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1. Opening of the meeting
1.1 Welcome by the IPPC Secretariat

On behalf of the IPPC Standard Setting Unit lead, Mr Avetik NERSISYAN, the IPPC Secretariat
(hereafter referred to as “the Secretariat™) opened the meeting and welcomed all participants to the
annual meeting of the Technical Panel for the Glossary (TPG). The members of the Secretariat were
introduced.

In the January session of the meeting, the Secretariat welcomed Ms Olga LAVRENTJEVA (Estonia) as
an observer. Ms LAVRENTJEVA had been selected by the Standards Committee (SC) to be the new
TPG member for the Russian language, once Mr Andrei ORLINSKI (EPPO) steps down from this role
in July.

2. Meeting arrangements

2.1 Selection of the Chairperson

The TPG selected Ms Beatriz MELCHO (Uruguay) as Chairperson.

2.2 Election of the Rapporteur
The TPG selected Mr Ebbe NORDBO (Denmark) as Rapporteur.

2.3 Adoption of the agenda
The TPG adopted the Agenda (Appendix 1).

2.4 Current specification: TP 5 (TPG, 2016 — for information)

The Secretariat confirmed that the specification for the TPG (TP 5)* had not changed since the last TPG
meeting.

3. Administrative matters

The documents list and the participants list are appended to this report as Appendix 2 and Appendix 3,
respectively.

4.  Addressing TPG-related comments on draft ISPMs submitted to the first
consultation (1 July-30 September 2020)

The TPG reviewed the consultation comments on the draft ISPMs for consistency in the use of terms.
Recommendations from the TPG will be transmitted to stewards and the Standards Committee Working
Group (SC-7) (May 2021), and a summary of major issues are presented in this report.

Each TPG member had been assigned one of the draft ISPMs and tasked with drafting suggested TPG
responses that had then been submitted to the Online Comment System for review and written
commenting by the TPG members. Based upon this, TPG responses were finalized in this virtual
meeting.

4.1 Commodity-based standards for phytosanitary measures (2019-008), Priority 1
Mr Andrei ORLINSKI (EPPO) presented the draft TPG responses.”

Translation issues. The TPG supported a general comment that “facilitation of safe trade” in the context
of this draft ISPM means to facilitate trade that minimizes pest risk rather than referring to food safety,
and the Spanish translation should be adjusted accordingly throughout the draft.

1 TP 5 (2016): https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/1300/
204_TPG_2020_Dec.
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The TPG also considered some other consultation comments suggesting corrections to translations and
agreed to forward its recommendations to the FAO translation group. The TPG recalled that Glossary
terms should be translated according to the language versions of ISPM 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary
terms).

Outline of requirements. The TPG noted that this section did not include any requirements. The TPG
Steward, Ms Laurence BOUHOT-DELDUC, clarified, however, that this was a generic issue that had
already been recognized by the SC; the matter was now due to be discussed at the 2021 SC-7 meeting.

Background. A few consultation comments suggested that “safeguarding of agriculture” be changed to
“protection of agriculture ... from pests”, but the TPG noted that “protection of agriculture” would also
encompass e.g. production of animal products and therefore proposed the following text: “The TPPC
aims at protecting plants and plant products against pests without causing unjustified impediments to
trade”.

Principles. The TPG noted that the draft ISPM referred to commodity standards not imposing additional
obligations on importing countries over and above those already identified in the IPPC, and considered
whether to propose that this text be deleted as such a statement goes further than other ISPMs and could
cause confusion as it only refers to importing countries. The TPG recalled, however, that the particular
need for commodity standards to impose no additional obligations on contracting parties was a
fundamental principle agreed by the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM). The TPG therefore
decided not to comment on this text.

The TPG considered two consultation comments on the phrase “the regulation of any pest remains
subject to technical justification” — one indicating that is outside the scope of the standard because “any”
would include contaminating pests and these are outside the scope, and the other suggesting that the
phrase refer only to pests “associated with the specific commodity”. The TPG concluded that the
sentence in question is very general and is conveying the fact that even for pests covered by commaodity
standards a technical justification is needed, and recommended the text be retained as it is.

The TPG discussed consultation comments proposing that “measures” be changed to “phytosanitary
measures”. They noted that a measure only becomes a phytosanitary measure in a particular country
when it is technically justified for a regulated pest, and that the measures presented in commodity
standards are therefore options for phytosanitary measures. These may include not only measures that
in some countries have been specified as phytosanitary import requirements, but also measures that in
some countries have been applied for domestic use but could have potential as a phytosanitary measure.
The TPG therefore agreed that the use of the word “measure” in the final bullet point of the Principles
section and other similar places in the draft standard was appropriate.

Purpose and use of commodity standards. One consultation comment suggested that commodity
standards may be considered rather than should be considered. Noting that the obligation is only “to
consider”, which is the general obligation of countries towards any adopted ISPM, and noting that
commodity standards are to become annexes, not appendixes, the TPG did not support this suggestion.

The TPG noted that phytosanitary import requirements are an importing country’s materialization of its
own sovereign rights, so it does not make sense to refer to phytosanitary import requirements as
“respecting sovereign rights”. Furthermore, in the IPPC there is no obligation to respect or even enter
into market-access discussions. The TPG therefore proposed that the sentence on phytosanitary import
requirements respecting sovereign rights be amended to read “While establishing phytosanitary import
requirements, importing countries should respect international obligations and may consider market-
access discussions”, and also supported a consultation comment that this paragraph be moved up one
paragraph.

The TPG noted that ISPMs are developed to benefit all countries, regardless of their geographical
location, income, vegetation cover or any other characteristics. They also considered that suggesting
that a particular ISPM may be particularly beneficial to developing countries is a gross (and possibly
offensive) generalization and is not used in other ISPMs. The TPG therefore proposed that the reference
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to developing countries be deleted, and the first bullet point in this section be modified to read:
“supporting and assisting countries to develop their phytosanitary import requirements”.

The TPG considered that the meaning of the final bullet point, “when a commodity should not be
regulated within the scope of the IPPC”, was unclear and proposed it be modified to read: “when a
commodity should not be considered a regulated article”.

Content of commodity standards. The TPG agreed that a clear distinction should be made between
the titles of sections of future commodity standards (as Annexes) and the titles of sections of this concept
standard, to avoid confusion (e.g. to avoid section 2.1 of the concept standard, “2.1 Scope”, being
confused for the scope of the concept standard itself), for example by these subheadings be presented in
italics and not numbered.

The TPG proposed that in commodity standards the section on pests be named “List of pests” rather
than “Pests”, to more precisely reflect the content of the section.

Scope section in commodity standards. The TPG found the phrase “a discrete set of pests” unclear
and proposed it be replaced by either “a list of pests” or “the most relevant associated pests”.

Criteria for inclusion of measures in commodity standards. With regard to the list of examples of
domestic use of measures, the TPG considered a consultation comment suggesting an amendment to the
bullet point “the measure has been used successfully in outbreak management and suppression”. The
TPG considered whether to change it to “the measure has been used successfully in eradication or
containment programmes” or “the measure has been used successfully in pest control”, but concluded
that the current wording was not incorrect.

Headings in the draft ISPM. The TPG recommended that a review of all the headings in the draft
ISPM was needed, to ensure consistency.

“Commodity standard” vs “commodity-based standard” vs “commodity-specific standard”. The
TPG noted that there was inconsistency in the term used to refer to the future Annexes, with “commodity
standard”, “commodity-based standard” and “commodity-specific standard” all being used. The TPG
thought that “commodity-based standards” should not be used, because it sounds as though the standard
is drawn from the commodity, and noted that the term “commaodity-specific standards” is used in the
IPPC Strategic Framework 2020-2030. However, the TPG recommended the use of “commodity
standard” throughout the standard, for simplicity.

The TPG:

(1) Noted that its recommendations on consistency would be transmitted to the Steward and SC-7 for
consideration;

(2) requested that the Secretariat send the Spanish translation issues to the FAO translation group so
that the Spanish version of the draft ISPM on Commodity-based standards for phytosanitary
measures (2019-008) is amended.

4.2  Focused revision of ISPM 12 (Phytosanitary certificates) in relation to re-export
(2015-011), Priority 2

Ms Laurence BOUHOT-DELDUC (France) presented the draft TPG responses.®

Definition of “phytosanitary certificate for re-export”. One consultation comment suggested that
“phytosanitary certificate for re-export” be defined in ISPM 5. The TPG noted that “phytosanitary
certificate” is defined in ISPM 5 with reference to the “model certificates” in the plural, which means
that this simple and clear definition covers both types of certificates. Furthermore, the draft revision of
ISPM 12 gives a good explanation of a phytosanitary certificate for re-export, including for which

305_TPG_2020_Dec.
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situations it may be used and the requirements that should be met for issuing one. The TPG concluded,
therefore, that the definition of “phytosanitary certificate” in the Glossary was sufficient.

Change in nature of commodity. A few consultation comments sought clarification on the meaning of
“change their nature” in relation to the processing of commodities in the country of re-export. One
comment suggested that “characteristics” would be preferable to “nature”. The TPG acknowledged that
it can be very difficult to say whether or at which ‘intensity’ or what point in time a process changes the
nature of a commodity. For example, if potted plants are imported by a country, kept for a few months
during which time they inevitably continue to grow, and are then re-exported, can the country of re-
export issue a phytosanitary certificate for re-export or are the plants deemed to have changed their
nature? Similarly, if seeds are imported by a country which subjects them to a process (such as treatment,
manufacturing, commercial packaging) before re-exporting them, can the country of re-export issue a
phytosanitary certificate for re-export? Ultimately, the judgement would depend on the phytosanitary
import requirements of the importing country and whether they distinguished the commaodity after the
process from the commaodity before it. The TPG noted that the word “nature” (in the English sense of
essence, character, kind...) is used in the current ISPM 12, and that it probably originated from the
Glossary definition of “plant products”, the word “nature” also being used in the same “plant product”
context in ISPM 32 (Categorization of commodities according to their pest risk). The TPG considered
whether to recommend insertion of a footnote to clarify this issue, but in the end concluded that it was
not a matter for the TPG, and should be left for the Steward and SC-7 to consider.

“Phytosanitary status”. A few consultation comments queried the rationale for changing
“phytosanitary status” to “pest risk”. The TPG noted that ink amendments to generally replace the term
“phytosanitary status” had been adopted by the SC in May 2014 and noted by the CPM in March 2015,
because it had previously been used inconsistently and with several different meanings. In the subsection
on Place of origin, the SC had asked the TPG to consider a possible definition of “phytosanitary status
(of a consignment)”, but following further analysis the TPG had proposed not to define the term but to
amend the text in ISPM 12 instead, avoiding the use of “phytosanitary status”, and that was agreed by
the SC in May 2015.

Outline of requirements. The TPG noted that the phrase “when the consignment has not been subjected
to the risk of infestation or contamination” is derived from the wording used in the model phytosanitary
certificate in the Annex to the IPPC, but that elsewhere the draft revision of ISPM 12 refers to “taking
into account the likelihood of a consignment becoming infested or contaminated” and “where it was
possibly exposed to infestation or contamination by pests”. The TPG therefore proposed that it would
be much clearer to say “the consignment has not been infested or contaminated”.

The TPG considered several consultation comments relating to the paragraph on special consideration
being given to situations of re-export:

- A few comments suggested that “commodity” be changed to “consignment” in relation to the
phytosanitary certificate. The TPG concluded that although any individual phytosanitary
certificate is issued for one particular consignment, this particular paragraph is not about a
situation where the country of re-export does not require a phytosanitary certificate for one
particular consignment, but about a situation where the country of re-export does not require
phytosanitary certificates for any consignments of that type of plant, plant product or other article;
that is, there are no requirements for the commodity as such. The TPG did not, therefore, support
the comment.

- A few comments suggested that the verb “implemented” in relation to phytosanitary measures be
changed to “carried out”. The TPG supported this verb be substituted, but instead proposed that
“applied” be used, as “to apply” is the verb usually used for “measures”, the sentence thus to read
“requires that specific phytosanitary measures have been applied”.

- A few comments suggested that “the country of re-export ... and ... the country of destination”
be changed to “the country of re-export ... or ... the country of destination”. The TPG noted,
however, that the situation referred to in this paragraph is the particular combination where the
country of destination has certain phytosanitary import requirements towards the country of
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origin, but the intermediate country of re-export does not have those phytosanitary import
requirements and thus does not require a phytosanitary certificate for importing the commodity.
To make this combination of differing requirements clearer, the TPG proposed that “and when”
be replaced by “but”, the resulting text to read: ... but the country of destination requires specific
phytosanitary measures ....”.

- One comment suggested that the text should be referring to phytosanitary measures being
implemented in the country of re-export, not the country of origin. The TPG noted, however, that
the country of destination may have phytosanitary import requirements (e.g. growing season
inspection, soil testing) that cannot be met by the country of re-export, because such specific
phytosanitary measures can be applied only by the country of origin. The TPG did not, therefore,
support the comment.

Types and forms of phytosanitary certificates. Regarding the sentence about the phytosanitary
certificate for re-export providing a link to a phytosanitary certificate issued in a country of export, the
TPG considered the following consultation comments:

- A few comments suggested that “country of export” should be changed to “country of origin”.
The TPG concluded, however, that the sentence is clearer by referring to the “country of export”
and that this wording also works in the case of multiple re-export because re-export is a specific
case of export. They did not, therefore, support the comment.

- A few comments suggested that it be made clear that the pest risk is in relation to a consignment.
The TPG agreed and proposed the following wording: “The phytosanitary certificate for re-export
provides the link to a phytosanitary certificate issued in a country of export and takes into account
any changes in the pest risk associated with the consignment.” This would be consistent with
ISPM 32, where a similar wording is used for commodities.

The discussion around the use of “pest risk” also prompted the TPG to consider the general question of
consistency in ISPMs regarding the pest risk “posed by”, “presented by” or “associated with” a
consignment, commodity or pathway. Mr Ebbe NORDBO (Denmark) offered to prepare a
recommendation on this for a future TPG meeting, with a view to guidance being included in the
“General recommendations on use of terms in ISPMs”. The TPG noted that the guidance may need to

allow for some editorial flexibility.

Duration of validity. Regarding the sentence “A phytosanitary certificate for export may still be used
after this period for issuing a phytosanitary certificate for re-export, provided that all the requirements
set out in section 6.1 are met”, the TPG considered three consultation comments:

- The TPG supported the comment that “the consignment” be added, but proposed the following
wording for greater clarity: “provided that the consignment meets all the requirements set out in
section 6.1”.

- The TPG did not support the comment suggesting that ““all the” be deleted. The rationale given in
the comment was that it contradicts one part of section 6.1.1 where two possible ways of meeting
the phytosanitary import requirements of the country of destination are provided. The TPG,
however, agreed that “all the” is not contradictory to the chapeau of section 6.1 that lists all the
requirements that have to be met to issue a phytosanitary certificate for re-export.

- The TPG did not support the suggested change to ... after the period for issuing a phytosanitary
certificate for re-export has expired ...”, as this would modify the meaning of the sentence, which
is about the period of validity of the phytosanitary certificate for export and not about the period
of validity of the phytosanitary certificate for re-export. To clarify the sentence while keeping its
intended meaning, the TPG proposed the following wording: “A phytosanitary certificate for
export whose duration of validity has expired ...”.

Certified copies of phytosanitary certificates. One consultation comment suggested some
amendments to make it clear who does the certifying and that certified copies include copies of
phytosanitary certificates for export and for re-export. The TPG supported this suggestion, but with
slightly modified wording using the singular for clarity: “A certified copy is a copy of the original of
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the phytosanitary certificate for export or re-export that is validated (stamped, dated and countersigned)
by the national plant protection organization (NPPO) of the exporting or re-exporting country, indicating
it is a true representative copy of the original phytosanitary certificate”. As certified copies are used
primarily for re-export purposes, the TPG concluded that the proposed changes were not outside the
scope of the focused revision of ISPM 12 in relation to re-export and could help improve the
understanding of ISPM 12.

Specific considerations for the preparation and issuance of phytosanitary certificates. A few
consultation comments suggested that phytosanitary certificates should only be issued if the NPPO is
confident that the phytosanitary import requirements are met, rather than if the NPPO confirms that the
requirements are met. The TPG supported this suggestion, for consistency with elsewhere in the draft
ISPM. Responding to another comment that preferred the passive voice of the original ISPM 12 (“...
issued if it is confirmed that ...”), the TPG pointed out that part of the revision exercise has been to
make the text very explicit in terms of who is the active entity. This is consistent with the line taken by
the SC and CPM over many years. Finally, regarding the same sentence, the TPG did not support one
consultation comment suggesting that “the NPPO” be replaced with “the NPPO of the country of origin
or re-exporting country”, taking the view that this was not necessary and it was better to keep the
sentence simple.

Guidelines and requirements for completing sections of a phytosanitary certificate for export:

e TO: Plant Protection Organization(s) of . The TPG considered several consultation
comments regarding the guidance on what to put in this section of the phytosanitary certificate:

- A few comments suggested that in re-export situations the names of both the country of re-export
and the country of destination “should be inserted” on the phytosanitary certificate, not “may be
inserted”. The TPG concluded that this was outside the scope of a TPG response, but noted that
the NPPO of the exporting country does not always know if a consignment is going to be re-
exported and to which country, so it does not always know the name of the country of final
destination and if the phytosanitary import requirements of this country have been met. Even if
the country of origin expects that the consignment shall be re-exported to a known country of
destination, the NPPO cannot know whether that will actually happen, or when it will happen (the
phytosanitary import requirements may theoretically have changed in the meantime), or how the
consignment will be handled in the country of re-export. Thus, to insert the name of the country
of destination cannot be an obligation (“should”), but only an action at the discretion of the NPPO
of country of origin (“may”).

- One consultation comment suggested that reference to both the country of re-export and the
country of destination be deleted as only one country name can be entered in the “TO:” field of a
phytosanitary certificate and more than one name would not work with an electronic phytosanitary
certificate (ePhyto). The TPG did not support this, however, recalling that the current, adopted
version of ISPM 12 already includes the possibility that the names of the country of re-export and
the country of destination be inserted. According to the second sentence of the paragraph, it is
even required in some cases for the names of the transit country and the importing country to be
given on the certificate. The TPG noted that if the current ePhyto software does not allow the
names of two countries to be entered for technical reasons, efforts should be made to solve this
because, according to section 1.2 of ISPM 12, electronic phytosanitary certificates are supposed
to be the electronic equivalent of the wording and data of phytosanitary certificates in paper form.

* Place of origin. A few consultation comments suggested that the draft ISPM distinguish between
“place of origin” and “place of provenance”. The TPG did not support this suggestion, as the model
phytosanitary certificate only has “place of origin”.

In response to a few consultation comments about the guidance on how each country and place are
presented on the certificate, the TPG recommended the following text:
... for example declared as “name of country of export (name of country of origin)”.
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Regarding the paragraph about plants being imported to or moved within a country and subsequently
grown, one consultation comment suggested that the reference to pest risk being determined only by
that country or place of further growth should be amended to pest risk being affected only by it. The
TPG supported this. The TPG also considered whether the text here should refer to “place of origin”
rather than “country of origin”, but concluded that the latter is appropriate as the paragraph is talking
about a country and the country name is the minimum information needed for the place of origin section
on the phytosanitary certificate.

Additional declaration. One consultation comment queried why some of the amendments in the draft
revision had been made as they did not relate to re-export, which was the focus of the revision. The TPG
noted that these were ink amendments already agreed by the SC to correct terminology and improve
consistency within the standard.

Name of authorized officer, date and signature. One consultation comment suggested that the date
being referred to in the first paragraph is the date of authorization. The TPG noted, however, that it is
clear from the first sentence of the following paragraph that it is the date of issuance of the phytosanitary
certificate, and therefore did not support this comment.

Another consultation comment suggested that “public officer” be changed to “authorized officer”.
Recalling Article V.2(a) of the IPPC, which refers to phytosanitary certificates being issued only by
“public officers who are technically qualified and duly authorized”, the TPG disagreed to the proposed
substitution but proposed that “authorized public officers” be used instead.

Considerations for issuing a phytosanitary certificate for re-export. The TPG considered several
consultation comments regarding the chapeau to the bulleted list of requirements:

- The TPG did not support the few consultation comments suggesting that “only” be deleted from
the phrase “only if all of the following requirements are met”, as if one of the four requirements
described is not met, the NPPO should not issue a phytosanitary certificate for re-export.

- The TPG did not support the suggestion that a cross-reference to the section on transit be added
for those situations when a consignment is not imported into a country. The TPG felt that this was
not necessary and would detract from the clarity of the text.

- The TPG supported suggestions that “may”” should be replaced by “should”, for better clarity and
for consistency with elsewhere in the draft revision of ISPM 12.

Regarding the bulleted list itself:

- The TPG supported suggestions that “for export” be deleted after “original phytosanitary
certificate (or phytosanitary certificates)” in the second bullet, for consistency with text added
later in the draft ISPM explaining that in the case of multiple re-export, all phytosanitary
certificates for re-export should also accompany the consignment. In response to another
consultation comment, the TPG recalled that, in accordance with the IPPC style guide, the
optional plural should not be presented as “phytosanitary certificates(s)”.

- The TPG supported suggestions in the third bullet that two commas should be deleted to make it
clear that “to change their nature” relates to both plants being grown and plant products being
processed; that is, the plants or plant products have not been grown to change their nature
(e.g. seeds planted to produce vegetables) or processed to change their nature (e.g. round wood
sawn to produce sawn wood) in the country of re-export. The text would then also be consistent
with elsewhere in the draft ISPM. The TPG also supported the expansion of this bullet point to
include other regulated articles as suggested by one comment.

- The TPG considered a consultation comment suggesting that the final bullet point (“the
consignment has not been subjected to the risk of infestation or contamination™) be deleted
because of the perceived contradiction with section 6.1.1 of the draft ISPM. The TPG noted that
there is no contradiction because the text in question in section 6.1.1 is about what happens when
the country of destination has phytosanitary import requirements (e.g. growing season inspection,
soil testing) that cannot be met by the country of re-export, and the alternative phytosanitary
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actions that the country of re-export may perform if considered equivalent and if in accordance
with the phytosanitary import requirements of the country of destination. However, for clarity the
TPG recommended the following alternative wording: “the consignment has not been infested or
contaminated”.

One consultation comment suggested that the paragraph after the bulleted list should be part of this list,
but the TPG did not support this. They noted that the paragraph had been intentionally separated from
the bulleted list to emphasize that, in addition to the requirements listed in the bulleted list, the
phytosanitary import requirements also have to be met. The need for this emphasis also led the TPG to
decide that the opening phrase of the paragraph (“In addition to the above requirements’) should be
retained, contrary to a consultation comment calling for its deletion. The TPG noted that although the
statement about compliance with phytosanitary import requirements is made in other sections of the
draft ISPM, the text in this section refers specifically to situations of re-export — hence its inclusion here.

Footnote about multiple re-export. A few consultation comments suggested that this footnote, or a
substantial part of it, be deleted. The TPG supported the deletion of the footnote here, recognizing that
it is somewhat redundant given the two sentences added to the main text of the end of section 6.1.3 about
multiple re-export situations. However, to introduce and explain the particular phrases used in ISPM 12
— “country of re-export” and “country of destination” — and the possible roles of countries in relation to
re-export, the TPG recommended a simplified version of the footnote be moved to the end of the Outline
of requirements: “In this standard, the requirements set out for issuing a phytosanitary certificate for re-
export consider only a country of origin (issuing a phytosanitary certificate for export), a country of re-
export (issuing a phytosanitary certificate for re-export) and a country of destination”.

Examination of the phytosanitary import requirements of the country of destination. One
consultation comment suggested a text amendment to make it clear that, before issuing a phytosanitary
certificate for re-export, the NPPO should not only examine the phytosanitary import requirements of
the country of destination, but also determine if the requirements have been complied with. The TPG
supported this but proposed a slightly modified wording using “met” rather than “complied” or
“fulfilled” for consistency.

Referring to the IPPC style guide, the TPG noted that the “or” separating the two indents means that
either indent or both indents can apply at the same time, so there was no need to preface the indented
list with “one or both...”.

For the second indent, one consultation comment suggested that reference to equivalence be deleted.
The TPG did not support this, noting the Glossary definition of “equivalence (of phytosanitary
measures)”. However, they did propose a slight text modification to make it clear that “additional” refers
only to “inspection” and not to “test” and “treatment”.

Repacking, storing, splitting or combining consignments. A few consultation comments suggested
that the phrase “provided that it has not been exposed to infestation or contamination by pests” should
be amended. The TPG did not support this suggestion, as the phrase is consistent with the wording used
in the model phytosanitary certificate for re-export in the Annex to the IPPC. However, the TPG
supported other consultation comments about the sentence that follows, and proposed that the text here
be changed to “verify that the consignment has not been infested or contaminated by pests”.

General considerations for issuing a phytosanitary certificate for re-export. The TPG considered
the following comments regarding the final paragraph of this subsection:

- One consultation comment suggested that “phytosanitary certificates for re-export” be changed
to the singular instead of the plural. The TPG did not support this because if a consignment is re-
exported multiple times, it will be accompanied by several phytosanitary certificates for re-export
and by a phytosanitary certificate for export — hence the plural is correct.

- Another comment suggested adding a sentence to the end, to say that if a consignment is split and
re-exported to multiple countries, then the original phytosanitary certificate or its certified copy
should accompany the re-exported consignments. The TPG supported the comment, but proposed
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that it be dealt with by inserting reference to “one or multiple countries” in the preceding
subsection about what happens if a consignment is split up. The TPG also proposed that the final
paragraph of the General considerations subsection be split into two — the first dealing with the
classical situation and the second with consignments re-exported multiple times — and that the
original phytosanitary certificates, as opposed to their certified copies, should be distinguished by
inserting “the original” before “phytosanitary certificates”.

- A few comments suggested adding seeds as an example of a consignment re-exported multiple
times, but the TPG thought that the example was not necessary and did not fit well in the sentence.

Regarding the second paragraph of this subsection, the TPG supported one suggestion making it clear
that the phytosanitary import requirements are those of the country of destination, but thought that a
second amendment, inserting “(issuing the phytosanitary certificate for export)” after “the country of
origin” was not needed as the latter term is used all through the draft ISPM. The TPG did not support a
further suggestion that “testing” be changed to “test” in the list of actions that a country of re-export
may carry out, because the definition of phytosanitary action includes “testing” not “test”, and because
“testing” grammatically fits better than “test” in the sentence. The TPG also did not support a suggestion
that the paragraph start with “without prejudice to the above” rather than “instead”, because the
paragraph is explaining that in the situation described the NPPO of the country of re-export should issue
a phytosanitary certificate for export instead of the phytosanitary certificate for re-export that is
mentioned in the previous paragraph.

General considerations for re-export situations. The TPG supported a consultation comment
suggesting that the heading be changed to “Other considerations for re-export situations”, to avoid
confusion with another heading earlier in the draft ISPM. The TPG did not support other comments,
however, that suggested that this subsection be moved to the start of the section on Considerations for
re-export situations, as they felt that the current order is more logical.

Translation issues. The TPG also considered some consultation comments suggesting corrections to
the Spanish translation, and agreed to forward these to the FAO translation group.

The TPG:

(3) noted that recommendations on consistency would be transmitted to the Steward and SC-7 for
consideration;

(4) agreed that Mr Ebbe NORDBO (Denmark) would draft a recommendation on the use of “pest
risk posed by”, “pest risk presented by” and “pest risk associated with” for consideration at a
future TPG meeting, for possible inclusion in the “General recommendations on use of terms in

ISPMs”;

(5) requested that the Secretariat send the Spanish translation issues to the FAO translation group so
that the Spanish version of the draft revision of ISPM 12 in relation to re-export (2015-011) is
amended.

4.3 Audit in the phytosanitary context (2015-014), Priority 2
Ms Shaza Roushdy OMAR (Egypt) presented the draft TPG responses.*

Definition of “audit”. In response to a consultation comment, the TPG considered whether a definition
of “audit” is needed, but concluded that it would be better to describe the concept in the Scope section
rather than to define the term in the Glossary.

“Verification audit” and “system audit”. The TPG considered some consultation comments that
gueried whether there is a need to differentiate between these two terms given that the draft ISPM does
not give specific guidance for each of them. The TPG noted that the wording appears to indicate that a
verification audit is just a subset of a system audit, but that the name “verification audit” is confusing as
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it could imply that a “system audit” is not about verification. Also, the description of a verification audit
includes reference to the timing of audits, but there is no equivalent in the description of a system audit.
The TPG invited the Steward of the draft ISPM to reconsider whether the categorization needs
international harmonization in an ISPM (as the categories are not used in the standard) and, if such
harmonization is needed, to review the text for clarity.

“Purpose” vs “objectives”, “findings” vs “observations”, “conformity” vs “compliance”. In
response to a consultation comment about the use of these terms in the draft ISPM, the TPG recalled
that in the section “Guidelines for a consistent ISPM terminology” of the IPPC procedure manual for
standard setting, drafters of ISPMs are requested to use only one term for each concept. The TPG noted
that terms referring to different concepts should be explained if their respective meaning is not obvious.
The TPG found it unclear how “purpose” is meant to differ from “objective”, and how ‘findings’ should
be understood as distinct from ‘observations’. Regarding “conformity” and “compliance”, the TPG
recalled that the former should be used to refer to conformity with programme requirements, while the
latter should be used to refer to compliance of consignments with phytosanitary import requirements
(cf. the section “General recommendations on use of terms in ISPMs” in the IPPC style guide). The
TPG noted that the meaning of the different terms used also needs to be clear in translations; for example,
in the Spanish version of the draft ISPM “findings” is translated as “results” in some places, which in
the context of an audit does not mean the same as “findings”, and in Russian the translation of
“observation” can be “finding” (meaning the result of the observation) or can refer to the process of
observation. The TPG therefore invited the Steward to ensure consistency in the use of terms and to
clarify their meaning where appropriate.

“Audit”, “audits”, “the audit”, “auditing”. In response to a consultation comment, the TPG invited
the Steward to check that the use of the plural “audits” and of “auditing” is justified, replacing with
“audit” where it 1s not.

“Verification procedure” vs “audit”. The TPG concluded that a consultation comment on the
relationships between these two terms — saying that “audit” is one method of verification procedure in
the phytosanitary context —was not a matter for TPG response.

“Phytosanitary context”. In response to a consultation comment, the TPG concluded that this is a
general concept that does not need to be defined in the Glossary.

Scope. A few consultation comments suggested that the first sentence be deleted as it is a definition of
“audit” and definitions should not be part of the Scope section. The TPG acknowledged that, in general,
definitions should not be included in the Scope, but noted that there was precedence for explanatory text
to be included, as in ISPM 43 (Requirements for the use of fumigation as a phytosanitary treatment).
One option would therefore be to delete the first sentence, but then to add text to the second sentence as
follows: “This standard covers audits in the phytosanitary context as a systematic examination of a
process to determine whether it conforms with phytosanitary requirements, conducted...”. The TPG
recommended, however, to either switch the order of the first and second sentence, or to move the first
sentence to become the opening sentence of the section “Purpose of audit”.

Outline of requirements. The TPG noted that this section did not include any requirements. However,
they recalled that the SC-7 shall consider this issue in May 2021 and therefore decided not to make any
comment.

Impacts on biodiversity and the environment. The TPG considered a consultation comment
suggesting that “quarantine pests” be replaced with “regulated pests” in the phrase “thereby reducing
the risk of the introduction and spread of quarantine pests”. The TPG concluded that the wording
“thereby reducing the pest risk” would be most correct and recommended that wording be used instead.

Purpose of audit. The TPG considered a few consultation comments regarding the final paragraph,
which suggested that “system” should be “phytosanitary system” in the final indent, and the TPG
supported this. In addition, the TPG noted that this indent was in conflict with the Scope, as it allowed
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for authorized entities to conduct an audit in an exporting country, whereas the Scope referred to
authorized entities only in relation to the authorizing NPPO’s territory.

Types of audit: verification audit. In response to consultation comments suggesting editorial changes
to this paragraph, the TPG agreed that the purpose of a verification audit is to assess rather than to
indicate the effectiveness and conformity of the system or procedure being audited, and that such audits
assess conformity with phytosanitary requirements rather than phytosanitary procedures, because the
audit assesses whether the system or procedure meets the requirements set for it. The TPG also supported
suggestions to insert “phytosanitary” before “system or procedure” for clarification.

Roles. The TPG considered a consultation comment suggesting that the second instance of
“organization” be replaced with “entity” in the following sentence: “In the context of this standard, the
term “auditor” may refer to an individual person, a group of people representing an organization, or an
organization authorized to conduct an audit”. The TPG noted, however, that the second sentence of this
paragraph clearly identifies that an auditor may be an NPPO or its authorized entity, and that the draft
ISPM on Requirements for national plant protection organizations if authorizing entities to perform
phytosanitary actions (2014-002) makes it clear that an entity can be an individual or an organization,
so there is no need to elaborate on it in this standard. The TPG therefore recommended that the sentence
in question be deleted.

Responsibilities of the NPPO. The TPG supported a consultation comment suggesting that it is
corrective actions rather than corrective measures that are agreed with the NPPO of the exporting
country when nonconformities are identified.

Responsibilities of the auditee. A few consultation comments suggested text amendments to make it
clear that the entities being audited are those “authorized by an NPPO to perform phytosanitary actions”.
The TPG supported this amendment as the wording would then be consistent with that used in the draft
ISPM on Requirements for national plant protection organizations if authorizing entities to perform
phytosanitary actions (2014-002).

Frequency of audit. A few consultation comments suggested that “phytosanitary” be inserted before
“system or procedure”. The TPG supported this, for consistency with the rest of the standard. However,
the TPG did not support a consultation comment suggesting that “pest risk” be changed to simply “risk”
in the phrase “the pest risk associated with relevant pests or pathways”, as “pest risk” is a Glossary term
that perfectly fits the intended meaning here.

Reporting. One consultation comment suggested that “providing [the audit report] to the auditee” be
changed to “providing [the audit report] to the auditee and the NPPO”, but the TPG did not support this
amendment as the auditor could be the NPPO itself.

Translation issues. The TPG also considered some consultation comments suggesting corrections to
the Spanish translation, and agreed to forward these to the FAO translation group.

The TPG:

(6) noted that recommendations on consistency would be transmitted to the Steward and SC-7 for
consideration;

(7)  requested that the Secretariat send the Spanish translation issues to the FAO translation group so
that the Spanish version of the draft ISPM on Audit in the phytosanitary context (2015-014) is
amended.

4.4 Draft PT: Irradiation treatment for Tortricidae on fruits (2017-011)
Ms Beatriz MELCHO (Uruguay) presented the draft TPG responses.’
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There had been only one consultation comment, which had related to the Spanish translation of
“consideration” in the following sentence that appears as part of the standard footnote in all
phytosanitary treatments (PTs): “However, evaluation of any effects of a treatment on the quality of
commodities may require additional consideration.” The TPG did not support the consultation comment
but suggested that it would be clearer to translate “consideration” as ‘“consideracion” instead of
“examen”. However, the TPG noted that the same issue would apply to all other PTs (both those adopted
and those under consultation) and the issue had not been raised before. The TPG therefore concluded
that it was best to leave the text of this draft PT unchanged for now, but to forward the matter to the
FAOQ translation group for their consideration.

The TPG:

(8) requested that the Secretariat send the Spanish translation issue to the FAO translation group for
their consideration in future translations.

4.5 Draft 2019 and 2020 Amendments to ISPM 5 (1994-001)
Mr Ebbe NORDBO (Denmark) presented the draft TPG responses.®

Proposed deletion of “incidence” (2018-010)

In response to a few consultation comments suggesting to revise the definition of “incidence” or define
the term “prevalence”, the TPG clarified the rationale behind the SC’s decision to request that
“incidence” and its definition be deleted from the Glossary. The SC had considered whether the usual
meaning of “incidence” and “prevalence” in human and animal epidemiology should trigger a change
in the Glossary to using “prevalence” for the concept that has been defined as “incidence” since 2009,
but had thought it unlikely that global agreement would be reached on any revision of the terms and
definitions, so had decided to request the deletion of “incidence” instead. With the term and definition
of “incidence” deleted, countries may use “incidence” and “prevalence” as they individually interpret
them. Also, in ISPMs, both terms may then be used, with no agreed CPM interpretation of neither of the
terms.

The TPG also clarified that the definition of “prevalence” used in the explanatory text for the deletion
of “incidence” as an example of the use “prevalence” in human and animal epidemiology is a direct
guotation from the terminology and linguistic databank TERMIUM Plus and so should not be changed.

In response to a few consultation comments seeking “pointers” for the meaning of the terms “incidence”
and “prevalence” if “incidence” is deleted, the TPG noted that it was not in a position to do this.

Proposed revision of “emergency action” (2018-044)

“Procedure” vs “operation”. A few consultation comments suggested that “procedure” be used instead
of “operation” in the revised definition of “emergency action”. The TPG clarified that the meaning of
these two terms, as used in ISPMs, differs: a procedure is used to denote the method or protocol
describing how to carry out certain activities (as in the definitions of “compliance procedure”,
“corrective action plan™’, “devitalization”, “phytosanitary measure”, “phytosanitary procedure”,
“phytosanitary regulation”, “provisional measure”, “surveillance”, “survey” and “treatment”). In
contrast, “action” or “operation” (which are synonymous in the IPPC context) denote the actual carrying
out of activities, which is the intended meaning with “emergency action”. Therefore, the TPG did not
support this suggestion.

“Action” vs “operation”. The TPG recalled that, when drafting the proposed definition at its meeting
in November 2019, “operation” had been opted for rather than “action” for consistency with the
definition of “phytosanitary action”, which also uses “operation”. The TPG discussed whether this
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would make the two definitions too similar, which could cause confusion, but concluded that as “action”
or “operation” are synonymous, it would be better to consistently use “operation” in the two definitions.

Giving examples. The TPG considered a few consultation comments suggesting that inspection, testing
and treatment be listed as examples in the definition of “emergency action”, to align with the definition
of “phytosanitary action” which lists those same examples plus surveillance. However, the TPG
concluded that adding examples would detract from the main difference between the two terms
“emergency action” and “phytosanitary action”, which is that the trigger for the action is not covered by
existing phytosanitary measures in the case of an emergency action but is covered by existing
phytosanitary measures in the case of a phytosanitary action.

Phytosanitary nature of the action. The TPG acknowledged that, by substituting the word
“phytosanitary” with “official”, the intuitive plant-health connotations may become less obvious. They
therefore acknowledged the rationale behind a consultation comment that suggested that “for pests” be
inserted after “official operation”, although noted that “against pests” would be better. However, the
TPG considered that this was too broad and could be misunderstood (e.g. would publishing a brochure
be an operation against a pest?), and so proposed instead to use the more explicit wording “to prevent
the introduction or spread of a pest”. The TPG noted that although this wording was similar to that used
in the definition of “phytosanitary measure”, the latter was restricted to quarantine pests whereas the
wording for “emergency action” it applied to all pests, either regulated or not.

Alternative definition proposed by one contracting party. The TPG considered the following
definition proposed in one consultation comment: “A prompt phytosanitary action or other official
operation undertaken in a situation requiring immediate action, such as detection of a non-compliant
regulated article or a pest with unknown regulatory status at the time of the action.”. The TPG noted the
following:

- “Phytosanitary action” and “emergency action” are disjunctive concepts (i.e. they are mutually
exclusive), because the triggering situation is covered by existing phytosanitary measures for a
phytosanitary action but not for an emergency action.

- The suggested wording “prompt action ... in a situation requiring immediate action” is a
tautology. The original wording “in a new or unexpected ... situation” is more informative and
supportive of the notion that the existing phytosanitary measures have, at this point in time, proven
insufficient and therefore emergency action may be needed.

- The suggested example of a “non-compliant regulated article” is misleading, as emergency action
is taken in situations where the necessary phytosanitary measures are not in place, whereas non-
compliance is, by definition, always in regards to some existing phytosanitary measures.

- The proposed example of “a pest with unknown regulatory status” is unclear as the real issue is
that the pest, at least in that particular situation, is not regulated at the time of the operation.

- Although the current and immediate lack of regulation is expressed by the suggested wording
“... at the time of the action”, that notion can be sufficiently well described simply referring to
“existing phytosanitary measures”.

However, the TPG did accept the suggested omission of the word “phytosanitary” before “situation” to
avoid any confusion with situations where a “phytosanitary action” may be undertaken. The TPG’s
proposed wording of “to prevent the introduction or spread of a pest” would make the phytosanitary
context clear.

Type of situations triggering an emergency action. The TPG noted that one crucial concept in
understanding the meaning of “emergency action”, and what distinguishes it from “phytosanitary
action”, is that it is triggered by a situation that is not covered by existing phytosanitary measures.
However, as apparent from a consultation comment, this had not been fully understood. The TPG
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discussed the merits of being explicit about this in the definition and considered three options proposed
in the discussion paper 09_TPG_2020_ Dec:’

... in a new or unexpected situation not covered by existing phytosanitary measures
... in a situation not covered by existing phytosanitary measures

... in a new situation not covered by existing phytosanitary measures

The TPG noted that in the first, more comprehensive option, the wording “new or unexpected situation”
gives a “flavour” of the situation, whereas the wording “not covered by existing phytosanitary measures”
is the legally significant part for contracting parties.

The TPG considered whether “not specified”, as used in ISPM 20 (Guidelines for a phytosanitary import
regulatory system), would be more precise than “not covered”, but noted that “covered” means that the
situation is taken care of by phytosanitary measures, whereas “specified” has a different meaning and a
phytosanitary measure cannot specify a situation. The term “covered” is also used in e.g. the model
phytosanitary certificate for re-export in the Annex to the IPPC, in relation to the certificate covering
the regulated articles that make up the consignment, so the term is already used in a phytosanitary
context.

The TPG considered whether “established” would be preferable to “existing”, but decided that
“existing” was preferable, as this makes it explicit that it is not referring to potential phytosanitary
measures, but just existing ones, and avoids the possible ambiguity that “established”” would bring. The
use of “existing” also gives a hint that the situation may likely be covered by phytosanitary measures in
future.

The TPG noted that also “in a new situation” would convey a sense of the need to establish phytosanitary
measures and that emergency actions cannot be continued in the long term, but decided to opt for the
simpler “a situation” as it is sufficient to say “not covered by existing phytosanitary measures” because
that is the most important criterion.

The TPG therefore proposed that “in a new or unexpected phytosanitary situation” be replaced with “in
a situation not covered by existing phytosanitary measures”.

New composite definition proposed by TPG. Bringing together its proposals for the various elements
of this definition, the TPG’s proposed definition was finally as follows:

A prompt phytesanitary official actien operation undertaken to prevent the introduction or spread

of a pest in a rew-or-unexpected-phytosanitary situation not covered by existing phytosanitary
measures

Proposed revision of “clearance (of a consignment)” (2018-045)

One consultation comment disagreed with the need for any revision to the term “clearance (of a
consignment)”, but the TPG noted that the SC had recommended that the definition be revised to
explicitly refer to the process of verifying a consignment’s compliance with phytosanitary regulations,
to prevent any confusion with the term “release (of a consignment)”, which is defined as “authorization
for entry after clearance”.

“Clearance (of a consignment)” Vs “compliance procedure (for a consignment)”. The TPG
considered some consultation comments suggesting that the use of the terms “clearance (of a
consignment)”, as in the draft revision, and “compliance procedure (for a consignment)” be clarified or
that the TPG considers deleting the term “clearance (of a consignment)” and always using instead the
term “compliance procedure (for a consignment)”. The TPG acknowledged the need to look at these
two terms together and therefore recommended to the SC that the revision of the definition of the term
“clearance (of a consignment)” is not sent for second consultation in 2021 and that the TPG be tasked
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with reviewing “compliance procedure (for a consignment)” alongside their review of “clearance (of a
consignment)”.

Proposed revision of “detection survey” (consequential to 2015-013 “survey”)

Repetition of “survey”. The TPG considered a consultation comment suggesting that “survey” be
replaced with another word in the definition, to avoid repetition with “survey” in the term itself. The
TPG recalled that in some Glossary definitions, such repetition is indeed avoided and another word used
in the definition to provide a wider and more illustrative explanation (e.g. “operation” in the definition
of “phytosanitary action”, “purpose” in “intended use”), but there are also many examples of Glossary
definitions where a word from the term itself is repeated in the corresponding definition (e.g. “area” in
the definition of “area of low pest prevalence”, “plants” in the definition of “plants”). In the case of
“detection survey”, the TPG concluded that the inclusion of “survey” in both the term and the definition

of each of the three related terms “detection survey”, “delimiting survey” and “monitoring survey” is
needed to show that each of these three terms is a distinct subset of “survey”.

Definite article. The TPG accepted the consultation comments suggesting that the definite article “the”
be inserted before “pest presence or absence”.

Absence. One consultation comment had disagreed with the addition of reference to absence, arguing
that it was sufficient to refer to pest presence. The TPG did not accept this suggestion, noting that the
importance of explicitly mentioning that surveys could also be conducted to determine if pests are absent
had been agreed at CPM-10 (2015) at the adoption of the revised definition of “survey (of a pest)”,
which reads “... to determine the presence or absence of pests ...”. The concept of “detection survey”
is a subset of “survey” and if only “presence” were mentioned for “detection survey”, that would
constitute an undesirable restriction to the scope of “detection survey” in comparison to the scope of
“survey”.

What constitutes a place of production or production site. A few consultation comments sought
clarification as to whether greenhouses, nurseries, holding areas, endangered sites, packaging houses
and cold storage are included in the terms “place of production” or “production site”, and if not,
suggesting that these be included in the definition. The TPG clarified that the definition of “place of
production” does not specify the items that could be produced there, nor which production processes
may be covered by the term, but the use of the term in several ISPMs (e.g. ISPM 10 (Requirements for
the establishment pest free places of production and pest free production sites), ISPM 11 (Pest risk
analysis for quarantine pests) and ISPM 36 (Integrated measures for plants for planting)) indicates that
all entities where plants are grown are certainly included in the “place of production” concept.

In a country or an area within the country. One consultation comment suggested that the proposed
definition be revised to say that the survey was conducted “in a country or an area within the country”,
rather than “in an area”. The TPG did not accept this suggestion, as “area” is defined as “an officially
defined country, part of a country or all or parts of several countries”, so the suggested addition would
be redundant.

Area, place of production and production site. A few consultation comments disagreed with the
proposed addition of “place of production or production site” in the definition, as these are already
included in the definition of “survey”, but suggested that reference to an area be retained in the definition
to emphasize that pest status is linked to an area, or because places of production and production sites
are subsets of “area”. The TPG considered the relative merits of referring to “an area, place of production
or production site” in the definition, or referring just to an “area”, or referring to none of these.

The TPG acknowledged that referring to all three terms does result in some redundancy, as it is repeating
a concept that is already included in the definition of “survey”, but it also provides clarity. The TPG
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recalled that one reason it had originally proposed the addition of “place of production or production
site” had been to emphasize that the term is not referring to detection of a pest in a consignment.?

Regarding the option of just referring to “area” in the definition, the TPG noted that “area” is needed in
the definition of “delimiting survey” to qualify the meaning of the word “boundaries”. Thus, the
inclusion of “area” in the definition of “delimiting survey” does not justify including it in the definition
of “detection survey”. Finally, the TPG noted that “detection survey” is a subset of “survey”, and only
mentioning “area” in the definition of “detection survey” would constitute an undesirable restriction to
the scope of “detection survey” in comparison to the scope of “survey”.

Regarding the final option — omitting any reference to an area, place of production or production site in
the definition — the TPG noted that this provides simplicity and avoids redundancy. It would also be
consistent with the definition of “monitoring survey”, which does not mention an area, place of
production or production site, and with the definition of delimiting survey (with the exception noted
earlier about the need to refer to “area” to qualify “boundaries”). The TPG also noted that the starting
point for this entire discussion about revising the definition of “detection survey” had been simply to
include the concept of pest absence as well as pest presence, so the expansion of the definition to refer
to places of production and production sites had not been the main intention for revision of the definition.

The TPG finally agreed that, on balance, it was better to go for the simpler version, as any type of survey
logically deals with an area, place of production or production site even this spatial scope is not explicitly
mentioned in its definition. In analogy, the temporal scope specified in the “survey” definition (i.e. “over
a defined period”) holds for any type of survey, but is not repeated in the definition of “detection survey”
or it sister terms. So, the resulting definition of “detection survey” was as follows:

Survey conducted inan-area to determine if-pestsare-present the presence or absence of pests

Language versions of 2019 and 2020 amendments to ISPM 5

The TPG also considered some consultation comments suggesting corrections to the Spanish translation,
and agreed to forward these to the FAO translation group. The TPG:

(9) agreed its responses to the first consultation comments on the draft 2019 and 2020 Amendments
to the Glossary (1994-01);

(10) recommended to the SC that the revision of the definition of the term “clearance (of a
consignment)” is not submitted for second consultation in 2021 and that the term “compliance
procedure (for a consignment)” is added to the TPG work programme so that these two terms may
be reviewed together;

(11) noted that the TPG comments, and the draft 2019 and 2020 Amendments to the Glossary (1994-
01) as modified by this meeting, would be transmitted to the SC-7;

(12) requested that the Secretariat submit the proposals regarding language versions of terms and
definitions to FAO translation group.
Reports

5.1 Previous meeting report of the TPG (December 2019), including the TPG work
plan

The TPG Steward informed that there were a few minor corrections to make to the report of the
December 2019 meeting (e.g. regarding dates),” and suggested that she send these to the Secretariat for
incorporation.

There were no other comments.

8 TPG 2018-12, agenda item 6.4.

® TPG meeting reports: https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/standards-setting/expert-drafting-
groups/technical-panels/technical-panel-glossary-phytosanitary-terms-ispm-5/
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The TPG:

(13) requested that the Secretariat incorporate the Steward’s amendments to the report of the
December 2019 TPG meeting and replace the report version on the International Phytosanitary
Portal (IPP) accordingly.

5.2 Extracts from other meeting reports of relevance to the TPG

The Secretariat presented extracts from the September and November 2020 virtual meetings of the SC,*°
including the associated e-forum outcomes that followed the meetings. The TPG made no comments.

6.  Subjects on the TPG work programme

The TPG discussed the working documents prepared by TPG members on individual terms on the List
of topics for IPPC standards. Proposals agreed by the TPG for new or revised terms and definitions, as
well as justifications, will be included in the 2021 Amendments to the Glossary and submitted to the SC
meeting in May 2021 for approval for consultation.

6.1 “emergency measure” (2020-004), “provisional measure” (2020-008),
“phytosanitary procedure” (2020-007) and “phytosanitary action” (2020-006)

The TPG lead, Mr Rajesh RAMARATHNAM, introduced the paper,*! explaining the background to the
terms “emergency measure” and “provisional measure”, their use in ISPMs, and the rationale for
reviewing them. He informed the TPG that he had also gathered information on “phytosanitary
procedure” and “phytosanitary action” but would present this at the next TPG meeting.

At its meeting in 2019, the TPG had considered whether the definition of “emergency measure” needed
amending, because it refers to “phytosanitary measure” and “provisional measure”, both of which relate
only to regulated pests (the latter because it refers to “phytosanitary regulation”). However, this
contradicts the use of “emergency measure” and “emergency action” (emergency measures
encompassing emergency actions) in the Convention text Article VII.6, ISPM 1 (Phytosanitary
principles for the protection of plants and the application of phytosanitary measures in international
trade), ISPM 13 (Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action) and
ISPM 20, where these terms can apply to situations where pests that are not yet regulated, but which
pose a potential threat, are detected.

There is a similar problem with the current definition of “provisional measure”, being a “phytosanitary
regulation ... established without full technical justification”. The definition for “phytosanitary
regulation”, however, relates to regulated pests, and regulation must be based on technical justification.
So, there is a contradiction in the definition of “provisional measure”, as the term “phytosanitary
regulation” is actually only applicable to situations where there is technical justification.

The TPG lead proposed revised definitions for “emergency measure” and “provisional measure”, and
the TPG then considered these in turn.

Emergency measure

The TPG considered whether to retain the wording of the measure being established as a matter of
urgency, but concluded to avoid this because the dictionary definition of “establish” is to set up on a
firm or permanent basis, whereas according to its current definition an emergency measure may be
provisional. The TPG therefore opted for “set up” instead.

A TPG member commented on the sequence of actions that a country may take upon detecting a pest
for which phytosanitary measures have not been established: the country may first take emergency
action, but if there is good reason to think the pest may reoccur, then the country may set up emergency
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measures; if technical justification is lacking, then those emergency measures would be provisional
measures.

The TPG considered the proposed phrase “a prompt official rule or procedure”, and whether it was
necessary to refer to “rule” as well as “procedure”, given that the definition of “phytosanitary measure”
does not contain “rule”. The TPG concluded to include “rule”, however, as it is used in the definition of
“phytosanitary regulation”.

Provisional measure

The TPG combined the two sentences of the proposed definition into one, added “temporary” to make
clear the temporary nature of provisional measures, and used “set up” rather than “established” for
consistency with the draft definition of “emergency measures”.

The TPG considered whether there are provisional measures that are not emergency measures, and noted
that emergency measures relate to situations that are unusual or unexpected, whereas provisional
measures relate to situations where there is insufficient information. As an example, if a pest is detected
in a nearby country, this would not necessarily represent an emergency, but provisional measures could
be taken without full technical justification.

The TPG noted that Note 10 in the Annotated Glossary would need review to ensure clarity.
The TPG:

(14) proposed the revision of “emergency measure” (2020-004) and “provisional measure” (2020-
008) in the draft 2021 Amendments to the Glossary (1994-001) (Appendix 4) to be presented to
SC May 2021,

(15) asked Mr Ebbe NORDBO (Denmark) to review Note 10 of the Annotated Glossary and forward
any suggested amendments to the Secretariat for consideration by the TPG;

(16) agreed to defer consideration of “phytosanitary procedure” and “phytosanitary action” to the next
TPG meeting.

6.2 “general surveillance” (2018-046), “specific surveillance” (2018-047) and
“surveillance” (2020-009)

The TPG lead, Ms Beatriz MELCHO, introduced the paper,'? in which she proposed two options for
definitions of these three terms. She highlighted that the term “specific surveys”, used in the former
version of ISPM 6 (Guidelines for surveillance) is not always used as a synonym of “specific
surveillance” in adopted ISPMs, and proposed that, for consistency with the revised ISPM 6
(Surveillance), “specific surveys” should be replaced with “specific surveillance” whenever appropriate
and that “specific surveys” should be used when referring to some type of survey as defined in the
Glossary. She further noted that the Glossary term “survey (of pests)” could be equivalent to “specific
surveillance” in some cases.

Consideration of the proposed definitions. The TPG noted that in the first option, the details were in
the definitions of “surveillance” and “general surveillance”, with the definition of “specific surveillance”
being very short. This could appear to be unbalanced. Furthermore, analysis of data was mentioned in
the definition of “general surveillance”, but not in the overarching definition of “surveillance”.

TPG members favoured the second option because the level of detail was more balanced; it made it clear
that general surveillance and specific surveillance were subsets of surveillance; and it was explicit about
the official nature of general surveillance and specific surveillance.

Surveys. The TPG considered whether surveys were included within general surveillance as one of the
“various sources” of data referred to, and whether the difference between general and specific
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surveillance is the data sources or the need to analyse and verify data. The TPG agreed that the difference
between them is the sources of data and that general surveillance should therefore not include surveys.
This would make “general surveillance” and “specific surveillance” mutually exclusive concepts.

The TPG clarified that “surveys” are always official, so data collected from comparable methods by
non-NPPOs would be “general surveillance” not “specific surveillance”.

Data and information. In the definition of “general surveillance”, the TPG noted that it was important
to incorporate the concept of collecting data and that it was necessary to say that the data collection was
“in an area”, clearly not referring to consignments.

The TPG concluded that it was appropriate to use “data” in the definition of “general surveillance”, as
this relates to the raw material collected, and that it is necessary to not only analyse data but also verify
them because they come from various sources. In contrast, given that “information” is understood as
being processed (i.e. analysed) data, for the definition of “specific surveillance” it was appropriate to
refer to “information” and hence “obtain information” was a compressed way of saying “collect and
analyse data”. The data collected in specific surveillance would not need verifying as they are from
surveys (i.e. an official process).

The TPG opted for the definitions as per the second option presented in the paper, with some
modifications to the definition of “general surveillance”.

Amendments to other ISPMs

9% ¢

As part of their considerations regarding the terms “surveillance”, “general surveillance” and “specific
surveillance”, the TPG examined all instances of these terms, the related term “survey”, and their
derivatives in adopted ISPMs.*

The TPG lead had identified instances in the following ISPMs that possibly needed amending to ensure
consistency with ISPM 6 or to improve clarity: ISPM 2 (Framework for pest risk analysis), ISPM 4
(Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas), ISPM 7 (Phytosanitary certification system),
ISPM 9 (Guidelines for pest eradication programmes), ISPM 10, ISPM 11, ISPM 17 (Pest reporting),
ISPM 26 (Establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies) and ISPM 35 (Systems approach for pest risk
management of fruit flies (Tephritidae)). The TPG noted that although “specific surveys” could be
replaced by “specific surveillance” in many instances, this is not always the case, so examined each
instance one by one.

Surveys and monitoring or inspection. The TPG agreed that when “survey” is being referred to in
conjunction with “monitoring” or “inspection” (as in ISPM 7 section 2.2 or in ISPM 10 sections 1.1 and
3.1), “survey” is preferable to “surveillance” or “specific surveillance” as survey, monitoring and
inspection are all distinct procedures at the same abstraction level.

“Survey” vs “specific surveillance”. The TPG discussed the difference between “survey” and “specific
surveillance”, recognizing that these two terms were almost synonymous. The TPG noted that it was
necessary to use “specific surveillance” in ISPM 6, as a parallel concept to “general surveillance”, but
concluded that in other ISPMs where this parallelism does not occur it would be more direct to simply
refer to “survey”, especially as “survey” is defined in the Glossary, including the three subsets
(“delimiting survey”, “detection survey” and “monitoring survey”).

Surveillance systems. The TPG recognized that the term “surveillance systems” in ISPM 10 section 3.1
was undefined, but its meaning sufficiently clear. The TPG also recalled that in ISPM 6 a “surveillance
system” refers to the highest conceptual level, and that surveillance programmes form part of
surveillance systems

Consistency review. The TPG considered whether to recommend to the SC that the TPG conduct a

EEINT3

consistency review of the terms “surveillance”, “survey” and their derivatives, taking into account the
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work already done by the TPG. However, although the TPG confirmed that none of these amendments
altered the meaning of the text and so could be proposed as ink amendments, they were not urgent. The
TPG therefore proposed the amendments be archived pending future revision of the relevant ISPMs.

The TPG:

(17) proposed the revision of “surveillance” (2020-009) in the draft 2021 Amendments to the Glossary
(1994-001) (Appendix 4) to be presented to the SC May 2021;

(18) proposed a draft definition for “general surveillance” (2018-046) and for “specific surveillance”
(2018-047) in the draft 2021 Amendments to the Glossary (1994-001) (Appendix 4) to be
presented to the SC May 2021,

(19) requested that the Secretariat archive the proposed amendments to ISPMs (Appendix 6), which

aim to ensure a consistent use of “survey”, “surveillance” and their derivatives in adopted ISPMs,
for future revision of the relevant ISPMs.

6.3 “germplasm” (2020-005)

The TPG lead, Ms Asenath Abigael KOECH, introduced the paper.'* She explained that the intention
was to make a small change to the definition of “germplasm” to explicitly reflect that the concept is
completely included within the definition of “plants for planting”. The proposal was therefore to change
“plants” to “plants for planting” in the definition. The TPG lead provided some other definitions and
descriptions of “germplasm”, which made it clear that germplasm is living tissue from which new plants
can be grown and contains the information for a species’ genetic makeup. From the current Glossary
definition of germplasm — “plants intended for use in breeding or conservation programmes” — it iS
implicit that germplasm is plants intended for planting (i.e. for subsequent growth, reproduction or
propagation), but for a specified purpose: breeding or conservation programmes.

The TPG considered and agreed to the proposed revision to the definition.

The TPG noted that the recognition of “germplasm” as a subset of “plants for planting” would mean
that germplasm, which is indeed recognized to pose a particularly high pest risk, would be implicitly
covered in many other ISPMs, wherever reference is made to “plants for planting”. This would be
beneficial in terms of plant protection.

The TPG lead had identified one occurrence of “germplasm” in an adopted ISPM: ISPM 38
(International movement of seeds). The term here is used according to the Glossary definition, but the
TPG agreed that, irrespective of the proposed revision of the definition, the sentence “Examples include
seeds for evaluation, germplasm and seeds as breeding material” in section 1.3.2 of ISPM 38 be amended
to “Examples include seeds for evaluation and seeds as germplasm”, because “seeds as breeding
material” would be covered by “seeds as germplasm” that would exclude germplasm in forms other than
seeds. As the proposed amendment was not urgent, the TPG proposed to archive it until ISPM 38 is
revised.

One TPG member queried why the definition of “germplasm” had been included in the Glossary if only
occurring in one ISPM. The TPG recalled that any term and definition adopted with general applicability
are now included in the Glossary, irrespective of how many ISPMs actually use the term. Only in the
rare case where a term and definition has been adopted to explicitly apply only with a specific ISPM,
will the definition appear only in that ISPM and not in the Glossary (cf. ‘Guidelines for a consistent
ISPM terminology’, as produced by the TPG and endorsed by the SC). The Secretariat noted that
“germplasm” does occur in one other standard: DP 26 (Austropuccinia psidii).

The TPG:
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(20) proposed the revision of “germplasm” (2020-005) in the draft 2021 Amendments to the Glossary
(1994-001) (Appendix 4) to be presented to the SC May 2021;

(21) requested that the Secretariat archive the proposed amendment to ISPM 38 (International
movement of seeds), for future revision of this ISPM (Appendix 6).

6.4 “inspection” (2017-005), including “clearance (of a consignment)” (2018-045),
“compliance procedure (for a consignment)”, “release (of a consignment)” and
“test”

The TPG decided to deal with all the terms and definitions together, as indicated in the section title, as
they are strongly interrelated and recommended for further processing as a package.

Definition of “inspection” (2017-005)

The TPG lead, Mr Rajesh RAMARATHNAM, introduced the paper.”® He summarized the various
discussions by the SC and TPG from May 2018 until the TPG meeting in November 2019, and noted
that subsequently the Expert Working Group (EWG) on the Focused revision of ISPM 12 (Phytosanitary
certificates) in relation to re-Export (2015-011) had discussed the terms “identity” and “integrity”,
which the TPG had included in their provisional revised definition of “inspection”. The expert working
group had concluded that there is no urgent need for using “identity” and “integrity” in ISPM 12. The
TPG lead had therefore continued to consider the provisional definition drafted by the TPG in November
2019. Further to these considerations, he proposed a modified definition to the TPG and explained the
various components of it.

Definitions of “inspection”, “clearance”, “compliance procedure” and “release” (in relation to

consignments)
The TPG Assistant Steward Mr Ebbe NORBDO then introduced a paper that considered the related

terms “clearance”, “compliance procedure” and “release”, as well as “inspection”.*® He explained that
the main issue was the discrepancy between the “sensu lato” definition of “inspection” as used in parts
of ISPM 23 (Guidelines for inspection), which is broad and includes the checking of documents, identity
and integrity as well as the visual examination of plants (as also captured in the provisional definition
drafted by the TPG in 2019), and the current “sensu stricto” Gloss