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ICPM Working Group on the revision
of ISPM No. 1 (Principles of plant quarantine as related to international trade)
18-20 February 2004- EPPO headquarters, Paris
Report

Note: this report reflects the discussions at the meeting and also takes account of modifications made to the individual principles in the final e-mail review of the draft standard. The wording of principles is therefore the same in this report and in the draft standard.
1.
Opening of the meeting
The Expert Working Group was attended by Ms Arriagada (Chile), Ms Bast-Tjeerde (Steward - Canada), Mr Canale (Uruguay), Mr Hedley (New Zealand), Mr Smith (EPPO), Ms Xu Yan (China), and Ms Grousset (IPPC Secretariat). The EWG elected Mr Smith as Chair.
2
Documents available for the meeting
The following new documents were available to the group:

-
proposed draft revision and discussion paper by Ms Bast-Tjeerde, steward of this standard
-
proposal from Ms Arriagada
-
proposal for additional principles by Mr Hedley
-
document from Mr Griffin on non-discrimination

The Expert Working Group noted that the specification for the revision of ISPM No. 1 referred to earlier documents (in particular from the Glossary Working Group in 2001 and the Technical Consultation among RPPOs in 1998). However, these had been taken into account when preparing the proposed draft revision, and there was no need to consider them separately.
3.
General points

3.1
Principles to be covered in the standard

The EWG discussed whether only basic principles should be maintained in the revision, but generally thought that it would be important that this fundamental ISPM would contain all principles which are important in relation to the IPPC. The EWG did not limit itself to revising existing principles but, as set out in the specification, considered principles which should be deleted, combined, modified or added.  In particular, it included additional principles which were felt essential to the operation of the IPPC and of phytosanitary systems. It also considered the relationship to the SPS and other international agreements. 
3.2
Structure of the draft and organization of the principles

The Expert Working Group thought that the previous categorization of general and specific principles should not be maintained. Discussions during the week progressively led to determining the following principles and organizing them in categories as follows: 
-
basic principles, i.e. fundamental concepts which are the basis for the whole IPPC: sovereignty, necessity, managed risk, transparency, harmonization, non-discrimination, technical justification, cooperation.
-
operational principles relating to what contracting parties should do. These are equivalent to disciplines in SPS terms, but the EWG preferred to retain the term principles. Among these, subgroups were established:
· Establishment of phytosanitary measures: pest risk analysis, area application, equivalence, modification, official control.

· Implementation of phytosanitary measures: emergency action, phytosanitary certification, phytosanitary security, surveillance, timely action

· Administration of phytosanitary systems: National Plant Protection Organization, dispute settlement, administrative delays, liaison with related international organizations, financial support, administrative cooperation, notification of emergency action and non-compliance, information exchange.

In defining the structure of the standard, it was envisaged that operational principles should be put next to the relevant basic principle, but this would be difficult in practice since the relation between operational and basic principles is not always straightforward, and that some operational principles may derive from more than one basic principle.

3.3
Use of shall

The EWG recalled that should had been identified as the strongest word which could be used in ISPMs to convey an obligation, since ISPMs were not legally binding for countries. However, if possible in the FAO framework, it recommended that the use of shall should be maintained throughout ISPM No. 1, which was fundamental and did not have the same status as other ISPMs.
3.4
References to IPPC articles

Ms Bast-Tjeerde had included references to the relevant IPPC articles at the end of each principle. She asked whether these should be maintained and whether reference to SPS (or even CBD) articles should be added. The EWG unanimously thought that IPPC articles should be mentioned but not SPS articles, since ISPM No. 1 was an IPPC document.

3.5
Level of detail

There was some discussion on the level of detail needed in the standard. Mr Canale believed that some detail might be needed and that the wording of the SPS should be used as far as possible to avoid different interpretations in case of disputes. The EWG noted that the principles should first be in line with the wording of the IPPC, although they should also be consistent with the SPS. It favoured that the principles should be kept "short, focused and unambiguous", as requested in the specification, and should not repeat IPPC or SPS articles. Mr Hedley noted that this was a fundamental standard for which a background document would be very useful. This could contain detail on each principle and on the relationship with other international agreements. Ms Bast-Tjeerde noted that the relationship with other international agreements which could be covered in a background document were not limited to SPS or CBD, but could also consider the Cartagena Protocol, CITES, etc. 


The EWG agreed that such a background document would be useful.

4.
Title of the standard
In the preliminary discussions on the title, the EWG considered several issues.

-
Should the title refer to trade ? Some participants favoured that trade should appear in the title. However, the EWG finally thought that although the SPS agreement is a most important link to the IPPC, the scope of the IPPC is wider than trade, and that there was no need to mention trade in the title. In addition, the principles also cover official control which is not always directly trade-related.
-
Should the title refer to the application of phytosanitary measures? The EWG supported that the coverage was wider. The EWG raised the question of the interpretation of plant health / plant protection / plant quarantine / phytosanitary. There were conflicting views on whether the words phytosanitary measures should be used. On the one hand plant quarantine / phytosanitary systems was broader than phytosanitary measures, on the other hand phytosanitary measures are applied in international trade, and mentioning them would indirectly relate to international trade. The EWG recognized that phytosanitary had different meanings depending on the context (either related to regulated pests and trade, or broader), and that phytosanitary systems would be a wider expression.
After revising the individual principles, the EWG favoured the broader title Principles for the protection of plant health, to reflect the wide coverage of the IPPC and its principles.
5.
Revision of the different sections in the standard
5.1
Special section on the purpose of the revision
The EWG agreed with the proposal that an explanatory section (to be entitled background, or revision or similar) would be included and would explain the reasons of the revision.
5.2
Outline of requirements

The EWG noted that the outline of requirements should simply list the principles as they will be set out in the standard. 

5.3
Definitions
Ms Bast-Tjeerde proposed that the definitions sections should be limited to the terms which appear in the title of the principles, and the EWG agreed that the draft should contain essential definitions. The EWG noted that the principle should not repeat the definition. Mr Smith noted that the redrafting might have the consequence that some principles will use different words than the Glossary of phytosanitary terms. There might be a need to review glossary definitions once the principles are approved. During the discussions, the EWG decided that acceptable level of risk should be defined (see 6.1- sovereignty).
6.
Revised/new/deleted principles

Each section below attempts to present some of the discussion points and reasons for the wording used. The proposed drafting corresponds to the one at the end of the meeting, and might be slightly different after final redrafting.

6.1
Basic principles
Sovereignty
	1995. With the aim of preventing the introduction of quarantine pests into their territories, it is recognized that countries may exercise the sovereign right to utilize phytosanitary measures to regulate the entry of plants and plant products and other materials capable of harbouring plant pests.
	2004. Contracting parties shall have the sovereign right to apply phytosanitary measures to protect plant health within their territories and to determine their acceptable level of risk to plant health, subject to the provisions of the International Plant Protection Convention and other relevant international agreements.


-
Coverage: the EWG first recognized that this principle should not be limited to plant and plant products and other material. The scope could also apply to pests, invasive alien species, biological control agents etc. Some members thought that sovereignty should be defined in relation to regulated pests and articles. Some envisaged that other organisms should also be mentioned (see the next indent for more details). Some thought that the principle should refer to cultivated and wild flora. The EWG finally agreed on the broader wording that the sovereign right was to protect plant health (IPPC Article VI.1b and linked to SPS), and that limitations to that broad principle were given in other principles.
-
The EWG discussed whether only pests were covered, or also other organisms. Part of the group thought that organisms would be covered if they were pests. The issue of biocontrol agents was raised due to the ambiguity of the IPPC which declares in Article VII.1c that contracting parties have the sovereign right to prohibit or restrict the movement of biological control agents and other organisms of phytosanitary concern claimed to be beneficial into their territories, which can be understood as all biocontrol agents, while stating under VII.2a that contracting parties shall not, under their phytosanitary legislation, take any of the measures specified in paragraph 1 of this Article unless such measures are made necessary by phytosanitary considerations and are technically justified, which limits it to those which are pests.
-
The EWG discussed the original term regulate. It was noted that phytosanitary measures were defined as legislation, regulations and procedures, and that it might be preferable to use that wording. The EWG finally agreed to use the wording to apply phytosanitary measures, although some members still believed that the sovereign right was to regulate and not the application of phytosanitary measures.
-
There was some argument on whether the sovereign right was to apply phytosanitary measures, or to determine the acceptable level of risk to be used to determine measures. The proposed drafting is based on the idea that each country decides what level of risk is acceptable to it; phytosanitary measures applied to respect that acceptable level of risk are then determined following other principles. The EWG agreed on the use of acceptable level of risk, but noted that a definition should be discussed by e-mail after the meeting (there was not enough time left to do so). In preparation for the e-mail discussion, a first draft definition was proposed as follows: level of risk above which a country decides to apply phytosanitary measures. At a later stage, the Glossary Working Group would also review this definition.
-
preventing the introduction into their territory: there was some argument on whether the sovereignty principle related only to introduction, or also to internal movement. The EWG chose a general phrasing which covered both.

-
the principle is constrained by the IPPC and other relevant international agreement, and this wording was used.
Necessity
	1995. Countries shall institute restrictive measures only where such measures are made necessary by phytosanitary considerations, to prevent the introduction of quarantine pests.
	2004. Contracting parties shall apply phytosanitary measures only where such measures are necessary to protect plant health.


-
The term restrictive measures was removed because it was considered unclear, and phytosanitary measures was introduced.
-
There was some debate on whether made necessary by phytosanitary considerations should be changed. Ms Xu Yan supported that it should be maintained since it appeared in the IPPC. However, it was thought that vocabulary useful to understand the principles should be used, rather than quoting the IPPC, while recognizing that it was difficult to move too much from IPPC in order not to interpretate it.
-
The wording to protect plant health was proposed, as used in the sovereignty principle. Ms Xu Yan was concerned that this was not clearer. The EWG nevertheless finally used to protect plant health because the expression is more precise than made necessary by phytosanitary considerations, and because plant health is used both the IPPC and the SPS Agreement. Mr Smith added that another reason to use plant health was that it would be more understandable in common language, and it related immediately to animal and human health which are easily understood. He however suggested that the Glossary Working Group should discuss both plant health and phytosanitary consideration since these both appear in the IPPC.
-
Ms Xu Yan noted that the relationship between terms such as plant health / phytosanitary / plant quarantine / plant protection / phytosanitary considerations was unclear. Mr Smith thought that there was an administrative and practical level to these terms. In the administration of countries, these terms were used to give a hierarchical organization to the different services in charge of plant protection in countries (for example plant quarantine service inside the plant protection service). However, on a practical side, plant quarantine is an operational term which relates to actions taken. Phytosanitary and plant health both related generally to the protection of plants (although phytosanitary had also a more restricted meaning in relation to regulated pests in some circumstances in some IPPC uses). Plant health was also a condition, which could therefore be "protected", which was not the case of phytosanitary or plant quarantine which are not conditions. 

-
to prevent the introduction of quarantine pests was thought too restrictive in the IPPC context and the concept was broadened by the use of to protect plant health.

Managed risk
	1995. (as Minimum impact) Phytosanitary measures shall be consistent with the pest risk involved, and shall represent the least restrictive measures available which result in the minimum impediment to the international movement of people, commodities and conveyances.
	2004. Contracting parties shall apply phytosanitary measures based on a policy of managed risk, recognizing that risk of the spread and introduction of pests always exists when importing plants and plant products. The phytosanitary measures shall be consistent with the pest risk involved and shall be those which result in the minimum impediment to the international movement of people, commodities and conveyances.

	1995. (as Managed risk) Because some risk of the introduction of a quarantine pest always exists, countries shall agree to a policy of risk management when formulating phytosanitary measures.
	


-
The EWG noted that the principles of minimal impact and managed risk overlapped. The principle was that contracting parties should accept some risk, that the measures should be consistent with the risk and that they should have a minimal impact. An important idea was that some level of risk should be accepted. It was decided to use the term managed risk (another alternative proposed but not retained was policy for risk management). 
Transparency
	1995. Countries shall publish and disseminate phytosanitary prohibitions, restrictions and requirements and, on request, make available the rationale for such measures.
	2004. Contracting parties shall ensure that all relevant information is made available to other contracting parties.


-
the EWG noted that transparency was not limited to phytosanitary prohibitions, restrictions and requirements, and their rationale. The transparency principle related to the provision of various kinds of information to contracting parties and other bodies. The phrasing was kept general and the EWG identified the need for an operational principle on information exchange which would detail the information concerned.
Harmonization
	1995. Phytosanitary measures shall be based, whenever possible, on international standards, guidelines and recommendations, developed within the framework of the IPPC.
	2004. Contracting parties shall implement International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures without undue delay and shall base phytosanitary measures, whenever possible, on them


-
The EWG thought the basis of harmonization was linked to the implementation of ISPMs, and that countries could base their phytosanitary measures on these.
Non-discrimination
	1995. Phytosanitary measures shall be applied without discrimination between countries of the same phytosanitary status, if such countries can demonstrate that they apply identical or equivalent phytosanitary measures in pest management. In the case of a quarantine pest within a country, measures shall be applied without discrimination between domestic and imported consignments.
	2004. Contracting parties shall apply phytosanitary measures without  discrimination between different contracting parties and between comparable domestic and international applications


-
The EWG noted that the issue of equivalence, mentioned in the original ISPM No. 1, was considered separately.

-
The EWG redrafted the principle so that it covered both non-discrimination between trading partners, and non-discrimination between domestic and import requirements. 

-
There was some debate on whether the phytosanitary status should be mentioned at all in this principle, and it was finally not retained. It would not be not discriminatory to apply different measures to two countries having the same phytosanitary status but different pest management.
Technical justification (new principle)
	Contracting parties shall technically justify phytosanitary measures using an appropriate International Standard for Phytosanitary Measures or on the basis of conclusions reached by using an appropriate pest risk analysis or, where applicable, another comparable examination and evaluation based on biological, environmental and economic information.


-
ISPM No. 1 originally contained risk analysis, which the EWG thought was an operational principle under the general principle of technical justification. Phytosanitary measures can be justified in several ways: a pest risk analysis or comparable examination (in the terms of the Convention) or an ISPM.
-
The EWG recognized that there were no ISPM at the moment on which countries could base their phytosanitary measures without performing pest risk analysis, but it might become the case when specific standards are developed.

-
To respect the order in the IPPC, ISPMs were mentioned first, and pest risk analysis or comparable analysis next.
-
The EWG discussed the meaning of comparable examination and evaluation and concluded that it had probably arisen from the fact that a quick pest risk analysis might not really have been considered as a full pest risk analysis, but was still considered as a technical justification. 

Cooperation

	1995. Countries shall cooperate to prevent the spread and introduction of quarantine pests, and to promote measures for their official control.
	2004. Contracting parties shall cooperate with one another to prevent the spread and introduction of pests of plants and plant products and to apply appropriate phytosanitary measures for their control.


-
The EWG thought that cooperation should be a basic principle under the IPPC.
-
The mention of official control, originally intended in the principle as "control done in an official way" was changed because of the special meaning attached to the expression official control.

-
This point would cover, among others, the provision of information for PRA.

6.2
Operational principles
6.2.1
Establishment of phytosanitary measures

Pest risk analysis
	1995. (as Risk analysis) To determine which pests are quarantine pests and the strength of the measures to be taken against them, countries shall use pest risk analysis methods based on biological and economic evidence and, wherever possible, follow procedures developed within the framework of the IPPC.
	2004. Contracting parties shall, as appropriate, perform pest risk analysis based on biological, environmental and economic information following the appropriate ISPMs. In doing this, contracting parties shall take account of threats to biodiversity


-
in envisaging relations between the definition of PRA and the two principles concerned, the EWG considered that the Glossary defined PRA, that the basic principle said that technical justification can be done by PRA, and that the operational principle says that PRA should be done following the relevant ISPMs.

-
The EWG established pest risk analysis as an operational principle in relation to technical justification, and thought that the other elements of technical justification would not need specific operational principles (use of an ISPMs, analysis comparable to PRA).

-
the phrasing determining which pests are to be regulated and the strength of the measures to be taken against them is not needed because it is part of technical justification

-
. A principle on wildlife and biodiversity/invasive alien species was proposed to stress the relations between the IPPC and the CBD. The EWG thought that this concern was part of PRA and the term environment was introduced in the revised principle in order to establish a link with the CBD.

Area application
	1995. (as Pest free areas). Countries shall recognize the status of areas in which a specific pest does not occur. On request, the countries in whose territories the pest free areas lie shall demonstrate this status based, where available, on procedures developed within the framework of the IPPC
	2004. Contracting parties shall ensure that their phytosanitary measures take into account the status of areas (countries, parts of countries) where a regulated pest does not occur or occurs with low prevalence, as demonstrated by reference to the appropriate ISPMs.


-
the previous principle (pest free areas) related only to pest free area, which is a phytosanitary measure and not a principle. The EWG noted that the principle was wider and related to the application of phytosanitary measures to areas, and to the recognition of such areas. It was not limited to pest free areas, but should cover also areas of low pest prevalence.
-
Mr Canale had originally proposed that the term regionalization should be used, since regions were mentioned in the SPS Agreement. The EWG felt that regions had a different meaning in IPPC terms (in relation to regional plant protection organizations) and what this principle was concerned about was areas, defined in IPPC terms as a country, part of country, or all or parts of several countries. The title area application was therefore proposed.

-
area application does relates both to the status of areas within the country and in other countries, and the wording was chosen to cover both.

-
in establishing phytosanitary measures, contracting parties should take account of existing specific ISPMs and these were therefore mentioned (although some participants had general reservations about references to ISPMs in individual documents).
-
the EWG noted that the wording should allow to also cover whole countries.
-
In discussing the types of areas covered, the EWG recognized that countries, pest free areas and areas of low pest prevalence would be covered. There was some discussion and no agreement on whether places of production were areas. It was noted that while pest free areas are established and maintained in the exporting country with a continuity, pest free places of production may be established in response to a phytosanitary requirement from the importing country, and may change from one growing season to the next. Pest free areas were maintained mostly by the NPPO, while pest free places of production related to the operational capabilities of the producers. Areas and places of production also differed by the fact that places of production did not exist before the requirements of the importing country. Some participants thought that places of production and production sites corresponded to systems approaches and would fit under managed risk, and not under area application. 
Equivalence

	1995. Countries shall recognize as being equivalent those phytosanitary measures that are not identical but which have the same effect.
	2004. Contracting parties shall accept phytosanitary measures which are proved to be equivalent by application of the appropriate ISPM.


-
The EWG noted that the important element was the acceptance of equivalent phytosanitary measures (rather than recognition), and that measures should be proved to be equivalent using the ISPM on equivalence which is currently being developed. 

-
There was a general discussion on whether there should be references to individual ISPMs in the principles. Some members preferred that there should not be any, but in the drafting of the principles, some very specific references were retained. There was disagreement on whether the draft standard on equivalence should be quoted. It was finally supported by some participants that the aim of the ISPM on equivalence was to evaluate equivalence and it should therefore be mentioned, and it would be in existence when the draft revised ISPM 1 would be approved.
-
There was some discussion on whether equivalence should be under the basic principle of managed risk (since equivalent measures are used to manage the risk) or should be an operational principle under the establishment of phytosanitary measures. It was thought that it could be an operational principle since countries need to take action to accept equivalence. 

Modification
	1995. As conditions change, and as new facts become available, phytosanitary measures shall be modified promptly, either by inclusion of prohibitions, restrictions or requirements necessary for their success, or by removal of those found to be unnecessary.
	2004. When conditions change or new facts become available, contracting parties shall promptly modify or remove phytosanitary measures on the basis of a new or updated pest risk analysis, if found to be unnecessary or no longer consistent with the pest risk involved. Contracting parties shall not arbitrarily modify phytosanitary measures.


-
There was some discussion on whether changes of phytosanitary regulations related to the principles of modification or necessity. The EWG favoured maintaining both a basic principle of necessity and an operational principle of modification. Necessity related to the fact that a measure was needed, while modification related to the prompt response to a change of risk.
-
There were concerns that promptly was not very clear or descriptive, but it was thought that the aim was only to create an obligation not to delay modification, that it would not be possible to indicate a precise timing since this would depend on the situation.
-
If modification was necessary, this should be done the basis of a pest risk analysis.
Official control (new principle)
	Where import requirements are applied for a regulated pest which is present in the territory of the importing contracting party, that contracting party shall apply official control of the regulated pest.


-
This was considered as an important operational principle under the IPPC under the establishment of phytosanitary measures
-
It is consistent to the fact that principles have been extended to cover measures at import and official control.
6.2.2
Implementation of phytosanitary measures
Emergency action
	1995. Countries may, in the face of a new and/or unexpected phytosanitary situation, take immediate emergency measures on the basis of a preliminary pest risk analysis.  Such emergency measures shall be temporary in their application, and their validity will be subjected to a detailed pest risk analysis as soon as possible.


	2004. Contracting parties may carry out emergency actions or adopt emergency measures when faced with a new or unexpected phytosanitary threat. Emergency measures shall be temporary in their application and shall be evaluated by pest risk analysis as soon as possible, to ensure that their continuance is technically justified


-
The EWG noted that the original principle did not correspond to the glossary definition of emergency action. When the Glossary Working Group had discussed emergency action and emergency measure, it had noted that both had been used interchangeably in the IPPC and had redefined them. If emergency action is done several times, it should be evaluated and may become an emergency measure, to justified.

-
The EWG noted that there should not be delays in undertaking a final evaluation of the situation, and the wording as soon as possible was used.

-
Ms Arriagada insisted that in some cases, countries change their requirements without giving reasons for the changes. This possibility to take decisions without technical justification creates insecurity for other countries. 

Phytosanitary certification (new principle)

	Contracting parties shall exercise due diligence in operating an export certification system and ensuring the accuracy of the declarations contained in phytosanitary certificates.


-
The EWG believed that an important principle of IPPC was that phytosanitary certification should be used, and that information given by certificates should be accurate (relating to reliability, veracity and truthness).

-
The EWG envisaged mentioning ISPMs No. 7 (export certification system) and No. 12 (Phytosanitary certification), but concluded that it was not necessary.

Phytosanitary security (new principle)

	Contracting parties shall establish appropriate procedures to ensure that the phytosanitary security of consignments after certification is maintained prior to export.


-
The EWG thought that the security of consignments after certification was also an important principle. It supported that it should be kept separate from the principle of phytosanitary certification, because they related to different systems.

-
The EWG discussed the relationship between security and integrity, and noted that the GWG had defined the link between phytosanitary certification, integrity and security by defining security as the maintenance of the integrity of a consignment by the appropriate phytosanitary measures, and integrity as the state of a consignment as described by a PC or other document, maintained over a certain period.
Surveillance (new principle)

	Contracting parties shall collect and record data on pest occurrence and absence to support phytosanitary certification and the technical justification of their phytosanitary measures.


-
The EWG noted that surveillance was essential both at export for the purpose of certification, and also to justify phytosanitary measures. 

Timely action (new principle)

	Contracting parties shall ensure that inspection or other phytosanitary procedures required at import take place without undue delay


-
The aim of this principle is to ensure that there is no delay in import procedures, e.g. inspection. 

-
The EWG noted that delays could occur at two different levels: when compliance is verified at import, also when the importing country is requested by the exporting country to consider new phytosanitary measures. The latter is covered separately under administrative delays.

6.2.3
Administration of phytosanitary systems
National Plant Protection Organization
	1995. Technical authority. Countries shall provide an official Plant Protection Organization.
	2004. Contracting parties shall make provision for a National Plant Protection Organization with the responsibility to carry out the provisions of Article IV of the IPPC.


-
There was discussion on whether this point was limited to the National Plant Protection Organization, or extended to the whole national phytosanitary system, and to all bodies involved (including industry, exporters, other agencies, etc.). It was also noted that the responsibility and authority are not always in the NPPO, and that services are organized differently in different countries.
-
However, the EWG noted that the IPPC clearly provided that contracting parties shall make provision for an NPPO with the responsibilities mentioned in Article IV. The execution of tasks and whether these would be shared with other bodies was a national organizational issue.
Dispute-settlement
	1995. It is preferable that any dispute between two countries regarding phytosanitary measures be resolved at a technical bilateral level.  If such a solution cannot be achieved within a reasonable period of time, further action may be undertaken by means of a multilateral settlement system.
	2004. Contracting parties shall be open to consultation regarding their phytosanitary measures, when requested by other contracting parties.  They shall attempt to resolve disputes through technical discussions among themselves before seeking other means of dispute settlement.


-
The aim of this principle is to express the gradation of dispute-settlement, starting from consultation, through technical discussions before going to the most formal WTO/SPS dispute-settlement mechanism. 
Administrative delay (new principle)
	Upon request from one contracting party to another to establish phytosanitary measures, these measures shall be established without undue delay.


-
In negotiation between importing and exporting countries, importing countries should do everything without undue delay, while the principle of timely action would cover undue delays at import. Mr Canale thought that this principle would also cover the case when a country has a general prohibition in place, before PRA is done, and is delaying decision on the basis that PRA has first to be completed. 

-
It was commented that regulation-making in some cases was subject to an undue delay. The EWG however noted that there was a valid delay arising from the establishment of phytosanitary measures (PRA, recognition of PFA etc.). It was also said that time should be given to the exporting country to implement new or modified requirements, but the EWG felt that in case of emergency, it was not possible to leave such time.
-
Mr Smith noted that the current wording limited the principle to a certain model of phytosanitary relationships between countries, and would not be appropriate worldwide. Such a principle could be included, but its wording would have to be adjusted at a later stage.

Liaison with related international organization (new principle)
	Contracting parties shall support the cooperation of the Interim Commission for Phytosanitary Measures with other international organizations dealing with matters linked to the IPPC, and ensure as far as possible national coordination of their policies in the respective organizations.


-
It was agreed that this principle should be added in order to recognize that the IPPC is part of a system which includes other agreements and that, at the level of countries, the different fields interact and are sometimes integrated (e.g. biosecurity, animal health, plant health). 

-
Contracting parties should relate to other organizations through the ICPM, and in ensuring national coordination so that their countries support similar policies in the different organisations involved. The wording as far as possible was added to recognize that this was sometimes difficult in practice.
Financial support (new principle)
	Where possible, contracting parties shall make every effort to contribute financially to ICPM Trust Funds to support the general activity of the ICPM or to support specific projects.


-
This principle was added to convey the idea that such financial support is essential to the successful continuation and development of IPPC activities for the benefit of all members.
Administrative cooperation (new principle)
	Contracting parties shall actively participate in bodies, procedures and activities established under the ICPM. In particular they shall designate and maintain a contact point for the exchange of information.


-
The EWG felt useful to mention participation of contracting parties in all IPPC activities. The designation of an official contact point is a keystone for the whole system, and it was added in this principle to stress its importance.
-
The mention of RPPOs was envisaged, but it was felt that RPPOs had their own rules of operation, and that they also could not be mentioned because not all countries were part of RPPOs.

Notification of emergency action and non-compliance
	1995. Non-compliance. Importing countries shall promptly inform exporting countries of any non-compliance with phytosanitary prohibitions, restrictions or requirements.
	2004. Contracting parties shall ensure the prompt reporting of emergency action and significant instances of non-compliance with phytosanitary requirements.


-
There were concerns that the reporting of emergency action and non-compliance was one key element for exporting countries. Although non-compliance and emergency action would also appear in the principle relating to information exchange, the EWG supported that this was a very important principle which should appear separately.

-
The EWG preferred the word requirements to prohibitions, restrictions or requirements and to measures.

Information exchange (new principle)
	Contracting parties shall provide information specified in the IPPC as follows: 

· Official contact points (Article VIII.2) 

· Description of the NPPO  and organizational arrangements of plant protection (Article IV.4)

· Phytosanitary requirements, restrictions and prohibitions (Article VII.2b) (including restricted points of entry - Article VII.2d) and their rationale (Article VII.2c)

· List of regulated pests (Article VII.2i)

· Occurrence, outbreak and spread of pests (Articles IV.2b and VII.1a)

· Emergency actions (Article VII.6) and non-compliance (Article VII.2f)

· Pest status(Article VII.2j)


-
This principle is subordinate to the basic principle of transparency. It lists reporting obligations under the IPPC. The EWG decided to group similar information under the same bullet points, while recognizing that these information were not always intended to be communicated to the same people according to the IPPC (e.g. description of the NPPO  and organizational arrangements of plant protection).
-
The EWG envisaged the possibility to give more detail, especially on which information should be provided to who (e.g. IPPC Secretary, RPPOs, all contracting parties, trading partners...) and under which circumstances. It felt that this would be complicated, and that the references to IPPC articles would allow readers to find this information. If a background document was prepared for this standard, it could also give details.

7. Close

Ms Bast-Tjeerde will further develop the draft based on the discussion, to complete the scope, revision, references, list of definitions, outline of requirements. This will be then be circulated to the EWG. The EWG will also discuss by e-mail a suitable definition for acceptable level of risk. This draft should be ready for presentation to the Standards Committee in April 2004.
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