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1. Opening of the Meeting 

 

[1] Mr John GREIFER, SPG Chairperson, opened the meeting and welcomed all participants, underlining 

the critical role of the SPG as IPPC subsidiary body to strategic discussion. He recalled the SPG agenda 

is touching upon a number of very important items. He underlined the high attendance to the SPG this 

year, with more registered IPPC contracting parties and participants than ever. 

[2] Mr Avetik NERSISYAN, IPPC Secretary Officer-in-Charge for daily matters, welcomed all 

participants and noted the broad participation to this year’s session of the Strategic Planning Group 

(SPG-10). He recalled the positive engagement and participation by the IPPC community at the fifteenth 

session of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) and encouraged all SPG participants to 

engage one another in strategic discussions. He underlined the SPG role as the space for long-term 

strategic discussions and supporting the IPPC community to push the boundaries of our daily matters 

to adapt to a changing international environment. 

2. Meeting Arrangements  

2.1 Adoption of the Agenda 

[3] The SPG Chairperson noted the IPPC Secretariat’s request to add an item under Any Other Business 

(AOB) to update SPG participants on the CPM-16 arrangements and Japan asked to receive an update 

on the IPPC Secretary selection process. Mr GREIFER added these two items under AOB. 

[4] The Agenda was adopted without modifications and is attached to this report as Annex 1. 

2.2 Election of the Rapporteur 

[5] Ms Tanya STAFFEN (CANADA) was elected as Rapporteur for SPG-10. 

3. Administrative Matters 

3.1 Documents list 

[6] The List of Documents was circulated and is attached to this report as Annex 2. 

3.2 Participants list 

[7] The List of Participants is attached to this report as Annex 3. 

4. Monitoring the IPPC Strategic Framework: Discussion items from CPM Focus 

Groups (FGs) 

4.1 Preliminary outcomes and recommendations from the CPM FG on Pest Outbreak 

Alert and Response Systems 

[8] Ms Mirelle MARCOTTE, Chairperson of the CPM FG on Pest Outbreak Alert and Response System 

(POARS) 1, presented the preliminary outcomes of the CPM FG, such as the necessary components to 

build such systems. She highlighted the suggestions on definition of the term “emerging pests”, 

considerations related to the pest reporting information systems and necessary tools to be available 

through POARS. The potential governance model and budgetary requirements were presented, inviting 

the SPG to discuss the considerations made, and to provide strategic direction to the CPM FG on 

POARS. 

[9] The SPG noted the excellent work done by the CPM FG on POARS and commended them for the 

thorough preliminary outcomes. Several SPG participants raised some concerns about the inclusion and 

use of National Reporting Obligations (NRO) data, suggesting that it may be complemented or 

                                                      
1 Paper 04_SPG_2021_Oct 

https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/90281/
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improved before it can be reliably used; the role of Regional Plant Protection Organizations (RPPOs), 

which may provide support, could be better identified. In addition, SPG members suggested to revise 

the use of the verb “to enforce” as it would not be indicated in the context of RPPO’s role. It was also 

noted that the POARS management is better suited at the national level. 

[10] Some SPG participants appreciated the proposal to establish an emergency response fund in line with 

CPM-14 (2019) request and suggested to involve National Plant Protection Organizations (NPPOs) 

more in the dialogue on this matter. One SPG participant recalled the Bureau request for the IPPC 

Secretariat to avoid engaging in field work directly (i.e., pest response control or eradication programs), 

noting that some elements in the preliminary outcomes may entail working in the field. 

[11] The SPG expressed concerns regarding the suggestion to establish an additional subsidiary body as well 

as the sustainability of the proposed governance mechanism, underlining that the Regular Programme 

budget should keep supporting the IPPC core activities primarily. Several SPG participants agreed that 

the FG could consider alternatives, where for example the FG could transition to a steering group 

reporting to IC or to the bureau as a potential interim step. The steering group could develop a resource 

mobilisation plan and focus on identifying donors. The SPG suggested the CPM FG to include in the 

document lessons learnt from the FAO/IPPC Fall Armyworm Technical Working Group and the IC 

Team on Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. cubense Tropical Race 4, and to liaise with FAO units dealing with 

this topic. One SPG participant suggested to that the FG consider whether a pest of longstanding concern 

be included in the system t in accordance with the IPPC contracting parties’ needs. 

[12] The SPG: 

(1) Thanked the CPM FG for the outstanding preliminary outcomes and report. 

(2) Noted that the full report covering all activities of the CPM Focus Group on Pest Outbreak Alert 

and Response Systems will be published in early 2022. 

(3) Discussed the considerations made by the CPM Focus Group on Pest Outbreak Alert and 

Response Systems and Requested this Focus Group to consider the following issues when 

revising their report and preparing their recommendations to CPM-16 (2022): 

- concerns about the long-term impact and funding implications and challenges of establishing a 

new CPM Subsidiary body and the need to take into account the potential benefits and the return 

on investment; 

- potential alternatives, such as the establishment of a steering group and activities it could 

undertake such as identifying potential sources of funding, in particular for response activities  

- consider further the pest reporting obligations of NPPOs and how to incentivise them to report.   

- providing further information on the role of RPPOs, recognising the differences amongst them 

and that some degree of flexibility is necessary on roles, keeping in mind that NPPOs are the 

closer to the outbreak and response circumstances in their regions and should be provided with 

advice and capacity development; 

- clarifying further that the IPPC Secretariat would not be directly involved in on-site field 

activities, but rather focus on providing advice and engaging with FAO competent authorities as 

needed; and 

- seek lessons learned from the FAO FAW group and the IC Team on TR4 and include them in the 

report. 

4.2 Implementation of the Strategic Framework 2020 – 2030 Development Agenda 

[13] Mr Peter THOMSON, Chairperson of the CPM FG on the Implementation of the IPPC Strategic 

Framework 2020 – 2030 Development Agenda Items (SFDAI), presented the outcome2 of the first three 

meetings while also thanking the IPPC Secretariat for coordinating the delivery of essential information 

within a very short period of time. Mr THOMSON shared the suggested milestones and timeline, 

elaborated by the CPM FG, underlining that the current planning would need to take into consideration 

                                                      
2 05_SPG_2021_Oct 

https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/10/05_SPG_2021__CPM_FG_StrategicFramework-2021-10-04.docx
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the IPPC Secretariat’s work as well as the other CPM FG work relevant to the IPPC SF 2020 – 2030 

DAI implementation. He noted that the CPM FG on SDAI will not be able to provide a comprehensive 

report until March of 2023 due to the fact that its work overlaps with the work of various other CPM 

FGs. He concluded that the work of the CPM FGs on the Implementation of the SFDAI and on 

Communications is intertwined, specifically because linking the IPPC Communication Strategy to the 

sequencing and prioritisation of the IPPC SF 2020 – 2030 DAI may also function as an extremely 

effective advocacy document and resource mobilisation plan. 

[14] The SPG congratulated the CPM FG for the methodical and logical approach that it has managed to 

adopt within six weeks from its first meeting. One SPG participant appreciated this approach and 

underlined that it will provide the support to sequence and prioritise the implementation of the SFDAIs 

effectively while also helping to identify and leverage other partners and institutions that may be willing 

to provide additional resources to implement some of the development agenda initiatives. There was a 

suggestion to maintain a certain degree of flexibility in the implementation plan to address new 

unforeseen, urgent plant health issues which may arise. 

[15] The SPG 

(1) Thanked the CPM FG on SFDAI for its work. 

(2) Suggested that the CPM Focus Group on the Implementation of the IPPC Strategic Framework 

2020 – 2030 Development Agenda liaise with other CPM FGs as relevant and in coordination 

with the IPPC Secretariat and CPM Bureau. 

(3) Encouraged the CPM Focus Group on Implementation of the IPPC Strategic Framework to 

sequence and prioritise work to avoid overwhelming IPPC Secretariat, including the 

identification of relevant future partners to support various development agenda items. 

(4) Encouraged the CPM Focus Group on Implementation of the IPPC Strategic Framework to 

complete as much as work as possible for the interim report to be presented to CPM 16 and 

complete full report by CPM 17. 

4.3 Climate Change and Phytosanitary Issues: update on the Study on the Impact of 

Climate Change on Plant Pests 

[16] Mr Christopher DALE, Chairperson of the CPM FG on Climate Change and Phytosanitary Issues 

(CCPI), reported on the activities that have been carried out in the CPM FG’s four meetings in the past 

six weeks3. Mr DALE recalled the composition of the CPM FG, highlighting the different profiles of 

its members, and the three key outcomes of the IPPC’s Action Plan on Climate Change as well as an 

initial set of proposed activities. 

[17] The SPG welcomed the update, noting with satisfaction that the CPM FG is on the right track to deliver 

it work within its allotted time. 

[18] The SPG 

(1) Thanked the CPM FG on Climate Change and Phytosanitary Issues for its work. 

4.4 Communications 

[19] Lihong ZHU, Chairperson of the CPM FG on Communications, outlined the initial work delivered by 

the CPM FG during its first three meetings in the past six weeks and thanked the work done by the IPPC 

Secretariat in supporting this group. She highlighted the main items that have been identified to 

compose the IPPC Communication Strategy4. 

[20] Some SPG participants commented extremely positively on the suggested approach while suggesting 

to include actions to mainstream plant health messaging in relevant international fora as an additional 

                                                      
3 06_SPG_2021_Oct 
4 The presentation on this item may be found at this location. 

https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/10/06_SPG_2021_Oct_Update_FG_CCPI_2021-10-04_DcN87HM.docx
https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/10/FG_Comms_report_to_SPG_-_objectives_under_discussion.pptx
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objective, particularly those that deal with biodiversity, climate change and the environment, and also 

to ensure a active coordination with RPPOs and NPPOs by the IPPC Secretariat. 

 

[21] The SPG 

(1) Thanked the CPM Focus Group on Communications for its work. 

4.5 Sea Containers draft Terms of Reference 

[22] Mr Dominique PELLETIER, IC Chairperson, recalled the recent events that led to the discussion on 

the possible creation of a CPM FG on Sea Containers5, particularly the recent CPM-15 (2021) 

discussion on the best way to move this topic forward, noting that the work of the Sea Container Task 

Force ends its mandate in 2021 after six years. He also recalled the CPM Bureau decision to remove 

the organization of a Sea Container International Workshop from the CPM FG Terms of Reference, as 

per the request from the IC and agreements of the CPM Bureau. Mr Greg WOLFF, Sea Container Task 

Force Chairperson, clarified that an informal steering committee was established by the IPPC 

Secretariat to begin the workshop preparation. He also clarified that the CPM FG is expected to report 

back to CPM-17 in 2023. 

[23] The ToRs for the new Focus Group were discussed by SPG.. Several SPG participants commented on 

the draft ToRs6, including suggestions that:the selection criteria for experts be modified to increase 

NPPO representatives for a more balanced membership and including information on timeframe; types 

of expertise needed on the FG; industry participation; risk assessment vs risk management expertise 

needed; consider, whether new supply chain issues need to be considered. Overall, the SPG appreciated 

the presented work, thanking the Task Force Chair and members for the five years of focused efforts in 

addressing the complex sea container topic. 

4.6 ePhyto 

[24] The IPPC Secretariat updated7 the SPG on the status of the ePhyto solution, specifying that through 30 

September 2021, the system is exchanging an average of 100,000 ePhyto certificates per month and 

reported the involvement of additional countries approaching the platform. The SPG was reminded that 

the call for experts to join the CPM Focus Group on ePhyto Sustainable Funding is currently open. 

[25] One SPG participant highlighted that the ePhyto solution is an IPPC top strategic initiative with high 

returns on the initial investment, particularly important during the COVID-19 pandemic. The SPG was 

also informed that Australia, New Zealand and the Asia and Pacific Plant Protection Commission 

(APPPC) have created an ePhyto coordinator position to help support countries in the region develop 

an ePhyto solution and that the summary of this experience may be shared with the IPPC community 

upon request. 

[26] Overall, the SPG noted the continued advances being made with implementing the ePhyto solution with 

many looking forward to the recommendations to be developed and presented to CPM-16 on future 

long term funding options. 

5. Other Emerging Strategic Topics 

5.1 IPPC and “One Health” 

[27] The IPPC Secretariat introduced the paper8 on the IPPC Secretariat involvement in activities related to 

One Health by showcasing the linkages with the CPM FG on POARS and the inclusion in the 

                                                      
5 18_SPG_2021_Oct 
6 Revised draft TORs is provide as Annex 4 to this report 
7 17_SPG_2021_Oct 
8 08_SPG_2021_Oct 

https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/09/18_SPG_2021_TOR_CPM_FG_SeaCont-2021-09-30.docx
https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/09/17_SPG_2021_ePhyto_update-2021-09-30.docx
https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/09/08_SPG_2021_One_Health-2021-09-30.docx
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Programme Priority Area 3 (One Health) of the new FAO Strategic Framework 2022 – 20309 as well 

as its role in the FAO working group on Antimicrobial Resistance (AMR). The IPPC Secretariat also 

recalled that the discussion on the One Health approach has already occurred with other institutions, 

also within FAO, and made efforts to keep the plant health component alive within said approach. It 

was also explained that there is demand for relevant information and data regarding plant health and 

partner organisations are very much willing to cooperate with the IPPC Secretariat on this matter.  

[28] New Zealand presented its views on the One Health approach10, underlining the importance of striking 

a balance between the concrete contribution and benefits in relation to the current IPPC priorities and 

available resources that the IPPC community may provide to – and receive from – the One Health 

approach, particularly in light of the CPM Bureau conclusion suggesting that these appear to be very 

small. New Zealand suggested that a wider involvement by the CPM Bureau and the IPPC Secretariat 

is not currently justifiable, but that the IPPC community should remain available for future discussions 

on the role of plant health in the One Health approach. New Zealand considered it is more likely that 

benefits will be delivered through engagement at a national level in the One Health approach among 

academics, researchers and NPPO officers in contracting party countries, rather than engagement 

among International Standard Setting Bodies. 

[29] Argentina explained its views on this matter11 but also noted a convergence of positions on this item, 

underlining the important role of plant health in the One Health approach and thus the IPPC community 

role. 

[30] The SPG discussed the three papers and noted that several SPG participants already agreed on the fact 

that the IPPC Secretariat should continue to monitor the discussions and be involved in One Health 

dialogues within FAO and in other relevant contexts only when it contributes concretely to the 

advancement of the IPPC mission. One SPG participant clarified that the European Food Safety Agency 

is currently mapping the gaps in the One Health approach, which can be shared once finalised. 

[31] The SPG agreed that there are clear linkages between plant health and nutrition, environment animal 

health, but that the discussion is fluid and changing, underlining how the One Health discussion focused 

on antimicrobial resistance only as early as four years ago whilst today’s discussion focuses on 

environmental issues predominantly. The SPG concluded that the IPPC Secretariat should continue 

participating in the One Health dialogue but intervene and commit IPPC resources only when the link 

to the IPPC work is clear and the benefit is tangible. The SPG suggested that the IPPC Secretariat 

follows a similar approach as per other groups, such as the biodiversity liaison group, and drafts a 

consolidated version aligning the three papers on One Health while also considering the potential 

involvement of the CPM FG on Communications to help convey the long-standing role and 

contributions that plant health authorities and programmes contribute to food security, production, 

nutrition and environmental health. 

[32] The SPG concluded that the situation requires the passive participation by the IPPC Secretariat to the 

One Health discussions aiming at providing its contribution as appropriate and on topics relevant to the 

IPPC. 

[33] The SPG: 

(1) Agreed that the IPPC Secretariat should continue monitoring and participating in the FAO One 

Health discussions and reporting back to the SPG and Bureau, while ensuring any work or 

commitments are strictly aligned with the IPPC work and strategic priorities. 

(2) Asked the IPPC Secretariat to draft a new paper on One Health that considers the SPG viewpoints 

as well as the papers presented by Argentina and New Zealand, as an update to CPM-16. 

                                                      
9 http://www.fao.org/3/ne577en/ne577en.pdf 
10 14_SPG_2021_Oct 
11 20_SPG_2021_Oct 

http://www.fao.org/3/ne577en/ne577en.pdf
https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/09/14_SPG_2021_NZ_paper_OneHealth-2021-09-30.docx
https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/10/20_SPG_2021_One_Health_Argentina-2021-10-04.docx
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5.2 IPPC Partnership strategy, including industry engagement 

[34] The IPPC Secretariat introduced the topic12 to the SPG, highlighting the review of the current IPPC 

partners and sought strategic guidance to finalise it for CPM discussion. The SPG noted that the paper 

reviewed the standing partnerships, also containing detailed information on the general approach to 

developing new partnerships. 

[35] Several SPG participants expressed the need to proceed cautiously when approaching partnerships 

keeping in mind the differences that occur in different geographic areas. The SPG highlighted the 

different experiences that may take place in different countries while one SPG participant underlined 

the importance to make the criteria and benefits of being an IPPC partner explicit, if going on this path 

on formalizing the process. 

[36] Some SPG participants underlined the successful approach of establishing advisory groups, which may 

include industry involvement as per the case for ePhyto and sea containers. One SPG participant 

recalled that the IPPC had already developed a stakeholder engagement manual13, which may support 

the partnership process. Several SPG participants noted the need to balance the need for flexibility with 

the need to ensure that there is a process which is acceptable to CPs. Some SPG participants noted that 

CPM may consider the inclusion of a case-by-case approach with respect to the involvement of industry 

or other external groups in the work of the IPPC, depending on their need and merit. 

[37] The SPG agreed that the IPPC Secretariat should include an update on the IPPC Partnership Strategy at 

CPM-16 and update into an IPPC Partnership Framework, to be presented at SPG-11. 

[38] The SPG: 

(1) Asked the IPPC Secretariat to deliver an update on the status of the IPPC Partnership Strategy at 

CPM-16 and update the current document into an IPPC Partnership Framework by SPG-11. 

(2) Suggested including in the update for CPM suggestions on what defines a high value partner, 

simplified criteria to help determine what a partnership is and a review of whether there should 

be a strategy or framework (or both) for partnerships as well as indicate clear criteria to help 

identify potential partners. 

5.3 Other strategic topics submitted by contracting parties 

- Certification, prepared by New Zealand14 

[39] New Zealand introduced the discussion suggesting modifications to the International Standard for 

Phytosanitary Measure (ISPM) 12 for the inclusion of non-phytosanitary matters on phytosanitary 

certificates. The proposal aims to align with the Trade Facilitation Agreement15 (TFA) of the World 

Trade Organization to minimise the incidence and complexity of import, export and transit formalities 

and to decrease and simplify import, export and transit documentation. New Zealand also discussed the 

wider trend of consolidating and digitalising trade documentation to increase border clearance 

efficiencies. 

[40] New Zealand concluded that ISPM-12 could be revised to include – on a bilateral and voluntary basis 

– the insertion of additional government-to-government assurances. In addition, with the move to 

electronic certificates, the IPPC community should consider a more flexible and pragmatic approach. 

New Zealand also suggested that the IPPC Secretariat could engage more in an active programme of 

cooperation with Codex Alimentarius and OiE to ensure maximal alignment of principles and templates. 

Particularly, New Zealand discussed the benefits of harmonisation between Codex Alimentarius, OiE 

                                                      
12 09_SPG_2021_Oct 
13 Manual on Managing Relationships with Stakeholders 
14 15_SPG_2021_Oct 
15 https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tradfa_e/tradfa_e.htm 

https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/09/09_SPG_2021_IPPC_PartnershipStrategy_2020-09-30.docx
https://www.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2018/06/FS_Managing_Relationships_Stakeholders_En_for_print.pdf
https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/09/15_SPG_2021_NZ_paper_Certification-2021-09-30.docx
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tradfa_e/tradfa_e.htm
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and the IPPC through a platform such as the ePhyto to achieve an SPS certification in the long run that 

focuses on the content rather than the format. 

[41] Mr Ezequiel FERRO, Chairperson of the Standards Committee (SC), reminded the SPG that the ISPM-

12 has been one of the most revised standards since its adoption in 2001and that changes to the ISPM 

must follow the proper process. The IPPC Secretariat welcomed the proposal as it is addressing the 

reality of the world today where there is a need to harmonise and digitalise certifications globally. 

[42] Several SPG participants expressed appreciation for the discussion generated by New Zealand’s 

proposal on the implementation of the single window16 and electronic certification and the increased 

cooperation with Codex Alimentarius and OiE. Although some SPG participants suggested 

benchmarking ISPMs within the IPPC community first before attempting to harmonise certifications 

amongst the three sisters17. Many SPG participants also highlighted the far-reaching impacts of 

opening up the certificate to include other government assurances could have for NPPOs (with respect 

to certifying statements that are not within the competence and legal authority of the NPPO itself) as 

well as the IPPC. Several suggested further exploring the idea of using the IPPC hub to provide the 

additional assurances rather than opening up the certificate.  

[43] One SPG participant expressed great concerns regarding the proposal as it may result in importing 

countries requesting non-phytosanitary information within the certificate, which may in turn create 

unnecessary barriers to trade for those countries unable to comply with such requests. Other SPG 

participants also noted that providing government-to-government assurances may dilute NPPO’s role 

if additional clearance becomes necessary to issue phytosanitary certificates. 

[44] Several SPG participants expressed reservations and concerns on the presented concept, ranging from 

operational to accountability (NPPO’s responsibility in issuing non-plant-health related assurances on 

phytosanitary certificates), as well as legal implications, dilution of the phytosanitary certification 

process or any other unintended consequences. Some SPG participants suggested that the matter may 

be addressed by the emergence of the single window application at the national level. 

[45] The SPG: 

(1) Welcomed the strategic discussion on certification, noting however that it is a long-term 

discussion that may require an in-depth revision of the IPPC text itself. 

(2) Suggested continuing the discussion on this matter within the IPPC community, keeping in mind 

the potential future role of the IPPC hub for electronic certification exchange, particularly in 

providing a government-to-government assurance. 

(3) Agreed that further collaboration with Codex Alimentarius and OiE should be strengthened. 

(4) Asked New Zealand to reflect on the feedback provided and draft a revised discussion paper 

which might outline a mechanism for further exploring discussion on e-phyto and coordination 

with CODEX and OiE for CPM-16. 

- Expanding the use of the phytosanitary capacity evaluation (PCE) tool, prepared by Australia and 

New Zealand18 

[46] Australia introduced the paper expressing the wish to engage the SPG on this topic to make sure that 

the Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation (PCE) remains a significant and accessible tool. Australia and 

New Zealand raised concerns regarding the Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation (PCE) tool and its 

accessibility, particularly regarding costs and complexity for conducting full, formal, comprehensive 

evaluations. Australia suggested the adoption of a more open access mechanism without the need to 

engage through a project arrangement that is external to the contracting party. 

                                                      
16 More information on the single window may be found in Article 10, Section 4 of the WTO TFA 
17 IPPC, Codex Alimentarius and OiE are often referred to as the three sisters, 
18 16_SPG_2021_Oct 

https://docs.wto.org/dol2fe/Pages/SS/directdoc.aspx?filename=q:/WT/L/940.pdf&Open=True
https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/09/16_SPG_2021_NZ_AU_paper_PCE-2021-09-30.docx
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[47] Australia and New Zealand are of the opinion that PCEs are out of reach for many and, therefore, the 

full potential of the tool is not being realised in terms of identifying and addressing gaps and issues in 

phytosanitary systems of contracting parties. Australia and New Zealand suggested a desk study of the 

tool’s accessibility aiming to improve the accessibility and ease of use, as well as ensure regional 

sensitivity of application to make the PCE recommendations regionally appropriate. It was also noted 

that it might be desirable to recognise different status for PCEs to meet the needs of contracting parties 

that might at times desire a less formal and total review ( i.e., a “lite PCE”). 

[48] The IPPC Secretariat welcomed the observations and underlined that PCEs are an IPPC foundational 

tool, highlighted in the IPPC SF 2020 – 2030 and under the IC oversight. The IPPC Secretariat indicated 

that the tool is flexible enough to take into account the national and regional specificities, either legal 

or technical. As evidence, the IPPC Secretariat has implemented PCEs in more than seventy countries 

over the last twenty years, improving the legal frameworks and the strategies in different regional 

contexts. One such example is Nicaragua, which updated its legislation within three months of a PCE. 

Furthermore, in the last two years, the PCE was implemented in nine countries, and further requests are 

in progress, which is proof that IPPC CPs recognize the PCE as a significant tool. 

[49] The IPPC Secretariat managed a project funded by the STDF, evaluated by Ms Lois RANSOM, to train 

PCE facilitators from 2014-2018. This project allowed PCE facilitators to not only gain phytosanitary 

knowledge but also a better understanding and mastery of the PCE process and its methodological tools. 

The IPPC Secretariat highlighted the desk study findings on the widespread recognition and support for 

the PCE as a management tool by the IPPC Community and that the PCE is under resourced and needs 

adaptation. The IPPC Secretariat recalled the CPM Bureau decision to allocate additional resources 

from the 2020 savings to improve the PCE tool, which the IC PCE Team is using to produce a policy 

for certified PCE facilitators, a confidentiality agreement, it is currently considering the development 

of users requirements, with assistance from the UN International Computer Centre (UNICC), for an 

improved PCE platform. 

[50] The IPPC Secretariat recalled that PCEs also provide additional benefits to the revision of the 

phytosanitary legislation and the drafting of a National Phytosanitary Capacity Development Strategy, 

such as a better dialogue with stakeholders in understanding the NPPO’s role in the national context, 

staff capacity development opportunities, better understanding and dissemination of IPPC guides and 

training materials, clearer national phytosanitary priorities and related necessary resources. 

[51] The NEPPO representative, having implemented the PCE is a few countries, indicated that the process 

is quite complex and that the countries have benefited from the help of a facilitator. He noted that during 

PCE process, the tool enhanced the process of communication and coordination with all relevant 

stakeholders. 

[52] The representative from Nicaragua shared all the benefits the PCE brought to the country. This included 

the revision of the Phytosanitary law, the building of an enhanced dialogue with stakeholders and clarity 

gained on priorities and the capacities within the NPPO. 

[53] The SPG agreed that the PCE is an excellent tool of the IPPC Secretariat but noted that there are issues 

related to its applicability, including a general lack of information amongst IPPC CPs, which are the 

ones who must evaluate the outcomes of the desk study. 

[54] The SPG: 

(1) Asked the IPPC Secretariat to include considerations related to accessibility and flexibility of the 

PCE to the ongoing desk study and to present the main conclusions and proposals for the way 

forward to CPM-16 in 2022. 

(2) Agreed that Australia would work with the IPC Secretariat to ensure that the terms of 

reference for this evaluation of the PCE take into account their suggestions about 

accessibility, especially with respect to exploring the feasibility of developing a PCE lite 

version 
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6. International Year of Plant Health Legacies 

6.1 International Plant Health Conference 

[55] The IPPC Secretariat updated the SPG regarding the ongoing preparation of the first ever International 

Plant Health Conference (IPHC), noting it is one of the major legacies of the International Year of Plant 

Health (IYPH), which ended on 1 July 2021. The IPPC Secretariat recalled that the IPHC was postponed 

due to the COVID-19 pandemic and is currently engaged in negotiations with a potential host country, 

which may provide a formal decision on the matter in the coming weeks. 

[56] The IPPC Secretariat specified that the IPHC dates may be 9 – 11 May 2022, in the hope to plan 

activities and initiatives for the first International Day of Plant Health (IDPH) for May 12th, 2022, if 

approved by the United Nations General Assembly. The IPPC Secretariat recalled that the IYPH 

International Steering Committee (ISC) presented a detailed programme in which it outlined the four 

main themes which were selected during the fifth meeting of the IYPH Steering Committee (StC, now 

IYPH Technical Advisory Board - TAB). The IPHC’s objective is to provide a forum to discuss global 

scientific, technical and regulatory plant health issues. The main outputs from the conference would be 

scientific and technical information on plant health issues, which would be published electronically and 

with selected publications in book format. 

[57] The IPPC Secretariat also clarified that the negotiations with the potential host country are focusing on 

logistics and that the content is still under the purview of the IYPH TAB, which needs to be converted 

into the IDPH ISC. The IPPC Secretariat reported about the informal option to provide additional 

resources to the IPHC once the potential host country has formally communicated its final decision. 

[58] The Republic of Korea reminded the SPG about its donation of USD 40 162 to the IPPC Secretariat for 

IPHC and announced its availability to support the IPHC once a formal communication is shared. 

[59] The European Commission recalled that it is still committed to provide up to EUR 300 000 to the IPPC 

Secretariat through its co-funding mechanism, which would support participation from developing 

countries and should be made available upon confirmation of the potential host country. 

[60] The IPPC Secretariat thanked the Republic of Korea and the European Commission for their 

commitments towards the IPHC and reminded that the United Kingdom has also allocated USD 77 586 

approximately to the IPPC Secretariat for the Conference. 

[61] The SPG: 

(1) Welcomed the update on the International Plant Health Conference. 

(2) Thanked the Republic of Korea, the European Commission and the United Kingdom for their 

financial contribution to the IPPC Secretariat for the International Plant Health Conference. 

6.2 International Day of Plant Health 

[62] The IPPC Secretariat updated the SPG on the establishment of the International Day of Plant Health19, 

which was supposed to be tabled at the Second Committee of the General Assembly of the United 

Nations (UN). The IPPC Secretariat noted that the Second Committee Bureau did not allow any 

resolution from United Nations organizations and specialised agencies regarding the establishment of 

international observances due to the current COVID-19 situation. This situation has introduced some 

uncertainty about whether or not the UN will approve this international day proposal. This remains a 

fluid situation. 

[63] The IPPC Secretariat summarised the steps leading to the FAO Director-General, Mr QU Dongyu, 

forwarding the FAO Conference Resolution asking for the IDPH establishment on 12 May each year to 

the UN Secretary-General Director-General, Mr Antonio GUTERRES. The IPPC Secretariat invited 

                                                      
19 11_SPG_2021_Oct 

https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/09/11_SPG_2021_IDPH_2021-09-30.docx
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the SPG to find potential alternative methods to table the request at the General Assembly of the United 

Nations. 

[64] The SPG underlined the importance of avoiding the use of celebration and to keep the focus on raising 

awareness and supporting plant health internationally. Several SPG participants highlighted the linkages 

between the International Day of Plant Health and the CPM Focus Group on Communications. 

[65] The SPG: 

(1) Noted the update on the establishment on the International Day of Plant Health and requested 

that a further update be provided at CPM 2022; 

(2) Agreed that the CPM Focus Group on Communications should consider alternative promotional 

activity in lieu of the International Day of Plant Health, if the General Assembly of the United 

Nations does not received such a request at its seventy-sixth session. 

7. Other issues for strategic SPG input 

7.1 Revised IC TOR and ROP 

[66] The IPPC Secretariat recalled the process that led to the revision of the Terms of Reference (TOR) and 

Rules of Procedure (ROP) of the Implementation and Capacity Development Committee. The revised 

IC TOR and ROP were presented for adoption during CPM-15 (2021). At the time, some CPs and one 

regional plant protection organization (RPPO) asked for more time and the revised IC TOR and ROP 

were deferred for consideration to a future session of the CPM.  

[67] In July 2021, the IPPC Secretariat liaised with the European Union (EU) member states and the Comité 

de Sanidad Vegetal del Cono Sur (COSAVE) to try to get a better understanding of their concerns 

regarding the proposed IC TOR and ROP. The COSAVE’s member countries responded that they no 

longer had any concerns. The EU informed the Secretariat they would provide a paper to the SPG to 

explain their position.. 

[68] The IPPC Secretariat submitted the proposed revisions of the IC TOR and ROP to the SPG20.  The EU 

also submitted a paper21 to the SPG. 

[69] The European Commission (EC) presented the EU paper The EC raised a point on the IC membership 

suggesting that a composition of twelve members with relevant skills and experience in implementing 

phytosanitary related instruments and/or capacity developments. Out of these, seven should be 

representatives of each of the FAO regions while five should be experts. Representatives of RPPOs and 

the SC should be nominated as permanent observers. The second point considered was the oversight of 

the dispute settlement function removed from the TOR and this function transferred to the CPM Bureau 

because the EU Member States believe this function is outside the mandate of the IC, and that the CPM 

Bureau is better placed to carry out this function.  

[70] Several SPG participants supported the review of the IC Terms of Reference and the SPG agreed on 

recommending that dispute settlement be removed from the IC TOR, while noting that the dispute 

avoidance should remain within the IC mandate. One SPG participant highlighted that most of the 

functions regarding the IPPC dispute settlement process are carried out by the IPPC Secretary.  

[71] The SPG discussed the roles of the representatives from the Standards Committee and Regional Plant 

Protection Organizations (RPPOs) and agreed that they should be full-fledged IC members but not be 

eligible to take on the roles of the Chairperson or Vice-chairperson.  

[72] The SPG: 

                                                      
20 12_SPG_2021_Oct 
21 19_SPG_2021_Oct 

https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/10/12_SPG_2021_Rev_IC_TOR_ROP-2021-09-30.docx
https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/10/19_SPG_2021_IC-TOR_DAS_EUpaper-2021-10-04.docx
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(1) Recommended that the Representatives from RPPOs and SC be considered members but not 

eligible to take on the roles of the Chairperson or Vice-chairperson. 

(2) Recommended that dispute settlement be removed from the IC Terms of Reference, noting that 

the dispute avoidance should remain within the IC mandate. 

(3) Recommended the revised Terms of Reference for the IC Committee be submitted to CPM-16 

(2022). 

7.2 Framework for Standards and Implementation 

[73] The IPPC Secretariat summarised the recent developments22 of the Framework for Standards and 

Implementation, which was updated at the IC June 2021 virtual meeting and the SC July 2021 virtual 

focused meeting. The Framework presents a comprehensive overview of the existing or proposed 

standards and tools for implementation according to the IPPC Strategic Framework 2020-2030 Strategic 

objectives and specific key result areas. As such, it helps identify gaps capturing the CPM priorities to 

guide the inclusion of submitted topics into the list of topics for IPPC standards or Implementation and 

Capacity Development topics. 

[74] The SPG appreciated the effort in compiling and maintaining all the information in one document but 

some SPG participants highlighted that the IPPC Secretariat, the SC and IC spend a considerable 

amount of time on it. The SPG discussed the usefulness of the Framework and concluded that a 

simplified listing of completed and draft ISPMs together with implementation projects would be useful 

for awareness and tracking of these core IPPC materials, rather than the current complex matrix and 

format. The SPG suggested that the IPPC Secretariat propose a less onerous approach for producing 

and maintaining such a list.. 

[75] The SPG: 

(1) Recommended the Framework for Standards and Implementation for endorsement by CPM-16 

(2022). 

(2) Asked the IPPC Secretariat to prepare a paper for CPM-16 (2022) on an alternative way of 

presenting the content of the Framework for Standards to streamline the process for compiling 

and maintaining the list that would improve its usability and reduce costs. 

7.3 IPPC Dispute Settlement Procedure 

[76] The IPPC Secretariat recalled the history of how the IPPC Dispute Settlement Procedure was developed 

and used since it was adopted by the CPM23 noting that the FAO Legal Office had advised the Secretariat 

that the IPPC DSP should be revised to remove inconsistencies.  The need for this revision was 

previously noted by the SPG but requested this revision be delayed until the end of the IYPH.  In June 

2021, the Bureau allocated resources and through the FAO Legal Office, a legal consultant was hired 

to revise the IPPC DSP.. 

[77] The FAO legal consultant provided a summary of the proposed revisions to the IPPC DSP. The SPG 

discussed the proposed revisions and proposed minor edits and shifted text. There was general support 

from SPG for removing the reference to the complementary WTO Process from the Applicability 

Section as similar terminology appears already in Article XIII.6 of the IPPC and the WTO DS is well 

equipped to deal with technical SPS disputes. There was also support from the SPG to increasing the 

number of experts with IPPC experience to two for the Expert Committee. One SPG participant 

informed the IPPC Secretariat that its legal office had reviewed the proposal and expressed a concern 

regarding the inclusion of the complementary WTO process in the applicability section. 

[78] Some other SPG participants noted the lack of sufficient time to review the proposed revision to the 

IPPC DSP in depth and suggested that more time be given. The IPPC Secretariat informed the SPG that 

                                                      
22 13_SPG_2021_Oct 
23 21_SPG_2021_Oct 

https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/09/13_SPG_2021_Oct_FrameworkforS_I_2021-09_24.docx
https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2021/10/21_SPG_2021_Dispute_Settlement_Manual_2021-10-05.docx
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this proposed revision would be recommended to CPM-16 (2022) for adoption, where IPPC CPs may 

submit further comments for consideration by the CPM. 

[79] The SPG: 

(1) Agreed to recommend the proposed revision of the IPPC Dispute Settlement Procedure to the 

CPM with the inclusion of the modifications as recommended by SPG (Presented in Appendix 

xx) 

8. Any Other Business 

- Update on virtual CPM-16 

[80] The IPPC Secretariat informed the SPG of the CPM Bureau decision to hold CPM-16 virtually. The 

SPG was also informed that a procedure similar to what led to the successful virtual CPM-15 session is 

being established by the IPPC Secretariat, including a virtual poll24 for IPPC contracting parties to 

express their position on this matter until 30 November 2021. The IPPC Secretariat specified that a 

qualified majority of IPPC CPs of one hundred and twenty-three is necessary for CPM-16 to take place 

virtually. 

[81] The SPG: 

(1) Encouraged IPPC contracting parties to express their position on holding CPM-16 virtually by 

the 30 November deadline. 

- Update on the IPPC Secretary Selection process 

[82] The IPPC Secretariat updated the SPG on the status of the IPPC Secretary selection process, specifying 

that over two hundred applications were received and that the final interviews took place on 21 October 

2021. The IPPC Secretariat further specified that the outcome of this selection process may be 

communicated by the end of 2021 and reassured the SPG that the IPPC community was involved. 

[83] One SPG participant underlined the relevance of the IPPC Secretary position for the IPPC work, since 

it allows increased visibility and high-level communication, noting that the continued delay in this 

appointment threatens to damage the IPPC community. 

[84] The SPG: 

(1) Noted the update and expressed its hope that an IPPC Secretary is appointed by the end of 2021. 

9. Next Meeting 

[85] The next SPG is scheduled on 11 -14 October 2022. 

10. Close of the Meeting 

[86] The SPG expressed its deepest appreciation for the work of Mr Brent LARSON, lead of the 

Implementation and Facilitation Unit of the IPPC Secretariat, and wished him all the best in his future 

endeavours. 

[87]  The SPG Chairperson expressed his gratitude to Mr LARSON too and thanked all SPG participants for 

the active participation and positive engagements, closing the meeting. 

                                                      
24 The poll is accessible to IPPC contracting parties through this link. 

https://www.ippc.int/en/poll/64/
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ARGENTINA 

eferro@senasa.gov.ar; 
dnpv@senasa.gov.ar; 

 RPPO Mr Nico M. HORN 
Director-General European and 
Mediterranean Plant Protection 
Organization (EPPO/OEPP) 
21 boulevard Richard Lenoir  
75011 PARIS 
Tel: + 33 (0) 1 45 20 77 94  
EPPO 

nico.horn@eppo.int; 

 RPPO Ms Stephanie BLOEM  
Executive Director – Directora Ejecutiva 
North American Plant Protection 
Organization  
Organizacion Norteamericana de 
Proteccion a las Plantas 
1730 Varsity Drive, Suite 145 
Raleigh, NC 27606 
(919) 617-4040 office 
NAPPO 

Stephanie.bloem@nappo.org;  
  

 RPPO Mr Visoni TIMOTE 
Executive Secretary  
Pacific Plant Protection Organisation 
(PPPO) 
Pacific Community (SPC) 
Pacific Community, Land Resources 
Division, Private Mail Bag ,Suva, Fiji 
Phone: (+679) 337 9220 
PPPO 

visonit@spc.int; 

 RPPO Ms Ana Tunabuna BULI 
Pacific Plant Protection Organisation 
(PPPO) 
PPPO 

AnaT@spc.int; 

mailto:abuameerm21@gmail.com
mailto:dominique.pelletier2@canada.ca
mailto:eferro@senasa.gov.ar
mailto:dnpv@senasa.gov.ar
mailto:nico.horn@eppo.int
mailto:Stephanie.bloem@nappo.org
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 RPPO Ms Juliet GOLDSMITH 
Plant Health Specialist  
Caribbean Agricultural Health and Food 
Safety Agency (CAHFSA) 
Phone: (+597) 7252922 
CAHFSA  

juliet.goldsmith@cahfsa.org; 

 RPPO Mr James Martyn STAPLETON 
Head of Communications and Public 
Awareness 
CGIAR International Potato Center 
CGIAR 

J.Stapleton@cgiar.org;  

 RPPO Mr Jean Gerard MEZUI M'ELLA 
Director 
Inter-African Phytosanitary Council of 
the African Union 
Phone: (+237) 694899340 
IAPSC  

jeangerardmzuimella@gmail.com; 

 RPPO Mr Luiza Mbura MUNYUA  
Inter-African Phytosanitary Council of 
the African Union 
Phone: (+237) 694899340 
IAPSC  

MunyuaL@africa-union.org; 

 RPPO Chipiliro Kansilanga 
IAPSC 

KansilangaC@africa-union.org; 

 RPPO Mr Efraín MEDINA 
Director Ejecutivo –  
OIRSA 

emedina@oirsa.org; 

 RPPO Mr Carlos URIAS 
Director Regional de Sanidad Vegetal  
OIRSA 

curias@oirsa.org; 

 RPPO Mr Fermin BLANCO 
Country Representative,  
OIRSA 

fblanco@oirsa.org; 

 RPPO Mr Oscar Zelaya 
OIRSA 

ozelaya@oirsa.org; 

 RPPO Ms Nancy VILLIEGAS 
OIRSA 

nvillegas@oirsa.org; 

 

  Francis GORE 
ANTIGUA  and BARBUDA 

 

 NPPO Mr Diego QUIROGA 
Director Nacional de Protección 
Vegetal –  
Servicio Nacional de Sanidad y Calidad 
Agroalimentaria, SENASA  
Av. Paseo Colon 315 4º B, Código 
Postal 1063, Ciudad Autonoma de 
Buenos Aires, Tel:(+5411) 4121-5176 / 
5495 
ARGENTINA 

dquiroga@senasa.gov.ar; 
 
dnpv@senasa.gov.ar; 
 

 NPPO Ms Janil Gore FRANCIS 

ARGENTINA 

Janil.Gore-Francis@ab.gov.ag; 

mailto:J.Stapleton@cgiar.org
mailto:jeangerardmzuimella@gmail.com
mailto:MunyuaL@africa-union.org
mailto:emedina@oirsa.org
mailto:curias@oirsa.org
mailto:fblanco@oirsa.org
mailto:dquiroga@senasa.gov.ar
mailto:dnpv@senasa.gov.ar
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 NPPO Ms Robyn CLELAND 

Australia’s IPPC Contact Point 

A/g Australian Chief Plant Protection 
Officer, Department of Agriculture 

Phone: +61 2 62724671 

AUSTRALIA 

Robyn.Cleland@agriculture.gov.au; 

 NPPO Ms Sophie PETERSON 
Assistant Director  
Department of Agriculture, Water and 
the Environment 
GPO Box 858,  
Canberra ACT 2615,  
Australia 
Tel: +61 2 6272 3769 
AUSTRALIA 

sophie.peterson@awe.gov.au; 
 

 NPPO Mr Chris DALE 
Acting Australian Chief Plant Protection 
Office 
AUSTRALIA 

Chris.Dale@agriculture.gov.au; 

 NPPO Ms Gabrielle VIVIAN-SMITH 
Acting Australian Chief Plant Protection 
Office 
AUSTRALIA 

gabrielle.vivian-smith@awe.gov.au; 
 

 NPPO Mr Peter NEIMANIS 
Plant Export Operations Department of 
Agriculture 
18 Marcus Clarke St, Canberra City 
ACT 2601 
Postal: GPO Box 858 
Canberra City ACT 2601 
Australia 
Tel: +61 2 6272 4082 
AUSTRALIA 

Peter.neimanis@agriculture.gov.au; 

 NPPO Ms EMILY LAMBERTON 
AUSTRALIA 

Emily.Lamberton@agriculture.gov.au; 

 NPPO Mr Thomas LANGFIELD 
AUSTRALIA 

thomas.langfield@agriculture.gov.au; 

 NPPO Mr Maximillian POCK 
Head of NPPO 
AUSTRIA 
 

Maximilian.POCK@bmlrt.gv.at; 

 NPPO Mr Michael JAMES  
Senior Agricultural Officer 
Plant Pathology Section 
Plant Protection Unit 
Ministry of Agriculture and Food 
Security 
Graeme Hall  
Christ Church 
BB15003 
Tel: 1246-5355252 
BARBADOS 

MJames@agriculture.gov.bb; 

mailto:Robyn.Cleland@agriculture.gov.au
mailto:sophie.peterson@awe.gov.au
mailto:gabrielle.vivian-smith@awe.gov.au
mailto:Peter.neimanis@agriculture.gov.au
mailto:MJames@agriculture.gov.bb
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 NPPO Mr Carlos GOULART 
Head of the Department of Plant Health 
and Agricultural Inputs 
Secretariat of Animal and Plant Health 
and Inspection (SDA) Ministry of 
Agriculture Livestock and Food Supply 
(MAPA) 
Esplanada dos Ministerios, Bloco D 
sala 303 Anexo B 70.043-900, 
Brasilia/DF,  
BRAZIL 

carlos.goulart@agricultura.gov.br; 

 NPPO Mr Silvio TESTASECCA 
BRAZIL 

silvio.testasecca@agricultura.gov.br; 
 

 NPPO Mr Diakalia SON 
Directeur de la Protection des Végétaux 
et du Conditionnement 
Ministère de l'Agriculture, des 
Aménagements Hydro-agricoles et de 
la Mécanisation 
Ouagadougou 
BURKINA FASO  

sondiakalia@yahoo.fr 

 

 NPPO M. Edouard NYA 
Chef de Laboratoire National d'Analyse 
Diagnostique des Produits et des 
Intrants Agricoles 
Ministère de l'agriculture et du 
développement rural 
Yaoundé 
CAMEROON  

nyaedouard@yahoo.fr; 

 NPPO Mr Gregory WOLFF 
Senior Director, Plant Import/Export 
Division 
Canadian Food Inspection Agency 
59 Camelot Drive 
OTTAWA, ON. 
K1A 0Y9 
CANADA 

greg.wolff@inspection.gc.ca; 
 

 NPPO Mr Dominique PELLETIER 
Horticulture Program Specialist 
Canadian Food Inspection Agency 
Regulatory Cooperation Division T1-4 
1400 Merivale Rd. 
Ottawa, Ontario, 
K1A 0Y9 
Tel: (613) 773-6492 
CANADA 

dominique.pelletier2@canada.ca; 
 

 NPPO Mr Steve COTE 
National manager, International 
Phytosanitary Standards 
Plant Import /Export Division 
International Affairs Branch 
Canadian Food Inspection Agency 
CANADA 

steve.cote@canada.ca; 

 NPPO Mr Rajesh RAMARATHNAM 
Senior Specialist – International 
Phytosanitary Standards, International 
Affairs Branch 
Canadian Food Inspection Agency 
Tel: 613-773-7122 
CANADA 

rajesh.ramarathnam@canada.ca; 

mailto:silvio.testasecca@agricultura.gov.br
mailto:greg.wolff@inspection.gc.ca
mailto:dominique.pelletier2@canada.ca
mailto:steve.cote@canada.ca
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 NPPO Ms Julie EMOND  
CANADA 

julie.emond@international.gc.ca; 

 NPPO Ms Fuyou DENG 
Canadian Food Inspection Agency 
CANADA 

fuyou.deng@canada.ca; 

 NPPO Ms Mireille MARCOTTE 
A/Director, Plant Health Science 
Services Division 
Plant Health Science Directorate 
Canadian Food Inspection Agency 
CANADA 

mireille.marcotte@inspection.gc.ca; 

 NPPO Ms Tanya STAFFEN  
International Senior Policy Analyst 
CANADA 

tanya.staffen@inspection.gc.ca; 

 NPPO Mr Reem BARAKAT 
Deputy Director, Trade Agreements 
Division 
Canadian Food Inspection Agency 
CANADA 
 

reem.barakat@inspection.gc.ca; 

 NPPO Mr Jean - Benoit MBOROHOUL 
Expert National en Protection des 
Végétaux 
Point de Contact CIPV 
Ministère de l'Agriculture et du 
Développement Rural 
Bangui 
Tél.: + 236 72 54 52 98 
CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC 

jbmborohoul@yahoo.fr; 

 NPPO Mr Ngatoko NGATOKO 
Director  

Biosecurity Division | Ministry of 
Agriculture  

phone: +(682) 28 711 | P.O. Box 96 | 
Arorangi, Rarotonga,  

COOK ISLANDS 

ngatoko.ngatoko@cookislands.gov.ck; 

 NPPO Ms Alphonsine LOUHOUARI 
TOKOZABA 
Plant Protection Director 
CONGO 

A.louhouaritoko@gmail.com; 

 NPPO Ms Angele YAO BEDI 
Directeur de la Protection des Végétaux, 
du Contrôle et de la Qualité 
COTE D’IVOIRE 

yaoaangele02@gmail.com; 

 NPPO Ms Staelle Florence Famisso OKOU 
Chef de service inspection 
phytosanitaire aeroport Abidjan 
COTE D’IVOIRE 

famissokou4@yahoo.fr; 

 NPPO Ms Assa Diakite MME N'DRI 
Charge D’Etudes 
COTE D’IVOIRE 

mc_assa@yahoo.fr; 

 NPPO Mr Michal HNIZDIL . 
Central Control Institute for Supervising 
and Testing in Agriculture  
CZECHIA 
 

Michal.Hnizdil@ukzuz.cz; 

 NPPO Mr Damas MAMBA  
Directeur de la Protection des Végétaux 
Point de Contact Officiel de la CIPV 
Tel: (+243) 812959330 
DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF 
CONGO 

damasmamba@yahoo.fr 

mailto:fuyou.deng@canada.ca
mailto:jbmborohoul@yahoo.fr
mailto:yaoaangele02@gmail.com
mailto:famissokou4@yahoo.fr
mailto:mc_assa@yahoo.fr
mailto:damasmamba@yahoo.fr
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 NPPO Sra. Mónica GALLO LARA 
Coordinadora General de Sanidad 
Vegetal 
Ministerio de Agricultura e Granadería 
Quito 
ECUADOR  

monica.gallo@agrocalidad.gob.ec 

 EGYPT Mr Nader ELBADRY 
Phytosanitary specialist 
EGYPT 

nader.badry@gmail.com;  

 EU Mr Roman VAGNER 
Policy Administrator 
The European Commission, 
Directorate-General for Health and 
Food Safety (SANTE) 
Unit G.1 - Plant Health  
101, rue Froisart,  Bruxelles, Belgium  
Tel: +32 2 29 59664 
EUROPEAN UNION 

roman.vagner@ec.europa.eu; 
 

 EU Ms Rosalinda SCALIA 
EUROPEAN UNION 

rosalinda.scalia@ec.europa.eu; 

 EU Ms Filippa DI MARIA 
EUROPEAN UNION 

filippa.di-maria@ec.europa.eu; 

 EU Ms Panagiota MYLONA 
EUROPEAN UNION 

panagiota.mylona@ec.europa.eu 
 

 NPPO Ms Marlyter SILBANUZ P. 
Deputy Assistant Secretary Agriculture 
Unit, Department of Resources and 
Development 
FSM National Government, 
P.O. Box PS 12, 
Palikir, Pohnpei FM 96941, 
Tel: 691 320 5133 
FEDERATED STATES OF 
MICRONESIA 

msilbanuz@fsmrd.fm; 

 NPPO Mr Nitesh DATT 
Principal Plant Protection Officer 
Biosecurity Authority of Fiji 
Suva 
FIJI  

ndatt@baf.com.fj 

 NPPO Mr Ralf LOPIAN 
Senior Advisor, International Affairs 
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry of 
Finland 
Food Department/Animal and Plant 
Health Unit, 
Mariankatu 23, Helsinki 
Tel: +358 40 5965698 
FINLAND 

ralf.lopian@gov.fi; 

 NPPO Ms Anne Cecilie COTILLON 
FRANCE 

anne-cecile.cotillon@agriculture.gouv.fr; 

 NPPO Ms Celine Germain 
FRANCE 

celine.germain@agriculture.gouv.fr; 

 NPPO Ms Laurence BOUHOT DELUC 
FRANCE 

laurence.bouhot-delduc@agriculture.gouv.fr; 

mailto:nader.badry@gmail.com
mailto:roman.vagner@ec.europa.eu
mailto:msilbanuz@fsmrd.fm
mailto:ralf.lopian@gov.fi
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 NPPO Ms Christine HERMENING 
Federal Ministry of Food and 
Agriculture (BMEL) Germany Division 
714 - Plant Health and Phytosanitary 
Affairs in Export Rochusstrasse 1 
53123 Bonn 
Phone: 0049 228-99 529-4484 
GERMANY  

Christine.Hermening@bmel.bund.de; 
 

 NPPO Ms Felicia ANSAH AMPROFI 
Plant Director 
Plant Protection and Regulatory 
Services Directorate (PPRSD) 
Ministry of Food and Agriculture 
(MOFA), P.O. Box M37, Accra 
GHANA 

fampronge@yahoo.com; 

 NPPO Mr Prudence ATTIPOE 
Plant Protection and Regulatory 
Services Directorate 
Tel: +233209793292 
GHANA 

tonattipoe@yahoo.co.uk; 
shataphsakal@yahoo.co.uk; 

 NPPO Ms Annoula MAVRIDOU 
GREECE 

amavridou@minagric.gr; 

 NPPO Mr Brian SEARS 
Chief Plant Protection Officer, Assistant 
Chief Executive Officer 
Country/Organization: Guyana: 
National Plant Protection Organization, 
National Agricultural Research and 
Extention Institute (NAREI) 
GUYANA 

nppogy@gmail.com; 

 
 

NPPO Mr Nilesh Ami CHAND  
Chief Plant Protection Officer  
Biosecurity Authority of Fiji 
FIJI 

cppo@baf.com.fj; 

 NPPO Ms Angéla BODOR-ZANKER 
Phytosanitary Expert 
National Food Chain Safety Office 
Ministry of Agriculture 
Budapest 
HUNGARY 

zankera@nebih.gov.hu; 

 NPPO Ms Maryam JALILI MOGHADAM 
Head of Plant Quarantine Directorate of 
the NPPO of IRAN 
IRAN 

marypaya@yahoo.com; 

 NPPO Mr Sadeq Jabbar ABBAS 
Iraq National Page Editor/IPPC,  
Fall Army Worm/ Iraq focal point, 
International Agricultural Trade                
Facilitator/IPPC 
IRAQ 

sadekabbass@yahoo.com; 

 NPPO Mr David OPATOWSKI 
Head, Plant Biosecurity Plant 
Protection and Inspection Services 
P.O.Box 78,  
Bet Dagan 50250,  
Israel 
Tel: 972-(0)3-9681518 
ISRAEL 

davido@moag.gov.il; 

 NPPO Mr Federico SORGONI 
Mipaaf 
ITALY 

f.sorgoni@politicheagricole.it; 

mailto:Christine.Hermening@bmel.bund.de
mailto:tonattipoe@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:shataphsakal@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:davido@moag.gov.il
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 NPPO Ms Mariangela CIAMPITTI  
Responsabile Servizio Fitosanitario –
Servizi per la difesa delle colture 
ERSAF, Milan 
Tel + 39 02 67404 691 
ITALY 

Mariangela.Ciampitti@ersaf.lombardia.it; 

 NPPO Ms Sanniel WILSON 
JAMAICA 

sanniel.wilson@moa.gov.jm; 

 NPPO Mr Hirofumi UCHIDA 
Director, International Affairs Office 
Plant Protection Division, Food Safety 
and Consumer Affairs Bureau, Ministry 
of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
(MAFF) 
1-2-1, Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, 
Tokyo 100-8950 
Tel:+81 03 3502 8111 (ext. 4561)   
JAPAN 

ippc_contact@maff.go.jp; 

 NPPO Mr Teppei SHIGEMI 
Deputy Director Ministry of Agriculture, 
Forestry and Fisheries, Japan 
Food Safety and Consumer Affairs 
Bureau, 
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fisheries MAFF, 
1-2-1 Kasumigaseki Chiyoda-ku Tokyo, 
100-8950, 
Tel: +81-3-3502-5978 
JAPAN 

Teppei_shigemi780@maff.go.jp; 
 

 NPPO Mr Yosuke YAMAGUCHI 
JAPAN 

yosuke_yamaguchi930@maff.go.jp; 
 

 NPPO Ms Faith NDUNGE 
Head biosafety and phyosanitary 
services Kenya Plant Health 
Inspectorate Services 
P.O.Box 49592-00100, 
Nairobi 
Tel: +254722697674 
KENYA 

fndunge@kephis.org; 

 NPPO Mr Theophilius MUTUI 
Managing Director 
Kephis 
KENYA 

director@kephis.org>; 

 NPPO Mr Mellon KABOLE 
Technical Personal Assistant to the 
Managing Director 
Kephis 
KENYA 

mkabole@kephis.org; 

 NPPO Ms Hellen MWAREY 
Head of Phytosanitary and Biosafety 
Services, 
Kephis 
KENYA 

hmwarey@kephis.org; 

 NPPO Mr Isaac MACHARIA 
General Manager Phytosanitary 
Services, 
Kephis 
KENYA 

macharia.isaac@kephis.org; 

mailto:Mariangela.Ciampitti@ersaf.lombardia.it
mailto:ippc_contact@maff.go.jp
tel:+81-3-3502-5978
mailto:Teppei_shigemi780@maff.go.jp
mailto:yosuke_yamaguchi930@maff.go.jp
mailto:fndunge@kephis.org
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 NPPO Ms Nomenjanahary Saholy 
RAMILIARIJAONA  
Head of Scientific, Regulatory and 
Technical Watch Unit of NPPO 
Madagascar 
MADAGASCAR 

lyhosa@gmail.com; 

 NPPO Ms Josephine SCHEMBRI 
Principal Scientific Officer 
Plant Protection Directorate 
Phone: (+356) 22926555 
MALTA 

josephine.b.schembri@gov.mt; 
 

 NPPO Mr Thorwald GEUZE 
Senior Officer Plant Health Ministry of 
Economic Affairs Netherlands Food and 
Consumer Product Safety Authority, 
National Plant Protection Organization 
P.O. Box 9102, 6700 HC Wageningen,  
Tel: +31(0)651290267 
NETHERLANDS 

t.geuze@nvwa.nl; 

 NPPO Mr Marco TRAA 
Senior Staff Officer Phytosanitary 
Affairs 
Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food 
Quality 
NETHERLANDS 

m.j.w.traa@minlnv.nl; 

 NPPO Ms Lihong ZHU 
Portfolio Manager IPPC International 
Policy, Policy and Trade, Ministry for 
Primary Industries 
Charles Fergusson Building, 34-38 
Bowen Street , PO Box 2526, 
Wellington 6140, Tel:+64 4894 0261 
NEW ZEALAND 

ippc@mpi.govt.nz; 
lihong.zhu@mpi.govt.nz;  

 NPPO Ms Lisa WINTHROP 
NEW ZEALAND 

lisa.winthrop@mpi.govt.nz; 

 NPPO Ms Rosalynn ANDERSON-LEDERER 
Manager Ornamental Plant Imports 
NEW ZEALAND 

Rosalynn.Anderson-Lederer@mpi.govt.nz;  

 NPPO Mr Riccardo SOMARRIBA 
NICARAGUA 

ricardo.somarriba@ipsa.gob.ni; 

 NPPO Ebenezer  IDACHABA  
IPPC Contact point  
Agricultural Quarantine Service 
NIGERIA  

idnezer@yahoo.com; 

 NPPO Mr Abidiel SARMIENTO 
Ingeniero Agronomo ONPF 
PANAMA 

abdielsarmiento@hotmail.com;  

 NPPO Mr Muhammad Sohail SHAHZAD 
Director Technical Quarantine &  
IPPC Official Contact Point of Pakistan, 
Department of Plant Protection, 
Jinnah Avenue, Malir Halt, 
Karachi, 
Ph. No. +92-21-99248118 
Fax No. +92-21-99248673 
Cell No. +92-301-8622299 
PAKISTAN 

sohaiiil@yahoo.com; 

 NPPO Mr Gerald Glenn PANGANIBAN 
PHILIPPINES 

da.urbanagriculture@gmail.com; 

 NPPO Mr Josue CARRASCO 
PERU 

jcarrasco@senasa.gob.pe; 

mailto:josephine.b.schembri@gov.mt
tel:+31(0)651290267
mailto:t.geuze@nvwa.nl
mailto:m.j.w.traa@minlnv.nl
mailto:ippc@mpi.govt.nz
mailto:lihong.zhu@mpi.govt.nz
mailto:Rosalynn.Anderson-Lederer@mpi.govt.nz
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 NPPO Mr Jung Bin KIM 
Director of Export Management Division 
/ Department of Plant Quarantine 
Animal and Plant Quarantine Agency 
177 Hyeoksin 8-ro, Gimcheon-si, 
Gyeongsangbuk-do, Republic of Korea 
39660  
Republic of Korea 
Tel: +82 54 912 0627 
REPUBLIC OF KOREA 

npqs@korea.kr; 

 NPPO Ms Kyu-Ock YIM 

Senior Researcher 
Export Management Division 
Department of Plant Quarantine 
Animal and Plant Quarantine Agency 
(APQA) 
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural 
Affairs (MAFRA) 
177, Hyeoksin 8-ro, Gimcheon-si, 
Gyeongsangbuk-do 
Tel: (+82) 54 9120627 
REPUBLIC OF KOREA 

koyim@korea.kr; 

 NPPO Ok-Kyoung JUN 

REPUBLIC OF KOREA 

plantclinic@korea.kr; 

 NPPO Donam KIM 

REPUPLIC OF KOREA 

dongam75@korea.kr; 

 NPPO Ms Adina Pompilia                       
Senior counsellor 
National Phytosanitary Authority 
ROMANIA 

adina.oprea@anfdf.ro;  

 NPPO Segialii Louise Marie Malaki-Faaofo 
SAMOA 

 

 NPPO MS Nafanua Lameta MALELE 
Principal Quarantine Officer 
Quarantine Division|Ministry of 
Agriculture & Fisheries| 
P.O.Box 1874|Apia|Samoa| 
Telephone: Matautu +685 20924 ext 
516|+685 22171| 
Faleolo +685 42048 
SAMOA 

nafanua.malele@maf.gov.ws; 

 NPPO Mr Ayman Saad AL Ghamdi 
GM of Organic Production Department 
GM of Plant Health Department 
Ministry of Environment, Water & 
Agriculture 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia 

agorganic@mewa.gov.sa; 

 NPPO Ms Mei Lai YAP 
National Parks Board 
SINGAPORE 

jmjyap@gmail.com; 

 NPPO Ms Dominika MACIKOVA 
The Central Control and Testing 
Institute in Agriculture in Bratislava, 
Department of Plant Protection 
SLOVAKIA 

dominika.macikova@uksup.sk; 

mailto:npqs@korea.kr
mailto:koyim@korea.kr
mailto:adina.oprea@anfdf.ro
mailto:dominika.macikova@uksup.sk
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 NPPO Mr Matus GRANEC 
Senior Counsellor Ministry of 
Agriculture and Rural Development of 
the Slovak Republic,   
Dobrovicova 12,   
812 66 Bratislava,   
Tel: +421 2 5926357 
SLOVAKIA 

matus.granec@land.gov.sk; 

 NPPO Ms Anita Benko BELOGLAVEC 
Phytosanitary expert 
Country/Organization: Admininstration 
of the Republic of Slovenia for Food 
Safety, Veterinary Sector and Plant 
Protection 
SLOVENIA 

Anita.Benko-Beloglavec@gov.si; 

 NPPO Mr Abdi MOHAMED HUSSEIN 
Director  of Plant Protection 
Department Ministry of Agriculture and 
Irrigation 
Maka Almukarama Street, KM4, Next 
Building to CID HQ, 
Mogadishu 
Tel: +252614012223 
SOMALIA 

plant.protection@moa.gov.so; 
bashaq12@gmail.com; 

 NPPO Maha Alsubaie  
MEWA, KSA 
Plant Pathologist   
SOUTH ARABIA 

MMAlsubaie@mewa.gov.sa 

 NPPO Jan Hendrik VENTERr 
Manager Plant Health Early Warnings 
Directorate Plant Health 
Department of Agriculture Land Reform 
and Rural Development 
Tel: +27123196384 
Cel: +27 67 410 6098 
SOUTH AFRICA 

JanHendrikV@Dalrrd.gov.za; 

 NPPO Mr Eyad MOHAMMED 
Plant Protection Director  
Ministry of Agriculture and Agrarian 
Reform  
Damascus 
SYRIA  

ppdsyr@gmail.com; 

 NPPO Mr Peter Kupferschmied 
Chief Plant Health Officer / Head of Unit 
Switzerland, Federal Office for 
Agriculture FOAG, Swiss Federal Plant 
Protection Service SPPS 
SWITZERLAND 

peter.kupferschmied@blw.admin.ch; 

V NPPO Mr Viliami KAMI 
Head of Quality Management Division 
Tonga 
Phone: (+676) 24922/24257 
TONGA  

viliamik@spc.int; 

 NPPO Mr Situoni TOPOU 
TONGA 
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Associate Executive Director 
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 NPPO Mr Hoang TRUNG 
Director General Plant Protection 
Department (PPD) 
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Name, mailing, address, telephone, nationality Email address 

  Mr James Martyn STAPLETON 
Head of Communications and Public Awareness 
CGIAR International Potato Center 
CGIAR 

J.Stapleton@cgiar.org;  

  Mr Roger DAY 
CABI 

r.day@cabi.org 

  Mr Alonso SUAZO 
NAPPO 

alonso.suazo@NAPPO.org; 

  Mr Mekki CHOUBANI 
Executive Director 
Rabat 
NEPPO 

hq.neppo@gmail.com 

 

IPPC Secretariat 
 Region / 

Role 
Name, mailing, address, telephone, 
nationality 

Email address 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Avetik NERSISYAN Avetik.Nersisyan@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Arop DENG Arop.Deng@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Marko BENOVIC Marko.Benovic@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Ms Sarah BRUNEL Sarah.Brunel@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Craig FEDCHOCK Craig.Fedchock@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Brent LARSON Brent.Larson@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Ms Adriana MOREIRA Adriana.Moreira@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Riccardo MAZZUCCHELLI Riccardo.Mazzucchelli@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Ms Natalie NICORA Natalie.Nicora@fao.org  

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Ms Tanja LAHTI Tanja.Lahti@fao.org  

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr John GILMORE John.Gilmore@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Erika MANGILI ANDRE Erika.Mangiliandre@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Fitzroy WHITE Fitzroy.White@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Arthur SHAMILOV Arthur.Shamilov@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Mohab ALAWAR Mouhab.Alawar@fao.org 

mailto:J.Stapleton@cgiar.org
mailto:Arop.Deng@fao.org
mailto:Sarah.Brunel@fao.org
mailto:Adriana.Moreira@fao.org
mailto:Riccardo.Mazzucchelli@fao.org
mailto:Natalie.Nicora@fao.org
mailto:Tanja.Lahti@fao.org


APPENDIX 03 SPG 

Page 34 of 49 International Plant Protection Convention 

 Region / 
Role 

Name, mailing, address, telephone, 
nationality 

Email address 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 

Mr Vladimir MIJATOVIC  Vladimir.Mijatovic@fao.org 

 IPPC 
Secretariat 
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Appendix 04 – IPPC Dispute Settlement Procedure (proposed revision) 

Prepared by the FAO Legal Services with input from the IPPC Secretariat 

1. Introductory Note 

[1] Two sets of dispute settlement procedures (DSPs) under the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) 

were developed and adopted by     the Interim Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (ICPM).  The first version 

of the DSPs (1999) were adopted by the ICPM at its 2nd Session in 1999. At that Session, the ICPM also 

mandated the further elaboration of certain aspects of the 1999 DSPs. As a result, at its 3rd Session in 2001, the 

ICPM adopted specific procedures (2001 DSPs) set forth in Section F to N of Appendix XI to the Report of 

the 3rd Session of the ICPM.  

[2] At its 6th Session in 2006, the ICPM established the Subsidiary Body on Dispute Settlement (SBDS) and 

mandated them to develop an IPPC Dispute Settlement Procedural Manual. A draft Manual was developed by 

the SBDS drawing upon the 1999 and 2001 DSPs.  The Manual was never formally submitted to the CPM for 

information, endorsement or adoption. 

[3] In 2019, the Strategic Planning Group (SPG), a subsidiary body of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures 

(CPM), reviewed a document outlining the difficulties with the 1999 and 2001 DSPs.  

[4] Based on the SPG review, it was agreed that the inconsistencies found in the 1999 and 2001 DSPs should be 

worked on but this work was postponed until the end of the International Year of Plant Health (IYPH) in June 

2021.   

[5] The IPPC Secretariat requested the FAO Legal Office to help develop an updated DSPs. In further discussions 

with the CPM Bureau, it was felt that the process might benefit from comments from the SPG and agreed to 

submit the revised DSPs to the SPG in October 2021.  It should be noted that the CPM Subsidiary Body on 

Implementation and Capacity Development Committee (IC) was assigned with the oversight responsibility of 

dispute avoidance and settlement, after the SBDS was dissolved in 2017. 

[6] The FAO Legal Office drafted the attached DSPs using as basis the 1999 and 2001 DSPs and the Dispute 

Settlement Manual developed by the SBDS in 2006 and having in mind the need to remove any inconsistencies 

in the 1999 and 2001 DSPs (which were not significant) as well as making the process clear and simple.  Certain 

elements from the WTO Understanding on Rules and Procedures Governing the Settlement of Disputes (as 

well as other precedents) were also brought in to clarify the process.  The source of each clause in the attached 

DSPs is explained in the footnotes (which will be removed after adoption). 

[7] The attached DSPs are presented to SPG for strategic advice and will be reviewed and revised as needed and 

then submitted to the CPM for adoption.  Upon its adoption, all prior dispute settlement procedures relating to 

the IPPC, including the 1999 and 2001 DSPs and the 2006 Dispute Settlement Manual, shall be deemed 

repealed and superseded. 

[8] The SPG is invited to: 

(2) review and discuss the proposed revision of the IPPC Dispute Settlement Procedures, providing strategic 

direction 

(3) agree  to recommend the revised Dispute Settlement Procedures to the CPM for adoption 
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IPPC DISPUTE SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES 

Rome, Italy, (proposed revision) [October] 2021 
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1.       Introduction 

 

Article XIII of the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) (1997) serves as the basis for the 

dispute settlement procedures:  

“1.   If there is any dispute regarding the interpretation or application of this Convention, or if a contracting 

party considers that any action by another contracting party is in conflict with the obligations of the latter 

under Articles V and VII of this Convention, especially regarding the basis of prohibiting or restricting the 

imports of plants, plant products or other regulated articles coming from its territories, the contracting parties 

concerned shall consult among themselves as soon as possible with a view to resolving the dispute. 

 

2.     If the dispute cannot be resolved by the means referred to in paragraph 1, the contracting party 

or parties concerned may request the Director-General of FAO to appoint a committee of experts to 

consider the question in dispute, in accordance with rules and procedures that may be established by 

the Commission. 

 

3.    This Committee shall include representatives designated by each contracting party concerned. 

The Committee shall consider the question in dispute, taking into account all documents and other 

forms of evidence submitted by the contracting parties concerned. The Committee shall prepare a 

report on the technical aspects of the dispute  for the purpose of seeking its resolution. The preparation 

of the report and its approval shall be according to rules and procedures established by the 

Commission, and it shall be transmitted by the Director-General to the contracting parties concerned. 

The report may also be submitted, upon its request, to the competent body of the international 

organization responsible for resolving trade disputes. 

 

4.    The contracting parties agree that the recommendations of such a committee, while not binding 

in character, will become the basis for renewed consideration by the contracting parties concerned 

of the matter out of which the disagreement arose. 

 

5.    The contracting parties concerned shall share the expenses of the experts. 

 

6.   The provisions of this Article shall be complementary to and not in derogation of the dispute 

settlement procedures provided for in other international agreements dealing with trade matters.” 

 
2. Applicability 
 
2.1 These DSPs shall apply to any dispute regarding the interpretation or application of the IPPC, or, if a 
contracting party considers that any action by another contracting party is in conflict with the obligations of the 
latter under the IPPC, especially regarding the basis of prohibiting or restricting the imports of plants, plant 
products or other regulated articles coming from its territories.25  
 

2.2  These DSPs shall be limited to issues falling within the scope of the IPPC and its associated 
standards and shall complement the WTO process by providing options for dispute settlement 
procedures for phytosanitary issues affecting trade.  These DSP are primarily aimed at evaluating the 
technical aspects of phytosanitary disputes.  Contracting parties are encouraged to resolve disputes at 
a technical level whenever possible.26 

 
3. General principles 

 
3.1  The use of these DSPs should not be intended or considered as contentious acts.  In case of dispute, all 
disputing parties will engage in these procedures in good faith in an effort to resolve the dispute.27 

 

                                                      
25 IPPC, Article XIII, paragraph 1. 
26 1999 DSP, General Considerations (GC) paragraph 3. 
27 New.  From WTO Understanding on Rules and Procedures Governing the Settlement of Disputes (WTO DSU), Article 

3, paragraph 10. 
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3.2  In any phase of the DSPs, the disputing parties shall be treated with equality and each disputing party shall 
be given a full opportunity to present its case.28 

 
3.3 The settlement should be conducted as expeditiously as possible.29 

 

3.4   The aim of the DSPs is to secure a positive solution to a dispute and reaching a solution that is mutually 

acceptable to the disputing parties and consistent with the IPPC and the ISPMs is clearly to be preferred.30 
 
4.  Modes for dispute settlement 

 

4.1 Article XIII of the IPPC describes the use of an expert committee for resolving disputes. This is 

basically a conciliation procedure for dealing with technically-based problems, under     which one or 

both disputing parties may request the Director-General of FAO to appoint a committee of experts to 

consider the issues in dispute. 

 

4.2  However, contracting parties should take note of Section 6 of General Considerations in 

Appendix IX of the report of ICPM-2, which provides: 

 

“Art XIII does not preclude contracting parties from using any form of dispute resolution, including mediation 

or other procedures provided that the parties agree to them, and does not   limit the contracting parties to the 

Expert Committee procedures described in Article XIII.2. Contracting parties are encouraged to consult with 

the IPPC Secretariat or others concerning the range of dispute settlement procedures that may be appropriate 

for the dispute in question.” 

 

The General Considerations then list a number of options:  

“Options include but are not limited to: 

Consultation, Good Offices, mediation, or arbitration - Contracting parties are encouraged to pursue options 

such as Good Offices and mediation as alternatives to the Expert Committee procedure provided in Article 

XIII. These procedures may be conducted or  administered with assistance from the IPPC Secretariat and/or a 

Subsidiary Body designated by the ICPM. 

 

Supplementary Agreements - Dispute settlement procedures may be agreed under Article XVI (Supplementary 

Agreements). Such procedures may be binding, but are only binding for the parties to the agreement. 

 
Expert Committee (Article XIII) - The outcome of the Expert Committee procedure initiated under Article XIII 
is non-binding (Article XIII.4).” 

 

4.3  Parties may consult with the IPPC Secretariat in order to decide which is the most appropriate    

procedure for the dispute. If parties cannot agree on a procedure, the initiating party may decide 

to use the IPPC  expert committee process or to initiate another mode of settlement. 

 

4.4  In general, the modes of dispute settlement available to the parties are as described in paragraphs 

4.5 through 4.10 below. 

 

4.5  Consultations 

 

Consultations could be informal or formal. Informal consultation is when the contracting parties consult 

between themselves, without necessarily involving third parties (e.g., an expert) and the IPPC Secretariat and 

without having to agree on procedures and other conditions for the consultation.   On the other hand, for formal 

consultation to begin, one or both contracting parties shall have to notify the IPPC Secretariat of their interest 

in dispute settlement procedures under the IPPC and they have to mutually agree on the procedure, location, 

facilitator (if requested), confidentiality and other conditions for the consultation.  The contracting parties 

                                                      
28 New. From UNCITRAL Model Law on International Commercial Arbitration, Article 18. 
29 1999 DSP, GC paragraph 8. 
30 New. From WTO DSU, Article 3, paragraph 7. 
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concerned may, of course, develop other arrangements for  consultations as appropriate to their needs. Where 

consultations are intended to obtain a resolution, they might take the form of negotiations. On many occasions, 

consultations often achieve a greater understanding of the points of concern and this may prevent a dispute 

arising or avoid actions leading to a dispute.31 
 

4.6  Good offices 

 

This term refers to the assistance provided by a body, persons or person widely believed to be able to supply 

fair and impartial support for discussions among parties, with some prestige that allows  successful intervention 

in situations where others have not succeeded. This assistance usually takes the form of encouragement to the 

parties to negotiate when they are unwilling to do so. It may even extend to facilitating dialogue by the passing 

of messages back and forth – particularly when no diplomatic channel exists between the parties. The supplier 

of good offices is usually on good terms with both parties but not closely aligned to either party. The essence 

of good offices is the facilitation of negotiation but the third party facilitator does not get involved in the 

substance of the dispute. Good offices could also include the provision of advice in the nature of clarification 

of technical issues or points within the IPPC or ISPMs. An example of such facilitation could be the IC Sub-

group on DAS providing advice on the clarification of ISPMs.32 
 

4.7  Conciliation 

 

Conciliation is a procedure that uses an impartial body to resolve a dispute but does not provide a 

binding decision. The procedure described in Article XIII of the IPPC, which uses an expert 

committee as an impartial body and does not have a binding result, is a form of conciliation.  The 

Expert Committee process will be discussed in more detail in the following section.33 
 

4.8  Mediation 

 

In contrast with good offices, a mediator may become involved in the content and substance     of the 

discussions. More frequently, the mediator discusses the position of each party with that party 

separately. The mediator may advise each party during the course of the dispute settlement process 

or bring proposals for the consideration of parties. A result from this process depends on the 

agreement of the parties, since no decision is imposed on the parties. Therefore mediation may or may 

not lead to a settlement of the dispute. The basic difference between mediation and conciliation is 

based on the role played by the third party who is selected by the parties seeking a settlement, in 

consensus. In mediation, the mediator acts as a facilitator who helps the parties in agreeing. 

Conversely, in conciliation, the conciliator is more like an interventionist who provides probable 

solutions to the parties concerned, to settle disputes.34 

 

4.9  Arbitration 

 

Arbitration involves the establishment or selection, by the relevant parties, of an impartial body to resolve a 

dispute in a quasi-judicial proceeding. In some cases, arbitration may occur pursuant  to an existing convention 

or agreement that sets forth rules and procedures for arbitration. Alternatively, parties may develop an 

agreement between themselves with respect to a particular dispute, which specifies the relevant rules and other 

matters for the arbitration process. In either case, the rules may address procedural matters such as the 

appointment of arbitrators, expertise, representation of parties, the scope of the issues under review, languages, 

documentation, costs, witnesses, the nature of the award and so forth. A key element is to establish procedures 

so that each party has a fair and equal opportunity to present its side of the case. The status of the award is 

                                                      
31 Consultations are mentioned in 1999 DSP, GC paragraph 6.  Description is new. 
32 Good offices is mentioned in the 1999 DSP, GC paragraph 6.  Description is largely based on 2006 Dispute Settlement 

Manual. 
33 Ibid. 
34 Ibid. 
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usually made clear in the relevant terms of reference or rules of procedure of the arbitration. An arbitral tribunal 

normally consists of an odd number of members to facilitate a final decision. Most arbitrations follow a series 

of rules set up by the institution under which the arbitration is being carried out. One of the recognized 

international standards is that provided by United Nations Commission on International Trade Law 

(UNCITRAL).  Although the arbitration results are binding and final, the results may not be enforceable unless 

the framework under which the arbitration is conducted has special allowance for this.  Institutions with legally-

binding mechanisms, that might be available to countries that are contracting parties to the IPPC, include the 

International Court of Justice and the dispute settlement procedure of the WTO (as applicable to individual 

countries). Each of these is governed by its own set   of rules and procedures regarding jurisdiction and other 

matters.35 

 

4.10 Supplementary agreements 

 

Article XVI of the IPPC provides for supplementary agreements “…for the purpose of meeting special 

problems of plant protection which need particular attention or action, …. Such agreements may be applicable 

to specific regions, to specific pests, to specific plants and plant products, to specific methods of international 

transportation of plants and plant products, or otherwise supplement the provisions of this Convention.”  

Therefore, supplementary agreements may be used by contracting parties to establish an agreement to resolve 

a dispute concerning an issue relating to the IPPC. The characteristic of this form of agreement that could 

interest some contracting parties is that such an agreement could provide additional dispute settlement 

procedures (e.g., arbitration) between those parties, and could be made binding on the parties if they agreed to 

this. Such an agreement would be binding only for the parties to that agreement. For contracting parties to use 

such a procedure, the rules of operation would have to be drawn up   and agreed to before such a procedure could 

begin, in line with the provisions of the IPPC. It is recommended that the parties contact the IPPC Secretariat 

in the event they wish to consider such an approach.36 

 
5.  The Expert Committee Process under the IPPC 
 
5.1  Consultations 
 

Article XIII of the IPPC (1997) requires, as a pre-condition to using the Expert Committee process, 

that the disputing parties first consult among themselves with a view to resolving the dispute.  The 

consultation may be informal or formal.  Each disputing party undertakes to accord sympathetic 

consideration to and afford adequate opportunity for consultation regarding any representations made 

by another disputing party concerning the interpretation or application of the IPPC. 

 

5.2 Informal consultation 

 

An informal consultation is that where the disputing parties consult among themselves, without the involvement 

of any third party, including the IPPC Secretariat, to resolve a technical phytosanitary dispute. Parties are 

recommended to consider this approach in the first instance.37 

 

5.3  Formal consultation 

 

5.3.1  Any disputing party wishing to institute formal consultation proceedings shall address a written 

request to that effect to the IPPC Secretariat which shall promptly send a copy of the request to the 

other party(ies) to the dispute.38 

 

                                                      
35 Ibid. 
36 Ibid. 
37 Based on the 1999 DSP, paragraph 1). 
38 Based on the 1999 DSP, paragraph 2). 
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5.3.2  The request for formal consultation shall contain information concerning disputing parties, the 

issues in dispute, and the legal basis for the complaint, including any phytosanitary measures at 

issue.39 

 

5.3.3 The party to whom the request is made shall, unless otherwise mutually agreed, reply to the 

request within 15 days after the date of receipt thereof and shall enter into formal consultation in good 

faith within a period of no more than 30 days after the receipt of the request, with a view to reaching 

a mutually satisfactory solution.  If the party to whom the request was made does not respond within 

15 days after the date of receipt of the request, or does not enter into formal consultation within a 

period of 30 days or a period otherwise mutually agreed, then the disputing party who requested the 

formal consultation may have to resort to other modes of dispute settlement, as described in Section 

4 above.40 

 

5.3.4  The IPPC Secretariat shall discuss with all disputing parties the possibility for progress through further 

consultation and the most appropriate procedure to be used.41 

 

5.3.5  Should the disputing parties agree on the formal consultation process, the IPPC Secretariat shall register 

the request for formal consultation and shall forthwith notify the disputing parties of the registration.42 

 

5.3.6 The disputing parties, with the assistance of the IPPC Secretariat, will mutually agree on the 

procedure, location, facilitator (if requested), confidentiality, the possibility to obtain advice from 

independent experts, distribution of costs, and other conditions for the formal consultation.43   

 

5.3.7  For consultations to succeed, the parties must have the will to resolve the problem and the 

flexibility to cooperate and make compromises when necessary. This is frequently possible if the 

consultations consider only technical issues. If some political aspects are included into the 

discussions, the possibility of compromise diminishes as does the likelihood of resolving the issue.44 

 

5.3.8  If the consultation fails to resolve the dispute, either by one party failing to cooperate fully in the 

consultation process or by the parties failing to reach a mutually agreed resolution, then any of the parties may 

decide to initiate another mode of dispute settlement as described in Section 4 above, including the Expert 

Committee process described in more detail starting in Section 5.5 below.45 

 

5.3.9  Without prejudice to the scope of confidentiality agreed to by the disputing parties, the IPPC 

Secretariat shall keep records and inform the IC Sub-group on DAS on the conduct and outcome of 

formal consultations.46 
 

5.4  Dispute avoidance 

 

The IPPC Secretariat or the IC Sub-group on DAS may be able to suggest suitable dispute avoidance actions. 

Often, just the clarification of the nature of the problem is helpful, particularly if one of the parties had a 

misconception over the intent of the other party. On many occasions the experience of the IPPC Secretariat staff 

can be helpful in considering informal action and critical aspects of the dispute can be resolved at    an early 

stage.47 

 
5.5  The Expert Committee Process 
 

                                                      
39 New. Based on the WTO DSU, Article 4, paragraph 4. 
40 New. Based on the WTO DSU, Article 4, paragraph 3. 
41 From the 1999 DSP, paragraph 2)b). 
42 New. 
43 From the 1999 DSP, paragraph 2)c). 
44 From 2006 Dispute Settlement Manual. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Based on the 1999 DSP, paragraph 2)f). 
47 Based on the 2006 Dispute Settlement Manual. 
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The Expert Committee process is a conciliation system meant to enable the parties  to discuss technical matters 
that are being disputed, with the help of a panel of experts. This system is set forth in Paragraphs 2 to 5 of 
Article XIII of the IPPC.  No party may initiate the Expert Committee process without first attempting to settle 
the dispute through consultation, whether formal or informal.48  

 
5.5.1  Initiating the Expert Committee Process 
 

5.5.1.1 Any disputing party wishing to institute the Expert Committee process shall submit a formal written 

request to the  IPPC Secretariat.   The request shall provide a summary of the consultation(s) held between the 

parties, and contain information concerning disputing parties, the issues in dispute, and the legal basis for the 

complaint, including any phytosanitary measures at issue.49 

 

5.5.1.2  The IPPC Secretariat shall verify the information provided in the written request, including 

that mandatory consultations have occurred, and shall promptly register the request and send a copy 

to all other parties named in the request.50 

 

5.5.2  Terms of Reference of the Expert Committee 

 

5.5.2.1  The written request for the institution of the Expert Committee process shall include a draft Terms of 

Reference for an  Expert Committee, which must include all the information contained in Annex 1 to these 

DSP.51 

 

5.5.2.2  The IPPC Secretariat shall promptly circulate the draft Terms of Reference to all parties named in the 

request and propose a schedule for the negotiation of the Terms of Reference.  The final Terms of Reference 

shall be signed by the disputing parties and constitute the basis for the Expert Committee process.52 

 

5.5.2.3  If the parties fail to agree on the Terms of Reference of the Expert Committee within the time 

agreed by the parties, no Expert Committee can be established.53 

 

5.5.3  Establishment of the Expert Committee 

 

5.5.3.1  Unless otherwise agreed between the disputing parties, the establishment of the Expert 

Committee shall be initiated by the IPPC Secretariat upon signature by the parties of the Terms of 

Reference of the Expert Committee.54 

 

5.5.3.2  The Expert Committee will consist of five members: one member selected by each side to 

the dispute and three independent members appointed by the Director-General of FAO (or his/her 

delegate) pursuant to paragraph 2 of Article XIII of the IPPC.55    

 

5.5.3.3  Where more than two disputing parties are involved, the parties to each side of the dispute 

shall consult with each other to choose one expert for their side, such that the number of members set 

forth in Section 5.5.3.2 above is maintained.56 

 

                                                      
48 Based on IPPC, Article XIII. 
49 Based on the 1999 DSP, paragraphs 4)a) and 4)b).  Per IPPC Secretariat’s request, instead of having the formal request 

sent to the Director-General of FAO, it will be sent to the IPPC Secretariat.  This is not inconsistent with the IPPC, Article 

XIII, and is, therefore, acceptable. 
50 Based on the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)b). 
51 New. It clarifies how the initial draft of the Terms of Reference is prepared and refers to Annex 1 of these DSPs which 

describes the essential information to be included in the Terms of Reference.  Here, the recommendation is for the party 

initiating the process to prepare the initial draft. 
52 New.  Clarificatory clause. 
53 From the 2001 DSP, paragraph 34. 
54 New.  Clarificatory clause. 
55 From the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)c) and the 2001 DSP, paragraph 26, harmonized. 
56 From the 2001 DSP, paragraph 26. 
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5.5.3.4  The three independent members of the Expert Committee shall be nominated by the IPPC 

Secretariat through a call for experts as described in Section 5.5.4 below.  In case not enough experts 

are nominatedto serve in the Expert Committee, the IPPC Secretariat may solicit nominations from 

contracting parties  and the Regional Plant Protection Organizations.57 

 

5.5.3.5  The IPPC Secretariat will base its selection of the nominees to serve as the three independent experts 

on the following criteria: 

 

a) all nominees shall have scientific/technical background relevant to the subject of the dispute; 

b) all nominees shall be independent, i.e., no financial or other personal interest in the outcome of 

the   dispute;  

c) all nominees must be able to serve in the Expert Committee in his/her individual capacity; 

d) at least one member shall be familiar with the IPPC and its associated ISPMs;  

e) citizens of contracting parties to the IPPC whose governments are disputing parties shall not 

serve on the Expert    Committee, unless all disputing parties agree otherwise; and 

f) when a dispute involves at least one developing country, at least one nominee shall, if the 

developing country so requests, be from a developing country.58 

 

5.5.3.6    The IPPC Secretariat shall propose the nominees to the disputing parties, who may not oppose any of 

the nominations, except for compelling reasons.59 

 

5.5.3.7  Pursuant to paragraph 2 of Article XIII of the IPPC, the three independent experts shall be appointed 

by the Director-General of FAO (or his/her delegate), taking into account the recommendations of the IPPC 

Secretariat. 

 

5.5.3.8  The Expert Committee shall be deemed to have been constituted on the date that the IPPC 

Secretariat notifies the disputing parties in writing that all of the selected experts have accepted the 

appointment.60 

 

5.5.4  Selection of Experts 

 

5.5.4.1 To assist in the selection of independent experts, the IPPC Secretariat shall call for  expert as needed.  

Phytosanitary experts and other individuals with expertise relevant to plant protection or the application of 

phytosanitary measures will be encouraged to respond to a call.61   

 

5.5.4.2  Experts may be nominated by contracting parties, the Regional Plant Protection Organizations, and 

other organizations invited by the IPPC Secretariat to provide nominees.62 

 

5.5.4.3   Application for inclusion as an expert is made by submission to the IPPC Secretariat of a completed 

FAO Personal History Form (PHF) and/or Curriculum Vitae.  Minimum information to be supplied includes: 

 

a)    name, age and contact information; 

b) current position; 

c) nationality; 

d) language ability; 

e) period of availability; 

f) scientific and technical (including phytosanitary) background; 

g) professional background; and 

                                                      
57 New.  1999 and 2001 DSPs refers to a roster of experts maintained by the IPPC Secretariat.  According to the IPPC 

Secretariat, maintaining a roster is difficult and it becomes obsolete quickly. 
58 Based on the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)(c) and the 2001 DSP, paragraph 27.  Also drawn from the WTO DSU, Article 8, 

paragraphs 3 and 10. 
59 New. Based on the WTO DSU, Article 8, paragraph 9. 
60 New. Clarificatory clause. 
61 New. See footnote 33. 
62 Based on the 2001 DSP, paragraph 23.  However, nomination from CPM members is not included. 
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h) knowledge, experience or qualifications with dispute settlement procedures.63 

 

645.5.5  Conduct of the proceedings 

 

5.5.5.1 The Expert Committee shall conduct its proceedings according to these DSPs and the Terms 

of Reference agreed pursuant to Section 5.5.2 above.65  

 

5.5.5.2  The Expert Committee shall elect a Chairperson from among the three independent experts.66 

 

5.5.5.3  The Chairperson of the Expert Committee shall, as soon as practicable and, whenever 

possible, within 15 days after its establishment, call for a meeting (including the use of virtual meeting 

tools) of the Expert Committee to fix the timetable for its proceedings based on the Terms of 

Reference agreed pursuant to Section 5.5.2 above. The Expert Committee shall set precise deadlines 

for written submissions by the disputing parties and the disputing parties shall cooperate in good faith 

with and respect the requests from and deadlines imposed by the Expert Committee.67 

 

5.5.5.4 All Expert Committee members shall serve in their individual capacities and not as 

government representatives, nor as representatives of any organization.  They shall not seek or receive 

instructions from any source with regard to the matter in dispute before the Expert Committee.68 

 

5.5.5.5  The Expert Committee shall take into account the special needs of developing countries where 

such countries are parties to the dispute.69 

 

5.5.5.6  The Expert Committee shall take into account any specific instructions and requirements 

outlined by the disputing parties.70 

 

5.5.5.7  The Expert Committee shall make an objective assessment of the matter before it, including 

an objective assessment of the facts of the dispute and the applicability of and conformity with the 

IPPC and any applicable ISPMs, and make such recommendations as will assist the disputing parties 

in solving the dispute.  The Expert Committee shall consult regularly with the disputing parties and 

give them adequate opportunity to develop a mutually satisfactory solution.71 

 

5.5.5.8  Deliberations of the Expert Committee shall be confidential.72 

 

5.5.5.9  All communications by any disputing party to the Expert Committee shall be copied to the 

IPPC Secretariat and the other disputing party(ies).  Such communications shall be treated as 

confidential by all parties, including the Expert Committee and the IPPC Secretariat.73 

 

5.5.6  Report of the Expert Committee 

 

5.5.6.1  Upon completion of the proceedings, the Expert Committee shall prepare a preliminary report in 

accordance with the Form of Expert Committee Report described in Annex 1.74 

                                                      
63 From the 2001 DSP, paragraph 24. 
64 Deleted per IPPC Secretariat.  See footnote 33. 
65 Based on the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)d), but clarifying that these DSPs also apply. 
66 From the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)c). 
67 New. Based on the WTO DSU, Article 12, paragraph 3. 
68 New. Based on the WTO DSU, Article 8, paragraph 9. 
69 From the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)d). 
70 New. Clarificatory clause. 
71 New. Based on the WTO DSU, Article 11. 
72 New. 
73 New. 
74 From the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)e) and the 2001 DSP, paragraphs 21 and 36.d), harmonizing them.   
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5.5.6.2  The Expert Committee seeks to develop consensus among all its members on all points in 

the report. Where this is not possible, the Chairperson ensures that the draft report provides 

recommendations for the resolution of the dispute while adequately reflecting the dissenting views.75 

 

5.5.6.3  If the proceedings cannot be completed, the Chairperson ensures that a report is prepared on 

the proceedings up to the point of termination.76 

 

5.5.6.4  The first draft report may be made available by the Expert Committee to the disputing parties 

for informal consultation.77 

 

5.5.6.5  The draft report is then submitted to the IPPC Secretariat in English for review and to the 

FAO Legal Office for legal review. Any comments from these reviews are returned to the Expert 

Committee. The committee prepares a second draft report taking into account the review comments.78 

 

5.5.6.6  The second draft report is submitted to the IPPC Secretariat to be sent to the IC Sub-group 

on DAS for approval. Such communications shall be treated as confidential. The IC Sub-group on 

DAS verifies that all principles and requirements set forth in these DSP have been adhered to.79  

 

5.5.6.7  The  final report is then signed by the members of the Expert Committee and submitted to 

the Director-General of FAO or his/her delegate) for distribution to the disputing parties, pursuant to 

paragraph 3 of Article XIII of the IPPC.80 

 

5.5.6.8  A report of the proceedings and the outcome of the Expert Committee process is submitted 

by the IPPC Secretariat to the CPM for information.81 

 

6.  Others 

 

6.1    Observers 

 

The disputing parties and the Chairperson of the Expert Committee shall agree on observers to be admitted to 

meetings of the Expert Committee and the applicable rules of conduct of observers.  Where there is no 

agreement among the disputing parties on the number and type of observers, no observers shall be allowed.  

Where the presence of observers is agreed, but there is no agreement on the conduct of such observers, observers 

will only be allowed to attend but cannot participate.82 

 

6.2    Information from external sources 

 

With the written consent from the disputing parties, the Expert Committee may seek additional information 

from other sources, as it deems necessary.83  

 

6.3   Financial considerations 

 

Costs of the IPPC Secretariat, the IC Sub-group on DAS and the Expert Committee associated with any dispute 

brought under these DSPs shall be borne equally by parties to the dispute.  Such costs shall include: (a) the 

IPPC Secretariat’s expenses as registrar or the hiring of consultants to facilitate the process, (b) costs of 

                                                      
75 From the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)f) and the 2001 DSP, paragraph 21.a). 
76 From the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)g). 
77 From the 2001 DSP, paragraph 21.b). 
78 From the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)h) and the 2001 DSP, paragraph 21.c). 
79 From the 2001 DSP, paragraph 21.f). 
80 From the 1999 DSP, paragraph 4)k) and the 2001 DSP, paragraph 21.g). 
81 New. 
82 From the 2001 DSP, paragraph 30. 
83 From the 2001 DSP, paragraph 36.b). 
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transcriptions, recording, interpretation and translation, where necessary, and (c) travel and subsistence and fees 

of the members of the Expert Committee determined in accordance with FAO policy. Where the party that 

initiated the dispute settlement is a developed country and the other party is a developing country, it is 

encouraged to voluntarily cover all or part of these costs.84  

 

6.4   Role of Regional Plant Protection Organizations 

 

Regional Plant Protection Organizations (RPPOs) may be requested, subject to agreement by the disputing 

parties, and in coordination with the IPPC Secretariat, to provide assistance in connection with any dispute 

settlement under these DSPs.  Such assistance may be in the form of providing technical support or facilitating 

consultations among the disputing parties.85 

 

6.5   Amendment of these DSPs 

 

Amendments to these DSPs may be adopted by a majority of the members of the CPM at any plenary meeting.86 

 

6.6   Repeal of prior dispute settlement procedures 

 

Adoption of these DSPs by the CPM shall supersede and repeal all prior dispute settlement procedures issued 

pursuant to the IPPC, including those issued in 1999, 2001 and 2006.87 
 

  

                                                      
84 From the 2001 DSP, paragraphs 28 and 29, with modifications. 
85 Based on the 2001 DSP, paragraphs 32 and 33. 
86 New. 
87 New. 
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ANNEX 1 

 

Terms of Reference for the Expert Committee88 
 
A.       Identification of parties and issues  
 

1.     All the parties to the conciliation must be identified. This includes: 

 

(a) initiator(s), 

(b) respondent(s), 

(c) members of the Expert Committee, including Chairperson, and 

(d) observers, if they are permitted. 

 

2.    The issue(s) under dispute should be clearly defined noting the points where the alleged 

conflicts with the IPPC or ISPMs occur. The disputing parties should expand on this and state their 

expectations of the Expert Committee by identifying tasks for the committee. 
 
B.       The conduct of the proceedings 

 

3.    It is extremely important to have all the f o l l o w i n g  procedural matters agreed to among 

the disputing parties before the meeting of the Expert Committee begins. 
 

Presentation of information: The disputing parties and the Expert Committee must agree on the way that 

technical information will be presented by disputing parties. 

 

(a) will there be documents, electronic, hard copy? 

(b) will there be verbal presentations? 

(c) will there be provision for the use of outside experts?, and 

(d) will the Expert Committee be able to ask for further information or advice? 

 

Language(s): The disputing parties and the Expert Committee must agree on the language(s) to be used for the 

submitted documents, for verbal submissions and for discussion by the Expert Committee. The report must be 

presented in English. 

 

Conduct of observers: Regarding observers, the disputing parties and the Chairperson of the Expert Committee 

should decide if observers will be allowed to attend and if they are, if they will be allowed to participate and 

their extent of participation. Where there is no agreement among the disputing parties on the number and type 

of observers, no observers shall be allowed.  Where the presence of observers is agreed, but there is no 

agreement on the conduct of such observers, observers will only be allowed to attend but cannot participate. 

[Cross-reference Section 6.1 of DSPs] 

 

Administrative Support and Costs: Costs of the IPPC Secretariat, the IC Sub-group on DAS and the Expert 

Committee associated with any dispute brought under these DSPs shall be borne equally by parties to the 

dispute.  Such costs shall include: (a) the IPPC Secretariat’s expenses as registrar  or the hiring of consultants 

to facilitate the process, (b) costs of transcription, recording, interpretation and translation, where necessary, 

and (c) travel and subsistence and fees of the members of the Expert Committee. Where the party that initiated 

the dispute settlement is a developed country and the other party is a developing country, it is encouraged to 

voluntarily cover all or part of these costs. [Cross-reference Section 6.3 of DSPs] 

 

Location and facilities: The disputing parties and Expert Committee should agree on the location, i.e., whether 

the committee will meet in the territory of one party or another, or in that of a third party. Acceptable facilities 

should be agreed on before proceedings commence in order to facilitate the process. Virtual meetings using 

modern technology may also be consider if both parties agree. 

 

Timetable: A comprehensive timetable with dates should be drawn up. This will include dates and times for: 

the submission of information to the Expert Committee as well as documents or contributions from additional 

                                                      
88 Based on the 2001 DSP, paragraph 36. 
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experts, if necessary; the schedule of meeting(s) of the committee; the completion and presentation of the report, 

etc. 

 

C.      Presentation of information 

  

4. The Expert Committee shall solicit the submission of information from the disputing parties.  

Methods of presentation may include documents only, and/or verbal presentations as agreed in 

advance.  The Expert Committee may seek additional information from the disputing parties or other 

sources, as it deems necessary, with the written consent from the disputing parties. 

 

5. The disputing parties shall also agree on confidentiality issues relating to the proceedings, 

the information provided to the Expert Committee, the report and all other aspects of the process. 

   

D.       Evaluation of information and formulation of recommendations 

 

6. The Terms of Reference will contain, as required by the disputing parties, specific instructions 

on the review of scientific and other information by the Expert Committee. The requirements of the 

parties regarding the assessment by the Expert Committee of the relationship of the issues and the 

information provided to it to any specified provisions of the IPPC and ISPMs should be made clear. 

Any other specifications regarding the form of the conclusions or recommendations required by the 

parties should be provided to the Expert Committee. 

 

E.        Form of Expert Committee Report  
 

7.  The disputing parties shall agree on the  form of the report they would wish to receive from the 

Expert Committee. The following format is suggested: 

 

Executive summary Introduction 

 identification of the parties to the dispute 

 statement of the issue(s) at dispute with appropriate background 

 

Technical aspects of the dispute 

 summary of the positions of the disputing parties 

 summary of the analyses of the scientific and technical aspects as provided by the  Expert 

Committee 

 assessment of the relationship of the issue to the specified provisions of the IPPC and 

ISPMs 

 conclusions of the Expert Committee Dissenting view(s) if any 

Recommendations 

 proposal(s) for resolution of the dispute and options if appropriate 

 

Attachments 

 Terms of Reference of the Expert Committee 

 a list of the members of the Experts Committee, and of observers, if any 

 list of documents and source material, including other experts interviewed (if not  confidential) 
 other information deemed to be useful by the Expert Committee. 

 


