed the following:
	Not widely distributed (of a pest)
	Not established [in defined areas where] [everywhere that] it could establish and have potential economic importance


(The TPG did not decide on which of the texts between square brackets should be proposed)

-
There cannot be agreement on the size of the area which should be free for a pest to be not widely distributed. Some members thought that the concept could apply to pest free areas, others that it was never intended to cover a pest that is distributed to most of a country. In any case, the size of the area is not the most important factor. The concept of not widely distributed is strictly related to the definition of quarantine pest and is not independent from the two other concepts in that definition, i.e. official control and potential economic importance. If a pest is not present in an area, whatever its size, contracting parties could consider regulating it as a quarantine pest, but the pest should also have a potential economic importance and it should also be possible to implement and maintain phytosanitary measures for that area. These two factors would in practice limit possibilities to regulate a pest in a small area. The final decision on whether it can be a quarantine pest would depend on whether official measures can be sustained to maintain the area free. 

-
The concept should not be used as a barrier to trade, i.e. imposing heavy phytosanitary measures on trading partners on the justification that the pest is not present in a small area

-
One member supported that quarantine pests could be declared on the basis of pest free places of production as a form of pest free areas. Others disagreed, not necessarily for a size reason, but because management of PFPs is very different from that of PFAs

-
The TPG noted a difficulty with the use of economically important loss in the definition of endangered area (which is not used in the Convention itself) and with the use of area endangered in the definition of quarantine pest (i.e. the definition for endangered area implies that the pest is not present, but could establish in the area with an economically important loss. The definition for quarantine pest suggests that the pest could be present in the endangered area, but not widely distributed). The TPG decided that this issue would be mentioned in the report, but decided to not propose adding endangered area to the work programme.

12.
Terminology of the Montreal Protocol in relation to the Glossary 

A draft paper from Ana Peralta was considered at the last meeting, and TPG members were invited to comment by 1 June 2009. No comment was received and the paper was presented again in order to provide comments to the author for the further development of this draft. The TPG offered comments on the document and recommended additional comments be sent to the author, who would revise the paper for consideration at the following TPG meeting. In addition the Secretariat would be requested to consult with the Ozone Secretariat before the draft is presented to the SC.
The TPG also noted two errors in the 2007 UNEP document (UNEP/OzL.Pro.WG.1/27/5), which had not been repeated in the brochure produced by the Ozone Secretariat later in 2007, even if they are not clarified either. The document states that RNQPs “are those present in plants for planting …, but they are to be regulated only within the territory of the importing country” (parag. 15) and that IPPC “deals specifically with agricultural pests…” (parag.12). The Secretariat was requested to liaise with Ozone Secretariat to clarify this issue. In addition, the issue of whether RNQPs can be submitted, or not, to pre-shipment fumigation under the Montreal Protocol should be clarified. Whereas one member noted MB treatment of dormant material would not be used because of damage to plants, another member noted that it is widely used and is an effective practice to exclude RNQPs. There was no clear agreement among TPG members.

13.
Domestic regulation

This is on the work programme and was not considered at the last meeting. The paper is not ready and this point will be placed on the agenda of the next meeting.

14.
Annotated glossary

The annotated glossary is published every three years, and the next version should be published after the TPG meeting in 2010 (the first version was finalized by the TPG in 2007 and published in 2008). Ian Smith had prepared an updated version of the annotated glossary containing questions for the TPG. The group discussed these issues. The author will integrate comments into the next update, including outcomes of CPM-5, for the next TPG meeting. The TPG will conduct a detailed review of the document, which should be available well in advance of the meeting. 

The TPG agreed to put restriction on its work programme in relation to two points: the relationship between restrictive and restriction, and how restriction is used is used in ISPMs (restrictions is used many times in the glossary, either according to its glossary definition or in many other ways.

The annotated glossary contained a list of terms considered but not added to the glossary. One member proposed that it should also specify who/which group proposed each term and the reasons for rejection. The TPG agreed that this could be attempted for the future, but would not be done retroactively. 

One member proposed that some horizontal consistency issues could be applied throughout the standards. For example, if a term was replaced by another, the change could be made throughout the standards. The TPG noted that there was currently no process for applying such changes. Such identified issues (e.g. for country of origin), had been sent back to the consistency process, applied so far standard by standard, or to the revision of the ISPMs concerned. The TPG noted that the CPM had not indicated whether to proceed standard by standard or term by term, and both ways could be used. It was also noted that it would never be possible to make a global change across all standards, and every occurrence (e.g. if a term had changed) would have to be looked at. Maybe there should be a process to review consistency across standards in some cases, and a process for making such horizontal changes to all standards would be proposed at the next meeting. 

15.
Guidance document on the use of terms “should”, “shall” and “must”

At its 2008  meeting, the TPG decided to wait to review the use of terms “should”, “shall” and “must” until 2010, at which time more ISPMs would have been adopted using the terms in the correct way The study will be conducted based on the documents presented at CPM-3 (see details in the work plan, Annex 10, table 2).
16.
Work programme for the TPG
The TPG discussed its work programme, including regular and one-off activities (other than individual terms), terms recommended to be worked on and terms recommended not to be worked on (see Annex 10).

17.
Membership of the TPG
Regarding the membership of the TPG, it was noted that:

-
During the TPG meeting, the SC had reached its decision regarding the replacement of Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde by selecting Ebbe Nordbo.

-
the Secretariat would take appropriate steps towards replacing the Chinese-language member of the TPG, who had resigned in the past year

-
As Russian is now an official FAO language, the SC should discuss whether standards will be translated into Russian and, if so, if a call should be made for a Russian-language member of the TPG.
The newest members of the TPG felt that one meeting overlap was not sufficient for new members to be operational in the TPG. In addition, three members in the TPG, John Hedley, Ian Smith and Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde had been part of the TPG since the beginning, or at crucial phases of its development, and their expertise and glossary background was essential for the future development of IPPC terminology and internal consistency of ISPMs. In addition, the fact that “first generation” members are on the TPG should not prevent it from seeking and training new members. For example, it would be useful that a new French-language member be found and started “training”, but the expertise of Ian Smith was necessary for the work of the TPG. While it was not desirable to add more TPG members, it would be possible to keep inviting the “first generation members”. There should be a system to allow those members to still take part in the TPG with IPPC funding once they resigned, if they wished so. The TPG invited the SC to:

-
recognize that the knowledge of “first generation” TPG members (John Hedley, Ian Smith and Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde) is essential to the proper operation of the TPG and meaningful decisions on IPPC terminology and consistency of ISPMs.
-
agree and formalize that, once they have resigned from the TPG, “first generation” TPG members be considered to participate at future TPG meetings as invited experts with the ability to request travel assistance from the IPPC Secretariat.
18.
Other issues arising from the SC or CPM

There was no issue under this agenda item.

19.
Changing the timing of TPG meetings

The Secretariat proposed to reconsider the date of the regular TPG meetings to some time between November and May for the following reasons: 

- 
The deadline for member comments is 30 September. Comments are compiled with help from different countries with a deadline at 30 October. Comments for glossary amendments and terminology in other drafts have to be compiled separately to be available for the TPG meeting in October, and this creates extra work for the Secretariat.

-
The draft ISPMs under the regular process and extended schedule are reviewed by the SC7 only in May of the following year, which leaves more time to consider comments.

-
Completely new draft ISPMs are reviewed by the SC in May, and the TPG can give advice on the definitions in these only if the meeting is close enough to the SC (otherwise the drafts are not ready)

The TPG discussed the following points:

-
It is not so important to provide comments on new drafts since these can be looked at again at the stage of member consultation. It is more important that the TPG gives guidance on the drafts coming from consultation. This should happen early enough, before stewards start working on the drafts

-
The TPG meeting is better back-to-back with another meeting, and it could be the SPTA (as now) or the SC November

-
But since the TPG also provides input into the SC in November (especially if a draft sent for consultation goes to the SC November meeting instead of the May SC7, e.g. if it has already been for consultation), it would not be convenient to have the meeting back-to-back to the SC November

-
It is acknowledged that the Secretariat would have to filter terminology comments separately to prepare for the TPG meeting and before compilation of all comments is ready.

The TPG concluded that delaying TPG meetings would create more problems than solutions, and asked the Secretariat to maintain the meeting in October, immediately after the SPTA meeting.
20.
Other business

As Reinouw Bast-Tjeerde had submitted her resignation from the TPG and this was her last meeting, other members of the TPG thanked her for acting as the TPG Chairperson in the past years and expressed their appreciation of her work for the TPG.

Annex 1 DRAFT ANNOTATED AGENDA
1.
Opening and selection of the Chair and rapporteur
2.
Reports

Previous meeting of the TPG (October 2008)/ warning: 88 pages with annexes
2009-TPG-oct-03
Extraordinary meeting on consistency (June 2009)
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Extracts from other meetings' reports of relevant for TPG (SC Nov 2008, CPM 4,
SC May 2009)
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3.
Review of country comments on new and revised terms in draft standards
During 2009 draft standards, including proposed amendments to ISPM No. 5 were sent out for country consultation. The TPG will review country comments made on terms and definitions. There were no draft terms and definitions in the draft ISPMs, but countries might propose inclusion of definitions, or request definitions for new terms. Recommendations will be transmitted to stewards and the SC-7 (May 2010). The deadline for country comments is 30 September and the comments will be made available to the TPG only at the beginning of October. 

Note: The TPG normally also review the French and Spanish translations of terms in draft ISPMs. There are no terms proposed in the draft ISPMs sent for consultation, so there won’t be anything to review this year.

Comments document (for all drafts) 
2009-TPG-Oct-13
4.
Review of draft ISPMs for consistency
Part of the regular tasks of the TPG, for recommendations to the stewards and SC-7.

Draft ISPMs
2009-TPG-oct-06 to 11

5.
Advice on new or revised terms in other recent draft standards i.e. those going out for consultation next year

This point relates to draft terms and definitions proposed by expert working groups or technical panels in new draft standards which would be presented to the SC in May 2010. October is too early for these draft standards to be ready for the TPG. No document.

6.
Review of other terms and definitions as requested by various bodies
Further work on some terms/definitions might be asked by the SC or CPM, and is detailed in the work programme. Other bodies might have asked for new definitions. The June meeting suggested that it should work on some terms. All these cases will be listed in a document, discussed at the TPG meeting and a proposal made in the executive summary which will be discussed by the SC in May 2010, so that relevant terms are included in the work programme. We will try to already identify volunteers for each term at the October 2009 meetings, so that work can start .

SC was invited to clarify how EWGs and TPs make requests for new terms and definitions to be considered by the TPG. The Secretariat will present the current situation 
Reminder on process for proposing/working on terms
2009-TPG-oct-18

Document with draft terms (if any)
2009-TPG-oct-15

7.
Review of ISPMs for consistency of terms and style
The TPG extraordinary meeting in June reviewed some ISPMs for consistency, and finalized some tables. The TPG will receive for information the document going to the SC in November 2009. It will also be presented with a document on the Glossary itself (coming from the TPG 2008 meeting), in order to decide on what to do. 

Document presented to the SC
2009-TPG-oct-19

Tables for ISPMs No. 8 and 9
2009-TPG-oct-20 and 21

Document on consistency of the glossary itself (coming from the 

TPG meeting in October 2008)
2009-TPG-Oct-12

8.
Review of language versions of the Glossary
Each language member to report to TP on nature/reasons for each substantial change needed – then TPG to decide on how to submit changes. The Secretariat will present a document summarizing what has been done so far, processes used and trying to come up with recommendations to the SC for the future, for the different languages. 

9.
Effectiveness versus efficacy

The June meeting suggested that TPPT be consulted on effectiveness versus efficacy. A volunteer is needed to contact someone in the TPPT (steward?) before the October meeting.

10.
Draft Supplement on “not widely distributed”

SC 7 discussed the draft and decided that, since the draft was so closely linked with the Glossary supplement on official control, the draft should be submitted to the TPG for revision and to consider how best to present both concepts together. It was suggested by SC 7 that the new text could be integrated into the supplement in such a way as to not reopen the discussion on official control. This point was on the agenda of the last meeting but was not discussed.

Draft supplement on not widely distributed and on official control
2009-TPG-oct-14

11.
Terminology of the Montreal Protocol in relation to the Glossary 

A draft paper from Ana Peralta was considered at the last meeting, and TPG members invited to comment by 1 June 2009. A revised paper will be presented at the meeting. 

Document
2009-TPG-oct-17

12.
Rediscuss “domestic regulation”

This is on the work programme and has not been considered at the last meeting. The paper is not ready and this point is postponed to the next meeting 

13.
Annotated glossary

An updated version of the annotated glossary was received during the last TPG meeting. The June TPG meeting also identified a change needed: in relation to the last sentence of Outline of requirements of ISPM No. 14: “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). Ian Smith to produce a revised version, with terms not included in the latest draft. The next “published” annotated glossary will be finalized at the next TPG meeting in 2010, with terms adopted at CPM-5. 

Revised annotated glossary
2009-TPG-oct-23

Matters arising in relation to item 4.6 of the June meeting: restriction
2009-TPG-oct-24

14.
Guidance document on the use of terms “should”, “shall” and “must”

This is on the agenda for the sake of completeness. At its last meeting, the TPG decided to wait till 2010, at which time more ISPMs will have been adopted, using the correct use of the terms. No document.
15.
Work programme for the TPG
The TPG will review its 2009-2010 work programme as amended following CPM-4 and the SC in May. At the end of the meeting, the work programme will be updated for presentation to the SC in May 2010. 

Work programme 2009-2010
2009-TPG-oct-16
16.
Membership of the TPG
Members to notify any expected change in membership, so that calls can be organized in good time.

17.
Other issues arising from the SC or CPM

None identified so far.

18.
Changing the timing of TPG meetings

The Secretariat proposes to push back the regular TPG meetings to some time between November and May: 

- 
comment compilation’s deadline is 30 October (with comments being compiled in different countries) and the standards (i.e. those under the regular process following the extended schedule) then go to the SC7 in May. Compiling glossary comments separately for the October meeting creates extra work

-
new drafts are now going to the meeting of the SC in May, and the TPG can give advice on the definitions in these only if the meeting is close enough to the SC (otherwise the standards are not ready)

19.
Other business
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	Consistency tables for ISPM 8 (Mohammad Katbeh Bader)
	Email 10-10

	2009-TPG-oct-21
	7
	Consistency tables for ISPM 9 (Mohammad Katbeh Bader)
	Email 10-10

	2009-TPG-oct-22
	7
	Editor’s notes regarding how to refer to ISPMs (Secretariat)
	At meeting

	2009-TPG-oct-23
	13
	Annotated glossary with 2009 updates (Ian Smith)
	At meeting

	2009-TPG-oct-24
	13
	Informal document: matters arising in relation to point 4.6 of the June meeting (consequences for the annotated glossary of the review  of ISPM No. 14) (Ian Smith)
	At meeting
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Annex 4 – TPG responses to comments - ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of Phytosanitary Terms)
Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2009 - ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of Phytosanitary Terms)

TPG responses to comments at its meeting on 12-16 October 2009

TPG note. 13 comments were received on the proposed deletion of beneficial organisms:

- 4 proposing to keep the term and definition in the glossary

- 2 asking for further clarification

- 7 agreeing with the deletion (1 of which asking for a general analysis of what are beneficial organisms)

- 1 comment was not available at the time of the TPG meeting

	
	1. Section
	2. para 
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	1. 
	Proposed for deletion
	[2]
	Whole paragraph
	Substantive


	Any organism directly or indirectly advantageous to plants or plant products , including biological control agents and sterile insects
	To keep the definition in the Glossary with deletion of the second part of the sentence -

“including biological control agents and sterile insects”.

To be consistent with the text of the definitions in ISPM N5 (Glossary) “biological control agents” and “sterile insects” are not necessarily beneficial organisms.

TPG. As is noted in the supplementary information with this glossary proposal, this term has been discussed at length by the CPM, SC and TPG, and several attempts made to reword the definition or delete it. No agreement has been reached. Because of this, and the fact that the IPPC use of the term does not differ from the general use of the term (meaning that a definition is not needed in the glossary), it has been suggested that the term and definition be deleted. The presence of a term in the glossary does not validate the use of the term.

Also, it might be noted that the term was really only included in the glossary as it is used in the IPPC – but it is not a major point of interest or function within the IPPC.

After consideration of comments and arguments given for keeping the term, the TPG reiterates its recommendation that this term be deleted
	Azerbaijan

	2. 
	
	[2]
	Whole paragraph
	Substantive


	Definition for “beneficial organism”:

Any Living organism directly or indirectly advantageous to plants or plant products, including biological control agents
	To keep the term in the Glossary but to specify the definitions. The wording “including biological control agents and sterile insects” should not be given. The term “beneficial organisms” is very broad. Introduction of insects for pollination, for example. The term should not be deleted because there is the opposite term “a pest”.

Phytosanitary service can control bees (beneficial organisms) which are imported to the territory of country.

TPG. See above
	Belarus

	3. 
	
	
	
	
	
	The term should be retained but the definition should be reworded to avoid the conflict noted.

TPG. See above
	Kenya 

	4. 
	
	[1]
	Sentence
	Substantive
	No consensus by the group, the majority was with the remaining of the term (Beneficial organism)
	Further consideration of the deletion proposal is required

TPG. See above
	Egypt Lebanon –Tunisia Near East French

	5. 
	General comments
	
	
	Substantive 
	Malaysia does not agree to the deletion of ‘Beneficial Organism’ from ISPM No. 5.
	a) This terminology is widely used by Entomologists and Agriculturists all over the world since a long time ago.

b) Article VII 1.d of the IPPC text is not related to this definition. The Spanish and French version should be streamlined to the English version to avoid confusion.

c) The deletion of this terminology in the glossary will affect the common understanding of certain ISPMs particularly ISPM No.3 and also other ISPMs (e.g. ISPM No. 2, 11 & 30) where this terminology is used.

This comment was not available at the time of the TPG meeting, but see comments above
	Malaysia

	6. 
	
	[2]
	Whole sentence
	Technical
	
	Whilst biological control agent will be deleted, what would be the status of ISPM No.3. Clarification needed

TPG. This does not affect the status of ISPM 3. 
	Lao PDR

	7. 
	
	
	
	
	
	Il faudra trouver un terme pour désigner les organismes dont leur utilité est prouvée.

TPG. Deletion of the term does not prevent its use, and it is still a valid term even if not defined in the Glossary
	Togo

	8. 
	
	
	
	
	
	México esta de acuerdo en la eliminación del término y la definición anterior de “Organismo Benéfico”.

La definición ha causado mucho ruido y desde nuestro punto de vista eliminarla beneficia más que no quitarla. 

Si la discusión se centra en que quieren incluir al insecto estéril como agente de control biológico, pueden hacerlo; ya que la definición de control biológico de FAO dice: un enemigo natural, antagonista o competidor, u otro organismo, usado para el control de plagas [ISPM No. 3, 1996; revised ISPM No. 3, 2005].. lo de "u otro organismo" usado para el control de plagas, aun sea  de la misma especie, puede adoptar a los insectos estériles.

No obstante a lo anterior, México considera que se requiere de más análisis de fondo porque entonces a quién consideramos como organismos benéficos directos o indirectos ¿a las plantas?..¿polinizadores; lombrices, bacterias. y demás organismos que participan en la descomposición de los detritus orgánicos? 

TPG. This comment agrees with the deletion. Regarding the second part of the comment, the TPG did not make recommendations regarding the further analysis of what are beneficial organisms.
	México

	9. 
	
	
	
	Substantive 
	Another inconvenient of the concept, and inherent as well to the term, is its extended application, which turns it of little useful for phytosanitary issues.  For instance, it could be applied to bees, referred to pollination; to earthworms; to micorrhyzas; to nitrifying bacteria, and a large variety of organisms that are not used for pest control.  Another aspect to allude to is that depending on circumstances, characterization of a specific organism as beneficial might change to injurious, which would complicate its use (for instance, cactus nopal moth, Cactoblastis cactorum).  It might be argued that the same applies to the term pest; nevertheless, it is considered not to be so, since in the term “pest”, the word “injurious” is part of the definition. 

The terms “biological control agent”, “natural enemy”, “parasite”, “parasitoid” could be used in the phytosanitary argot instead of this “beneficial organism”, and in the case of necessity, make reference to the benefits of certain organisms for pest control, a derivative  could be used, as in the IPPC, characterizing them as “beneficial” of phytosanitary concern.
	OIRSA

TPG. This comments agrees with the deletion, and gives further arguments for it
	OIRSA,El Salvador, Panama

	10. 
	
	[2]
	
	Substantive
	
	South Africa agrees with the proposal to delete “beneficial organism” from the Glossary and accepts the reasons as specified on the draft amendments to ISPM No. 5 ( glossary of phytosanitary terms)

TPG. This comments agrees with the deletion
	South Africa

	11. 
	
	
	paragraphs
	substantive
	
	SCBD welcomes the proposal to delete the term “beneficial organism” .

TPG. This comments agrees with the deletion
	SCBD

	12. 
	
	
	
	
	Agree with deletions
	TPG. This comments agrees with the deletion
	Trinidad and Tobago, Grenada

	13. 
	
	
	
	
	New Zealand has no comments on this amendment
	TPG. This comments agrees with the deletion
	New Zealand


Annex 5 – TPG recommendations to steward, regarding member comments and on consistency in the use of term with the Glossary and other ISPMs - Draft: DESIGN AND OPERATION OF POST-ENTRY QUARANTINE STATIONS FOR PLANTS
Recommendations regarding member comments. Note: member comments for TPG consideration were compiled separately. The numbering of comments does not correspond to that in the compilation of comments. 

	
	1. Section
	2. para
	3. 
	4. Type of comment 
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	1. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	Infected to be replaced by infested through out the document

Where ever there is quarantine consignment of plants add  regulated articles
	To be consistent with other ISPMs

TPG. paragraph 50 –infection to be replaced by infestation

TPG. Suggests not to apply. Scope of standard deals with plants and not regulated articles
	IASPC-GABON

Swaziland

	2. 
	General comments
	
	
	Substantive
	Canada would like the term “containment” to be considered when specifying requirements for Post Entry Quarantine (PEQ) stations as it will better reflect the current use of the term worldwide, for example through the development of containment standards for facilities handling plant pests  in several countries.  The current definition for “containment” in ISPM No. 5 Glossary of phytosanitary terms is “the application of phytosanitary measures in and around an infested area to prevent spread of a pest” which does not take into account holding consignments of plants in a PEQ station.  In the world of Biosafety, there is a difference between confinement and containment where confinement is generally referring to confining (or restricting movement) animals in a pasture when they are not shedding any infectious particles.  With respect to PEQ stations, we are looking at containing plant pests within the PEQ station (preventing their accidental release or escape).  Canada would like the Technical Panel for the Glossary to review the definition of the term “containment” to consider this aspect. 

TPG. Suggests not to apply. Confinement is a word that is already used in the IPPC in relation to quarantine (and is in the definition of quarantine). In the IPPC context, there is still a need for the two terms, confinement in the context of quarantine, and containment in relation to an area. These words are not used in IPPC as in the biosafety context.
	CANADA

	3. 
	comentarios Generales
	
	
	
	…Sine embargo, según el Glosario de Términos Fitosanitarios (2009) el término más vigente para “estaciones de cuarentena posentrada” corresponde a “estación cuarentenaria”. Mismo que se define como aquella “Estación oficial para mantener plantas o productos vegetales en cuarentena [FAO, 1990; revisado FAO, 1995; anteriormente estación de cuarentena post-entrada]”. 

En ese sentido, México  considera necesario adecuar todo el texto de la norma para referirnos al término más vigente que es “estación cuarentenaria” y lo mismo debe de aplicar en todo el texto para las siglas CPE.

También, se considera apropiado adecuar el texto de la norma para referirnos mejor a las “plagas reglamentadas” en lugar de plagas cuarentenarias, tomando en cuenta la definición dada en la  NIMF No. 5 para plaga reglamentada la cual incluye tanto a las plagas cuarentenarias como las plagas no cuarentenarias reglamentadas.
TPG. There are other types of quarantine stations in the broader sense, but they are outside the scope of the IPPC. This refers to PEQ stations only.

2nd part of the comment on changing ‘quarantine pest’ to ‘regulated pest’: RNQPs should not be put into quarantine – as the pest is already in the country and requirements for RNQPs apply to all RNQPs in the country.
	MEXICO

	4. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	……2. Substitute “requisito cuarentenario”  by “requisito fitosanitario de importación”

TPG. It is noted that quarantine requirements is not a glossary term and it is suggested that the present glossary terms be used, i.e. phytosanitary import requirements or phytosanitary measures (depending on the place in the text – to be reviewed). But in some places in the text (e.g paragraph 23) quarantine requirements might have been used to refer to the conditions of the station, and may be better expressed as PEQ specification.
	2. “Requisito fitosanitario de importación” is the term defined in NIMF N° 5. “Requisito cuarentenario”  as such does not appear in that standard.  In English “phytosanitary import requirements” instead of “quarantine requirements”


	OIRSA

EL SALVADOR

PANAMA

	5. 
	Definitions
	[9]
	1st Sentence
	Editorial
	Definitions of phytosanitary terms used in this the present standard can be found in ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms).
	Better English 

TPG. Suggests not to apply. Would have to be applied to all standards previously adopted, and is editorial
	Australia


Recommendations relating to consistency in the use of terms, with the Glossary and other ISPMs

	
	1. Section
	2. para
	3. 
	4.
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	6. 
	General comment
	
	
	
	Throughout the draft: 

- avoid use of “and/or”. Use “or” everywhere that “and/or” occurs (only one change is specified in the specific comments below but there are others to be made in the text)

- replace quarantine requirements by the appropriate term (see also comment 4/OIRSA above) 

- In general, the word “PEQ” should not be used without the word ‘station’, i.e. “PEQ station”. This has to be reviewed throughout the draft

- Review of the draft needed to replace consignment by commodity where appropriate. See next comment.
	TPG - consistency

	7. 
	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	[11]
	1st sentence
	
	Pest risk analysis (PRA) should be carried out is required to determine the quarantine requirements….

…for a specified consignmentcommodity of plants.
	present tense should not be used to identify a level of obligation. Better wording

everywhere were relates to PRA, should be commodity, not consignment. A PRA is done to define requirements for a commodity, not a consignment 
	TPG - consistency

	8. 
	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	[12]
	1st sentence
	
	....and do not enter and/or establish in the immediate vicinity of the station area.
	--To avoid use of end “and/or”. “or” should be used.

--“area” is not meant here in the sense of the glossary definition, but means something like “ immediate vicinity of the station”. This wording or equivalent should be used
	TPG - consistency

	9. 
	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	[15]
	
	
	The plants may be released from quarantine at the completionconclusion of the PEQ period if they are found to be free fromof quarantine pests and meet all other phytosanitary import requirements regulatory requirements of the importing country.
	Better term

‘Free from’ is the correct expression in English

Use of the relevant glossary term
	TPG – consistency

	10. 
	BACKGROUND
	[17]
	
	
	importing NPPOs NPPO of the importing country

National Plant Protection Organizations (NPPOs)

pest risk analysis (PRA)
	NPPO is not importing

The full term has been mentioned before. The abbreviation is sufficient here.

Same reason
	TPG - consistency

	11. 
	BACKGROUND
	[18]
	
	
	The purpose of PEQ station is to confinecontain
	Confinement is what is meant here. In line with the glossary definition of quarantine.
	TPG - consistency

	12. 
	2.
General Requirements for PEQ
	[21]
	1st sentence

Last sentence
	
	PRA should be carried out is required to determine

The physical and operational characteristics of a PEQ station determine the level of confinement provided by the station.
	present tense should not be used to identify a level of obligation. Better wording

All references to such levels have been deleted at previous revisions of this draft. Suggest deleting that sentence.
	TPG – consistency



	13. 
	2.1
PEQ stations
	[26]
	2nd sentence
	
	The type of PEQ station to be used should be determined by the botanical identity and the commodity class of the type of imported plants and the quarantine pests that may be associated with them.
	type of imported plants is general. Should specify that it is the botanical identity and the commodity class, using glossary terminology
	TPG - consistency

	14. 
	2.4.2 Technical and operational procedures
	[40]
	2nd indent

-5th indent

last indent
	
	-provision of disinfestations of the station before introduction of material is brought into the station for screening or in the event of pest occurrence

-use of specific containmentconfinement equipment (e.g. biological cabinets)

- procedures that describe how quarantine documents are reviewed, amended and controlled.
	to avoid the use of the word ‘introduction’

Confinement is what is meant here, in line with the definition of quarantine.

‘quarantine documents’ is unclear, not used in other standards or glossary. Using ‘documents’ is consistent with section 2.4.3.
	TPG - consistency

	15. 
	3.
Conclusion of PEQ
	[48]
	title
	
	CompletionConclusion of PEQ
	Better term (see also row 9 above)
	TPG - consistency

	16. 
	3.
Conclusion of PEQ
	[49]
	
	
	If plants are found to be free fromof quarantine pests, and meet the other phytosanitary import requirements regulatory requirements of the importing country, they can be released from quarantine.
	Correct expression in English

Use of the relevant glossary term
	TPG - consistency

	17. 
	SPECIFICATIONS FOR PEQ STATIONS
	[58]
	
	
	· PEQ area station clearly delineated

· PEQ site station

	-more precise. the PEQ station is the structure defined here

--more precise. the PEQ station is the structure defined here
	TPG - consistency


Annex 6 - TPG recommendations to steward, regarding member comments and consistency in the use of term with the Glossary and other ISPMs - Draft: ISPM No. 7 (Export Phytosanitary Certification System)

Recommendations regarding member comments. Note: member comments for TPG consideration were compiled separately. The numbering of comments does not correspond to that in the compilation of comments. 
	
	1. Section
	2. para
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	1. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	…The use of the term consignment should be considered. A lot or intended shipment is not a consignment until a PC is issued.

The term “export phytosanitary certification” should be replace with “phytosanitary certification”
	As per glossary definition

TPG. The issue was considered but the inconsistency in the use of the term is not substantial enough to warrant a revision of the definition of consignment.

As per IPPC Article VI and glossary definition

TPG. Agree that the word export should be removed, but the rewording of the text (and title) should be done with care as some sentences may lose their sense.
	New Zealand

	2. 
	4. Documentation
	[34]
	Sentence1
	Editorial
	….In order to adequately support the export phytosanitary certification system, the NPPOs should have a documentation system in place for the relevant procedures and records that allow the traceability of consignments.
	2.  The term “traceability” should be revised since it is a term borrowed from food safety.  It should first be defined for phytosanitary purposes or use another appropriate term.

TPG. This term is used widely (broader than food safety) and generally understood, and does not require a glossary definition.
	OIRSA

EL SALVADOR

PANAMA

	3. 
	General comments
	
	
	Substantive
	….Traceability of consignment
	….The Glossary Group should review the terms traceability/ trace back since they are terms borrowed from food safety which now appears in many ISPMs. They should be defined for phytosanitary purposes or other appropriate terms used.

TPG. Both terms are considered to be commonly used. However, trace-back may not be used in some languages (e.g. in French and Spanish) and will require to be translated by a phrase or clause rather than one term
	Trinidad and Tobago


Recommendations relating to consistency in the use of terms, with the Glossary and other ISPMs

	
	1. Section
	2. para nber
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment


	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	4. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	· Use “phytosanitary certification” instead of “export phytosanitary certification”

· “phytosanitary certification” instead of “certification”

· “phytosanitary certificate” instead of “certificate”

· “phytosanitary import requirements” instead of “phytosanitary requirements”

· Review all occurrences of “exporting country” or “importing country” to see if they should be “NPPO of exporting country” or “NPPO of importing country”
	See also above. Correct IPPC term. This is not a simple substitution and requires careful rewriting

Use of correct glossary terms

In particular in relation to actions, i.e. the NPPO of the importing country acts, not the importing country
	TPG consistency

	5. 
	SCOPE
	[6]
	
	
	This standard contains requirements for an export phytosanitary certification system to be addressed by NPPOs involved in phytosanitary certification.
	refers to general comment on replacing “export phytosanitary certification” by phytosanitary certification, plus superfluous end of sentence (phytosanitary certification is the use of a phytosanitary procedure, i.e. official, i.e. established, authorized or performed by the NPPO)
	TPG consistency

	6. 
	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	[11]
	1st sentence
	
	Delete  The IPPC requires its contracting parties to make arrangements to issue phytosanitary certificates certifying compliance with the phytosanitary regulations of other contracting parties. 
	The outline of requirements should reflect the text of the standard, and should be consistent with it. This is not in the text and therefore should not be in the outline of requirements.
	TPG consistency

	7. 
	1.
Legal Authority
	[17]
	Whole sentence
	
	Sentence to be reworded: The National Plant Protection Organization (NPPO) should have the sole authority by legislative or administrative means to conduct phytosanitary activities related to exports, including phytosanitary certification.
	Use quotations of IPPC rather than interpretations to achieve consistency with the convention. This sentences goes beyond what is in the convention (preferred usage in ISPMs for referring to obligations in the Convention), i.e. “The responsibilities of an official national plant protection organization shall include ... the issuance of certificates relating to phytosanitary regulations of the importing contracting party ...” (Art IV.2(a))
	TPG consistency

	8. 
	4.1
Phytosanitary certificates
	[36]
	Whole 3rd sentence
	
	Sentence to be reworded: The model phytosanitary certificates as described in the Annex of the IPPC should be used.
	Use as far as possible the original text of the IPPC, i.e. the wording of article V.2b. (preferred usage in ISPMs for referring to obligations in the Convention)
	TPG consistency

	9. 
	5.2 Between NPPOs
	[51]
	1st sentence
	
	Sentence to be reworded: NPPOs should designate an IPPC contact point (IPPC, Article VIII.2).
	Use direct quote of the Convention (preferred usage in ISPMs for referring to obligations in the Convention)
	TPG consistency

	10. 
	5.2 Between NPPOs
	[52]
	2nd sentence
	
	Sentence to be reworded: Communication between IPPC contact points is considered to be authentic unless the NPPO of the importing country designates alternative official sources.
	sentence difficult to follow and should be rewritten. It should be compatible with the text of the IPPC, and should clarify “alternative official sources”, i.e. how NPPOs designate such sources
	TPG consistency


Annex 7 - TPG recommendations to steward, regarding member comments and consistency in the use of term with the Glossary and other ISPMs - Draft: Revision of ISPM No. 12 (Phytosanitary Certificates)

Recommendations regarding member comments. Note: member comments for TPG consideration were compiled separately. The numbering of comments does not correspond to that in the compilation of comments. 
	
	1. Section
	2. 
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	1. 
	General comments
	
	
	substantive 
	
	Change ‘certificate’ to ‘phytosanitary certificate’ as relevant as the standard is about Phytosanitary certificates and should be as such. Use of the term “certificate” (solely) may cause confusion. The electronic certificate is a phytosanitary certificate that is transmitted in another manner. TPG Agreed. Use of glossary term. And certificate and phyto certificate are defined in different ways in the glossary
	Australia 

	2. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	It is necessary to include in ISPM No. 5 a definition for “electronic certification”
	TPG. It is suggested that an explanation be included in this standard, and a definition be considered (the TPG will propose to the SC to develop a definition).
	COSAVE, Chile, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, Argentina

	3. 
	1.2  Certificates
	[22]
	After Sentence 1
	Substantive
	New Sentences:

In this context, the 'electronic form' of the phytosanitary certificate means the authenticated electronic equivalent of the phytosanitary certificate data including the certifying statement.  Electronic form should not constitute text processing or other electronic generation of paper forms which has been sent via electronic means.
	New sentences have been added to define and clarify what “electronic form” means and what it is not.  This definition of “electronic form” was discussed and adopted at the International electronic phytosanitary certification workshop held in Ottawa, Canada May 19-21, 2009.  The workshop report can be found at http://www.nappo.org/E-Cert%20Symposium5-09/E-CertWorkshop-e/NAPPOE-CertWorkshopReport05-09-e.pdf
TPG. This text could be used as a base in explaining and defining electronic certification.
	CANADA

	4. 
	Place of origin: ____________
	[80]
	After first sentence
	Editorial
	This is usually the country of production, which is termed country of origin in the Convention. 


	The use of the term ‘country of production’ on phytosanitary certificates is much clearer than the term ‘country of origin’, which is also used in other contexts (economic, customs, biodiversity, etc.). 

TPG It was felt that the present wording was consistent with present definitions and should not be changed. This also applies to the 2nd comment made by ISF (in the general compilation of comments) relating to the 2nd and 3rd sentences of this item
	ISF

	5. 
	General comments
	
	Throughout the draft

Through the std


	Edit

Substantive
	Use “phytosanitary certification” instead of “certification” in the text and headings.

Likewise, the full term “phytosanitary import requirements” should be used.

Re the term “electronic equivalent” as used in the IPPC and this draft. Many people think this refers to email or fax certificates. As it does not, could a more satisfactory term be used? Eg electronic certification, electronic transfer of certification data.…..
	Correct glossary term

TPG. See row 1.

TPG. Agreed

Use of less confusing term

TPG See row 2 and 3.
	New Zealand



	6. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	ONPFs
	2.  It is necessary to revise definitions of “certificate” and  “Phytosanitary certificate” to merge them if possible.

TPG It has been recommended that “certificates” be changed to “phytosanitary certificates” so the issue does not arise in relation to this standard. If this issue is to be considered, it should be done later and deal with the wider issuance of certificates. (note: the TPG will propose to the SC to review the definitions for certificate and phytosanitary certificate, in order to merge them or possibly delete certificate)

3.  In the IPPC ISPMs, the Spanish term “Rastreabilidad” has not been used consistently.  There is no standard defining how to carry out the phytosanitary traceability; its use should be avoided until an explanation of how to apply it in plant health is provided.  If it is established as part of the text, it becomes an additional obligation for the NPPOs.

TPG. It is not practical to describe how to apply traceability in all instances where it happens as it is widely used and well understood. And how NPPOs do this should not be a matter of harmonisation.

4.  Develop acronym the first time it occurs in the text of the Standard.  Avoid using final letter ‘s’ to form a plural in acronyms in Spanish.

TPG. Spanish – editorial.
	OIRSA

EL SALVADOR

PANAMA


Recommendations relating to consistency in the use of terms, with the Glossary and other ISPMs

	
	1. Section
	2. para nber
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	7. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	Where sections of the model certificate are referred to, use throughout “section” of PC instead of referring to “component”, “part”, “items” etc.
	To use only one term
	TPG consistency

	8. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	All occurrences of “original” (of the PC) should be checked and reworded if appropriate. 

Paragraph 25 seems to define what “original” means, but the term seems to be used in the text with several meanings:

- first issuance of a phytosanitary certificate

- original document, followed by copies.

- authentic phytosanitary certificate.
	To clarify the meaning. 
	TPG consistency

	9. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	the term “public officer” should be used more consistently as the current text refers to “issuing official”, “authorized officer”
	
	TPG consistency

	10. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	Review all occurrences of “exporting country” or “importing country” to see if they should be “NPPO of exporting country” or “NPPO of importing country”
	In particular in relation to actions, i.e. the NPPO of the importing country acts, not the importing country
	TPG consistency

	11. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	- “phytosanitary certification” instead of “certification”

- “phytosanitary certificate” instead of “certificate”

- “phytosanitary import requirements” instead of “phytosanitary requirements”
	Use of correct glossary terms
	TPG consistency

	12. 
	General comments
	
	
	
	Match titles of sections to their content
	to ensure internal consistency of the ISPM

e.g. see paragraphs 58 and 123 below
	TPG consistency

	13. 
	2. Considerations for Importing and Exporting Countries
	[46]
	
	
	A phytosanitary certificate may also be required for other regulated articles where phytosanitary measures are technically justified (e.g. empty containers, vehicles , and organisms other than plants)
	Plants are enumerated in the first sentence, and can be excluded from “organisms” in this sentence, i.e. “organisms other than plants”
	TPG consistency

	14. 
	3. Specific Principles and Guidelines for the Preparation and Issuance 
	[58]
	
	
	Specific Principles and Guidelines considerations for the Preparation and Issuance of Phytosanitary Certificates
	consistent with headings of sections 1 and 2
	TPG consistency

	15. 
	3. Specific Principles and Guidelines for the Preparation and Issuance …
	[61]
	
	
	This information should be added in the additional declaration AD section, but
	Better not to use abbreviation in this case
	TPG consistency

	16. 
	3.1 Requirements for completing the various ...
	[62]
	
	
	3.1 Requirements Guidance for completing
	The text gives guidance for completing the phytosanitary certificate
	TPG consistency

	17. 
	Name of produce and quantity declared: ____________
	[90]
	
	
	Different phytosanitary requirements may apply to the different intended uses end uses (e.g. consumption as compared with propagation) or degree of processing state of a product (e.g. fresh as compared with dried); the intended end use...
	-Use of glossary term

- consistency with the new ISPM on commodities

- Use glossary term
	TPG consistency

	18. 
	II. Additional Declaration
	[109]
	Whole sentence
	
	This sentence should be reconsidered
	This sentence is not in line with the definition of additional declaration (which refers only to pests and not to permits)
	TPG consistency

	19. 
	4. Specific Principles and Guidelines for the Use of Phytosanitary Certificates for …
	[123]
	
	
	Specific considerations Principles and Guidelines for the Use preparation and issuance of Phytosanitary Certificates for Transit and for Re-export Consignments
	consistent with headings of sections 1, 2, and 3
	TPG consistency

	20. 
	4.1 Conditions for issuing a phytosanitary certificate for re-export
	[126]
	
	
	considerations Conditions for issuing a phytosanitary certificate....
	Consistency with proposed new heading for section 4
	TPG consistency

	21. 
	4.2  Conditions for issuing a phytosanitary ...
	[132]
	
	
	considerations Conditions for issuing a phytosanitary certificate....
	Consistency with proposed new heading for section 4
	TPG consistency

	22. 
	Recommended wording for …
	[153]
	
	
	name of pest or soil or other
	clarify “other”. Not clear what “other” Could be in relation to the definiton of additional declaration?
	TPG consistency


Annex 8 - TPG recommendations to steward, regarding member comments and consistency in the use of term with the Glossary and other ISPMs - Draft: Annex to ISPM No. 28 (PHYTOSANITARY TREATMENTS FOR REGULATED PESTS)

Recommendations regarding member comments. Note: member comments for TPG consideration were compiled separately. The numbering of comments does not correspond to that in the compilation of comments. 
	
	1. Section
	2. para nber
	3. sentence/row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	1. 
	General comments
	
	The whole text of draft
	Substantive
	It is necessary to include the term 

“cold treatment” into the Glossary
	For harmonized use of terminology

TPG. No recommendation. 
	Belarus


Recommendations relating to consistency in the use of terms, with the Glossary and other ISPMs

Note: the comments below apply to all the draft cold treatments. Paragraph numbers are given only for the first treatment.

	
	1. Section
	2. para nber
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment 
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	2. 
	Endorsement
	[3]
	Title
	
	Adoptionendorsement
	CPM adopts standards (and consistent with sentence in the section)
	TPG consistency

	3. 
	Scope of the treatment
	[5]
	footnote
	
	IPPC phytosanitary treatment
	The term IPPC treatment does not exist. The correct term is “phytosanitary treatment”, i.e. the term used in the adopted ISPM 28. 

This also affects all treatments adopted at CPM4 as the same footnote (including the term IPPC treatment) was used in each of them, and the SC should be made aware of this.
	TPG consistency

	4. 
	References
	[14]
	
	
	Anon. could be replaced by Anonymous
	For clarity
	TPG consistency

	5. 
	Treatment schedule
	[12]
	schedules
	
	dayscontinuous days (several places)
	For clarity
	TPG consistency

	6. 
	Title
	[2]
	
	
	Add “fruit of”
	Clarification on the targeted regulated article; the treatment is only for fruit
	TPG consistency

	7. 
	scope
	[5]
	Sentence
	
	Add “fruit of”
	Clarification on the targeted regulated article; the treatment is only for fruit
	TPG consistency

	8. 
	Target regulated articles
	[11]
	
	
	Add “fruit of”
	Clarification on the targeted regulated article; the treatment is only for fruit
	TPG consistency


Annex 9 - Process for proposals of terms to be defined or revision of terms

As per the procedures of standard setting, the SC decides on the terms on which the TPG should work, based on suggestions normally made by the TPG itself or in the new drafts presented to the SC. The SC reviews the TPG proposals and decides to add them, or not, as subjects to the work programme, and requires the TPG to start working on them. Note: addition of TPG terms as subject to the work programme is decided upon by the SC, and does not require approval by the CPM.

Requests to work on new terms/definitions or to revise a definition may come from:

-
CPM

-
SC

-
TPG itself during its discussions of various agenda items

-
other expert drafting groups

-
members and possibly organizations (such as CBD, RPPOs) as part of comments on draft ISPMs

-
members as part of regional workshops on draft ISPMs

-
members when proposing topics for the work programme.

All such requests should be considered, even if they are eventually not added to the work programme.

-
The TPG is best placed to list requests made in comments on draft ISPMs, since it is the first group to see these comments (the Secretariat is not looking at detailed comments when compiling them).

-
The Secretariat is best placed to gather and compile requests from other bodies (as indicated in their reports), and send them on to TPG for consideration.

The following process is proposed:

1.
Before the TPG meeting, the Secretariat compiles a list of requests, made from various groups since the previous TPG meeting (but not requests made as part of comments on draft ISPMs)

2.
At its meeting, the TPG identifies requests coming from:

-
comments on draft ISPMs

-
its own discussions under various agenda items.

3.
For each request from 1 or 2 above, the TPG recommends to the SC whether to work on the term or not. A revised list of all requests from 1. or 2. and corresponding recommendations to the SC is included to the TPG report as an annex, and the executive summary of the TPG report also contains a specific request for the SC to note the terms which would be worked on, and those which would not be worked on.

4.
In considering the work of TPs (i.e. currently at its May meeting), the SC reviews the requests and recommendations, and decides which terms should be added to the work programme as subjects for the TPG

5.
After the SC meeting, the Secretariat adds these subjects to the work programme.

It is proposed that this proposal be implemented as from the outcome of the TPG 2009 meeting.

Annex 10 - work plan – from October 2009 to october 2010 - updated 1-12-2009

Table 1 - Regular tasks

	
	nature of the task
	action
	who
	deadline (for 2009-2010)
	status at 01-01-2010

	1. 
	Reporting
	prepare executive summary for SC
	Secretariat with steward and chairperson
	If any urgent points, 20 October 2009 for SC November 2009. 

Otherwise 15 Dec. 2009, for SC May 2010.
	Done

Postponed 15 January 2010

	2. 
	
	Draft report
	Secretariat with steward and chairperson

To TPG for comment 
	First draft 5 November 2009.

Beginning of December
	Postponed 2 December

Postponed beg. Jan., comments due by 15 January

	3. 
	
	Final report
	Secretariat with steward based on TPG comments
	End December
	Postponed 25 January 2010

	4. 
	Draft ISPMs for country consultation in 2009
	Comments compiled by the Secretariat
	Secretariat
	TPG 2009
	done

	5. 
	
	Reactions to comments to be integrated in tables of comments to be sent to stewards, SC7 or SC (only to SC7 or SC in the case of amendments to the Glossary)

Beneficial organism document for SC
	-Steward

-Secretariat to send to stewards

Secretariat
	25 October 2009 

same
	done 

done

	6. 
	
	Review for inconsistencies: include detected inconsistencies in templates
	Secretariat with steward

Secretariat to send to stewards
	25 October 2009 
	done

	7. 
	
	Translation of terms
	TPG
	There are no terms and definitions in drafts sent for consultation in 2009
	-

	8. 
	
	Reactions to requests from new terms and definitions 
	TPG to review and add to its list of recommendation to SC May 2010
	See table 3 of this work plan
	

	9. 
	
	Preparation of CPM document on amendments to the glossary
	Secretariat
	4 December
	

	10. 
	Draft ISPMs for country consultation in 2010
	Amendments to the glossary 2010 to be compiled based on TPG discussions (deletion of hitch hiker, legislation, plant pest, Gray), with explanations and bold to be included for glossary terms in draft definitions
	Draft by Ebbe Nordbo. Submit by email to whole group for validation before paper made available to SC in May 2010 
	Paper to whole group: 15 December


	As per TPG email decision after the meeting, the deletions will not be presented to the SC in May 2010, but will be grouped with the glossary amendments to be suggested by the TPG at its 2010 meeting



	11. 
	
	check accuracy of translation of definitions in draft ISPMs before country consultation
	TPG members in their language receive draft definitions and send them back to Secretariat


	June 2010, to be completed within 1 or 2 days
	Nothing available at the moment

	12. 
	
	
	
	
	

	13. 
	
	Review for possible inconsistencies
	All TPG members prior to meeting (drafts will be  on IPP)
	before 2010 TPG meeting
	

	14. 
	
	Further actions for drafts sent for MC in 2010
	Will follow the same process as defined for 2009 consultation above
	
	

	15. 
	Annotated glossary


	2009 update based on terms adopted by CPM-3 and CPM-4
	Ian Smith 
	1 September 2009, for TPG 2009
	Done & modified 2009 version sent mid-October after meeting

	16. 
	
	second version for publication - three-yearly clearance by SC
	Ian Smith
	1 September 2010 for TPG 2010, 
	

	17. 
	
	
	TPG, SC
	2010
	

	18. 
	review of membership
	Annual review of membership to make recommendations to SC on new members needed
	TPG and Secretariat
	TPG 2010
	


Table 2 - One-off tasks (for individual terms to be worked on, see table 3)
	
	nature
	action
	who
	deadline
	Status  at 01-01-2010

	1. 
	Review of adopted ISPMs for consistency and style
	review preliminary work and make recommendations for SC on procedure as discussed by TPG in Oct 2008

Inputs from TPG members in tabulated form

Appendix 4 of consultant’s report still to be reviewed

Consistency of glossary
	TPG meeting
TPG 

TPG

Depending on outcome of consistency discussion in SC and CPM
	June 2009, for SC November 2009

TPG 2009


	Done

done

	2. 
	Draft Supplement on not widely distributed/

official control
	Redraft prepared, draft to be presented to TPG / action as requested by SC
	Reinouw 
	TPG 2009
	Done

	3. 
	
	presentation to SC May 2010
	Secretariat, Chairperson and steward
	15 December 2009
	done

	4. 
	Terminology of Montreal Protocol in relation to the glossary of phytosanitary terms
	Provide comments to Ana Peralta

New draft before next TPG meeting

Consultation of Montreal Protocol Secretariat

Draft for presentation to SC May 2011
	TPG

Ana Peralta

IPPC Secretariat

TPG and Secretariat
	1 March 2010

1 September 2010 for TPG 2010

Before December 2010

15 December 2010
	

	5. 
	Guidance document on use of the terms "should", "shall" and "must"
	Modify paper based on comments for SC
	Secretariat
	before SC November 2007
	done

	6. 
	
	Papers to be presented at TPG 2008:

- extract from CPM-3 report (parag. 109- 112)

- CPM 2008/17

- CPM 2008/INF/18

- extract from CPM-1 report (decisions on should, shall and must)
	Secretariat
	Before TPG 2008
	done

	7. 
	
	Analysis to be prepared for SC for examination and development of recommendations for CPM once sufficient ISPMs produced, if time permits (no timeline proposed by CPM-3, but TPG 2008 proposed 2010)
	Secretariat to retrieve papers:

- extract from CPM-3 report (parag. 109- 112)

- CPM 2008/17

- CPM 2008/INF/18

- extract from CPM-1 report (decisions on should, shall and must)
	TPG 2010

Possibly for SC November 2010
	

	8. 
	Decisions from June meeting needing SC input
	SC May 2010
	Secretariat
	As part of the executive summary
	

	9. 
	Individual terms
	See Table 3 below
	
	
	


Table 3 - Terms to be considered by the SC for addition to the TPG work programme as subjects (or already added and pending) – more details on some proposals can be found in the TPG October 2009 meeting
	
	Source of the proposal
	Comments
	volunteer for preparation (if added to work programme by SC)

	Domestic regulation
	past TPG meeting
	
	John Hedley

	Exclusion
	TPFF 2009
	Taking account of definition developed by the TPFF in September 2009, but not considered by TPG
	Ana Peralta

	Area-wide control
	TPFF 2009
	Taking account of definition developed by the TPFF in September 2009, but not considered by TPG
	Ana Peralta

	Efficacy, effectiveness
	TPG June 2009
	Consult TPPT regarding the term “efficacy” versus “effectiveness” and the criteria they are using to differ between both terms. See also section in the report
	Mohammad Katbeh Bader

	Confinement
	TPG June 2009, member comments on PEQ draft
	Propose a definition, in relation to ISPM 3 and PEQ draft
	Ian Smith

	Quarantine station
	TPG June 2009
	Revise. Based on ISPM No. 3, change the definition for quarantine station in the Glossary to refer also to organisms or other regulated articles in quarantine instead of only referring to plants or plant products
	Secretariat

	Electronic certification 
	Member comments 2009
	Taking into account and in coordination with revision of ISPM 12. To be based on the outcome of Ottawa Workshop
	Secretariat

	Certificate, phytosanitary certificate
	Member comments 2009
	deletion of certificate or merging phytosanitary certificate and certificate (with consideration of a def applying to electronic certification) (taking into account and in coordination with revision of ISPM 12)
	Secretariat, based on draft provided by Ian Smith for phytosanitary certificate during TPG 2009 meeting

	hitch hiker, Gray, legislation, plant pest
	TPG discussion 2009
	Deletion proposed. To be added to the Amendments to the Glossary proposed by the TPG in October 2010
	Ebbe Nordbo

	organism, pest, naturally occurring
	TPG discussion 2009
	Review the three definitions
	To be defined

	re-export (of a consignment) 
	TPG discussion 2009
	To change the term to re-export (of a consignment) and modify the definition 
	Ebbe Nordbo

	Presence, occurrence 
	TPG discussion 2009
	To review the use in English ISPMs and in languages 
	Ebbe Nordbo

	Review of the use of and/or in adopted ISPMs
	TPG discussion 2009
	Consistent with general recommendations on consistency, but require a review of every occurrence
	Secretariat

	restriction
	TPG discussion 2009
	Review the use of restriction in ISPMs, as well as the use of restrictive 
	To be defined

	conditional hosts, host susceptibility and related terms
	TPG October 2008 and June 2009 (but pending)
	wait for further request from the SC, or draft definitions produced by the TPFF
	Pending

	country of origin
	Past TPG meetings (but pending)
	In standard setting programme presented to CPM-4: SC decided that this would be taken up under the review of ISPMs No. 7 and 12 and the review of adopted ISPMs. Addressed in ISPM 7, and needs to be addressed in 11 and 20
	Pending


Table 4. Terms to be defined/revised during member consultation 2009 but for which the TPG proposes not to work on or awaits SC decision

- on which the TPG does not propose to work on 

	proposal
	Reason for proposing not to work on it

	ISPM7 . The use of the term consignment should be considered. A lot or intended shipment is not a consignment until a PC is issued.
	The issue was considered but the inconsistency in the use of the term is not substantial enough to warrant a revision of the definition of consignment. 

	ISPM 7 traceability

ISPM 7 traceability/trace back

ISPM 12 traceability
	This term is used widely (broader than food safety) and generally understood, and does not require a glossary definition.

Both terms are considered to be commonly used. However, trace-back may not be used in some languages (e.g. in French and Spanish) and will require to be translated by a phrase or clause rather than one term

It is not practical to describe how to apply traceability in all instances where it happens as it is widely used and well understood. And how NPPOs do this should not be a matter of harmonisation.

	ISPM PEQ station – revision of containment (currently only about areas) to extend its use to the holding of plants in PEQ stations
	Suggests not to apply. Confinement is a word that is already used in the IPPC in relation to quarantine (and is in the definition of quarantine). In the IPPC context, there is still a need for the two terms, confinement in the context of quarantine, and containment in relation to an area. These words are not used in IPPC as in the biosafety context.  Note: see above. Proposal is to define confinement


- on which the TPG did not reach conclusion and awaits for SC decision

	proposal

	Annex to ISPM 28. definition for cold treatment


Annex 11 Terms reviewed and actions in relation to consultant’s table on consistency of ISPM 5

Note: the complete table prepared by the consultant was document 2009-TPG-oct-12-inconsistencies_glossary.doc. The present annex only present terms for which the consultant identified an impact.

	TERM
	Consultant: impact of changed and new terms, ISPMs affected
	TPG reaction

	Absorbed dose
	Refer Report Part 2, add to ISPM 18
	Agreed, and present definition is incorrect. Consider when reviewing consistency of ISPM 5

	Antagonist 
	Refer Report Part 2, add to ISPM 18
	Agreed 

	Bark-free wood
	Now deleted from the revised ISPM No. 15 (the only ISPM where this was used), can be deleted
	Agreed – Consider when reviewing consistency of ISPM 5

	Biological control agent
	ISPM Nos. 11 and 14 need to be updated to remove "biocontrol agent"
	To be done in ISPM 11 (added to consistency comments for ISPM 14)

	Biological pesticide (Biopesticide)
	Deleted at CPM-3.  ISPM Nos. 3 and 9 need to be updated to remove reference to "biopesticide" and "biological pesticide".
	No action

	Competitor
	Used in ISPM Nos. 3 and 11.
	Consider in future revision. Used in both standards but not with the same meaning

	Control point
	Refer Report Part 2 and discussion of HACCP as a concept for PRA.
	Correct annotated glossary

	Controlled area
	Not used in any ISPM, delete.
	Disagree, do not delete

	Country of transit
	"Country of transit" is used in ISPM Nos. 12 and 25, but the use can clearly linked to "transit" as used in "consignment in transit". 
	No action

	Dose mapping
	Refer Report Part 2, ISPM No. 18.
	Future consideration – consistency of ISPM 5 and revision of ISPM 18 

	Dosimeter
	Refer Report Part 2, ISPM No. 18.
	Future consideration – consistency of ISPM 5 & revision of ISPM 18

	Dosimetry
	Refer Report Part 2, ISPM No. 18.
	Future consideration – consistency of ISPM 5 & revision of ISPM 18

	Efficacy (treatment)
	For consistency, this should be "efficacy (of a treatment)".
	Consistency of ISPM 5

	Establishment
	No impact of change.  Suggest adding “of a pest” to be consistent with the treatment of other terms where alternatives exist (such as "establishment of pest free areas", etc).
	Consistency of ISPM 5

	Exotic 
	Deleted CPM-3, term not used in ISPM No. 3, but used in ISPM Nos. 9 and draft.  Refer report part 2 for comments.
	Take into account in consistency changes for ISPM 9 (or revision of ISPM 9). Use non indigenous

	Free from (of a consignment, field or place of production)
	add…"and pest free place of production and production sites"
	Disagree, no action

	Gray (Gy)
	Refer Report Part 2, ISPM No. 18.
	Propose deletion

	Hitch-hiker pest
	Term is not used in any ISPM, delete.
	Propose deletion

	Immediate vicinity
	Term not used
	No action

	Incursion
	Refer Report Part 2
	Keep. See TPG 2009 report

	Integrity (of a consignment)
	Refer report part 2
	No action

	Intermediate quarantine
	Term is not used in any ISPM, delete.
	Keep Not used in standards but used by people. No harm to keep

	Ionizing radiation
	Note that "ionizing radiation" is part of the definition of "irradiation", so deletion of this term would require modicication of that term.  Irradiation is used in ISPM Nos. 14, 15 (current), and 28.  Refer Report Part 2, ISPM No. 18.
	For future consideration

	Irradiation
	Irradiation is used in ISPM Nos. 14, 15 (current), and 28. 
	No action

	Legislation
	 
	Propose deletion

	Living modified organism
	 
	Consistency of ISPM 5 and add to ISPM 11

	Outbreak
	Refer Report Part 2, discussion on "outbreak", "incursion", & occurrence".
	No action

	Packaging
	Refer report part 2.
	No action

	Parasite
	Term also used in ISPM No. 5 (supplement No. 2), 11, and 28.
	No action

	Pathogen
	Used in IPPC, ISPM Nos. 3, 11, draft 2 & 6, and several glossary definitions.  Where used in ISPMs it is more descriptive and accurate (e.g., airborne pathogens) than using "pest".
	No action

	Pest diagnosis
	Refer report part 2.  
	No action

	Pest risk analysis
	Change in terms pest risk analysis, pest risk assessment and pest risk management has been accommodatedin relevant standards
	No action

	Phytosanitary measure
	Change in definition has been incorporated into standards (or they already were general enough to accommodate the change without altering meaning).  Note that the reference to the source of the term should read ICPM, 2002 (not ISPM, 2002).
	No action

	Plant pest
	Refer Report Part 2, some ISPMs use "plant pest" and is unclear whether "pest" is intended, or a plant that is a pest.
	Propose deletion

	Plants in tissue culture
	ISPM No. 21 needs to be updated to refer to "plants in vitro".
	Consistency of ISPM 21

	Re-exported consignment
	Term is not used in any ISPM (re-export is used on 48 occasions), suggest changing to "re-export (of a consignment)".Suggest this is replaced with “re-export (of a consignment)”.
	Proposed for work programme in 2009

	Reference specimen(s)
	Refer Report Part 2.
	No action

	Regulated area
	The change seems inconsistent with the move away from referring to "phytosanitary regulations or procedures" to "phytosanitary measures". 
	Consistency of ISPM 5

	Regulated article
	Including plant products in the definition has no terminological implications.  Several ISPMs (and the IPPC) refer to "plants, plant products, and other regulated articles".  While "regulated articles" would describe all of these succuinctly they do not change the meaning.  As ISPMs are revised the change could be encouraged.
	No action

	Required response
	Not used in any other ISPM - can replace with efficacy.
	Disagree. No action

	Specificity
	Deleted CPM-3.  This clarifies the use of "specificity in ISPM No. 27. 
	No action

	Systems approach(es)
	No impact of change, but removal of "pest" lessens the link to the term "pest risk management".  Refer report part 2, regarding use.
	Consistency of ISPM 5

	Wood
	No impact from change. Note "round wood", "sawn wood" and "dunnage" are not in bold in the definition 
	OK, proposed at TPG 2009


Annex 12 of the TPG October 2008 report

Use of the terms "pest risk management", "risk management" and "pest management" in ISPMs. 

"Pest risk management" 

This is a term which should be, and is, associated with PRA in the ISPMs. It is used in ISPMs 1, 11, 14, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29 and PEQ. In lSPMs 11, 14, 21, 23, 28, 29 and PEQ, the term "pest risk management" is accompanied by either or both "risk management" and "risk management options". In ISPMs 10, 16, categorization and potatoes, the term "risk management" alone is used (i.e. "pest risk management" is not used), but in similar contexts to the previous case. Some other combinations are found: "risk management measures", "risk management alternatives", "risk management strategies", "risk management procedures" (in lSPM 14). 
It may be concluded that "risk management" is a convenient shortened form of "pest risk management" and that "risk management options" should be "pest risk management options". It may be noted that ISPM 11 mostly uses "pest risk management", but sometimes "risk management options" (usually in a paragraph headed "pest risk management"). It uses "risk management" only in one place, evidently in error for "pest risk management". 

In two cases only, "risk management" is used other than for a pest. In ISPM 3, the term is applied to "biological control agents", while in ISPM 15 it is applied to "non-compliant wood packaging material". In these cases, "pest risk management" is not used.

Pest management 

This term is used in ISPMs 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 21 and 22, always in a context other than PRA (except in one case, ISPM 22, where there is a solitary occurrence of pest management options", associated with "pest risk management", presumably in error for "risk management options"). "Pest management" is often combined with other words: "pest management programmes"; "pest management approach", "pest management records", "pest management procedures", "integrated pest management". ISPM 11 contains all the terms, but "pest management" arises only as a factor affecting the potential for a pest to become associated with a pathway. The other standards (12, 13, 17, 19, 25, 26, trapping) contain none of the terms. 

There is practically no overlap between "pest management" on the one hand, and "risk management (options)" on the other. So it may be concluded that "pest management" means the practical business of actually controlling pests, and is not a PRA term. 

Conclusion 

"Pest management" means the complex of methods used to control pests in practice in the field. It is not a Glossary term and has no definition. It is used correctly in the ISPMs where it occurs and not confused with "pest risk management" (with the single exception of ISPM 22). 

"Risk management", alone or in combination with "options" or other such terms, is a condensed form of "pest risk management". The latter is a defined glossary term, and should everywhere replace "risk management". The very few cases where "risk management" concerns a commodity other than pests should be reviewed to determine whether a better wording can be found.  

� Note: in accordance with a decision taken by email after the meeting, these deletions will be proposed as part of the Amendments to the Glossary to be developed by the TPG in October 2010.


� This formatting did not produce a clear document and another formatting was chosen in the final version sent to the SC.





PAGE  
Page 27 of 27

