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1.

SPG

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.

[3]

[4]

2.

Meeting Arrangements

2.1

Adoption of the Agenda

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

2.2
[5]

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

3.
3.1
[6]

Administrative Matters
Documents list

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

3.2
[7]

Election of the Rapporteur

Participants list

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
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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)
(2)
(3)

-

-

-

-

4.2
[13]

Thanked the CPM FG for the outstanding preliminary outcomes and report.
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.
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.

Implementation of the Strategic Framework 2020 – 2030 Development Agenda

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
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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)
(2)

(3)

(4)

4.3

Thanked the CPM FG on SFDAI for its work.
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.
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.
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.

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
4
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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.

[27]

5.

Other Emerging Strategic Topics

5.1

IPPC and “One Health”

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
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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)

(2)

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.
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
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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 manual 13, 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)
(2)

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.
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
-

[39]

[40]

Certification, prepared by New Zealand14

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.
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
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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.
Mr Ezequiel FERRO, Chairperson of the Standards Committee (SC), reminded the SPG that the ISPM12 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.

[41]

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.

[42]

[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)
(2)

(3)
(4)

[46]

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.
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.
Agreed that further collaboration with Codex Alimentarius and OiE should be strengthened.
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
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
IPPC, Codex Alimentarius and OiE are often referred to as the three sisters,
18
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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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[55]

[56]

6.

International Year of Plant Health Legacies

6.1

International Plant Health Conference

SPG

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.
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)
(2)

Welcomed the update on the International Plant Health Conference.
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
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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)
(2)

Noted the update on the establishment on the International Day of Plant Health and requested
that a further update be provided at CPM 2022;
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
21
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(1)
(2)
(3)

7.2

SPG

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.
Recommended that dispute settlement be removed from the IC Terms of Reference, noting that
the dispute avoidance should remain within the IC mandate.
Recommended the revised Terms of Reference for the IC Committee be submitted to CPM-16
(2022).

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)
(2)

Recommended the Framework for Standards and Implementation for endorsement by CPM-16
(2022).
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
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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)

9.
[85]

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

Next Meeting

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.
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1.

Opening of the Meeting

IPPC Secretary
John GREIFER

2.

Meeting Arrangements

John GREIFER

2.1. Adoption of the Agenda
2.2. Election of the Rapporteur
3.

01_ SPG_2021_Oct
--

Administrative Matters

Avetik NERSISYAN

3.1. Document lists

02_SPG_2021_Oct

3.2. Participant list

03_SPG_2021_Oct

4.

Monitoring the IPPC Strategic Framework: Discussion
items from CPM Focus Groups (FGs)

Preliminary outcomes and recommendations from the
4.1. CPM FG on Pest Outbreak Alert and Response Systems

04_SPG_2021_Oct

CPM FG Chairperson
Mireille MARCOTTE

Implementation of the Strategic Framework 2020 – 2030
4.2. Development Agenda

05_SPG_2021_Oct

Peter THOMSON

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

06_SPG_2021_Oct

Christopher DALE

4.4. Communications

07_SPG_2021_Oct

Lihong ZHU

4.5. Sea Containers draft Terms of Reference
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Dominique PELLETIER

4.6. ePhyto

17_SPG_2021_Oct

Craig FEDCHOCK

5.

Other Emerging Strategic Topics
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5.1. IPPC and “One Health”

14_SPG_2021_Oct

Sarah BRUNEL
Lucien KONAN
KOUAME
Peter THOMSON
NEW ZEALAND

20_SPG_2021_Oct
Diego QUIROGA
ARGENTINA
IPPC Partnership strategy, including industry
5.2. engagement
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Craig FEDCHOCK
Riccardo
MAZZUCCHELLI
Peter THOMSON
NEW ZEALAND

5.3. Other strategic topics submitted by contracting parties

6.

15_SPG_2021_Oct
16_SPG_2021_Oct

Gabrielle VIVAN-SMITH
AUSTRALIA

International Year of Plant Health Legacies

6.1. International Plant Health Conference

10_SPG_2021_Oct

Riccardo
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6.2. International Day of Plant Health
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7.

Other issues for strategic SPG input
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2021-09-30

13_SPG_2021_Oct

07.2

Framework for Standards and
Implementation - link
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IPP LINKS:
SPG October 2019 Report
SPG October 2020 Report

Page 18 of 49

International Plant Protection Convention

SPG

APPENDIX 03

Appendix 03 - Participants List



Region/
Role
CPM Bureau
Africa
CPM Chairperson

Name, mailing, address, telephone

Email address

Mr Konan KOUAME
Inspecteur
Direction de la Protection des
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Boulevard Adolfo Ruiz Cortines, N
5010, Piso4
Ciudad de Mexico
Phone: (+52) 55 59051000
MEXICO

l_kouame@yahoo.fr;



CPM
Bureau Latin
America and
Caribbean



CPM
Bureau
Southwest Pacific

Mr Peter THOMSON
Ministry for Primary Industries
Pastoral House 25 The Terrace
PO Box 2526
Wellington 6140
Tel: 64-4-894 0353
NEW ZEALAND

peter.thomson@mpi.govt.nz;



CPM
Bureau Asia

Mr Fuxiang WANG
Deputy Director General,
National Agriculture Technical
Extension and Service centre
(NATESC)
Ministry of Agriculture
Room 630, Building No. Mai Zi Dian
Street
Chao Yang District, Beijing 100125
Ph.: 86-10-59194548
CHINA

wangfuxiang@agri.gov.cn;
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Bureau North
America
CPM ViceChairperson
SPG Chairperson

Mr John GREIFER
Assistant Deputy Administrator
Plant Protection and Quarantine APHIS,
USDA1400 Independence Av. SW
Washington, DC 20250
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

john.k.greifer@usda.gov;

International Plant Protection Convention

trujillo@senasica.gob.mx;

Page 19 of 49

APPENDIX 03

Region/
Role
CPM Bureau
Near East and
North Africa

SPG

Name, mailing, address, telephone

Email address

Mr Gamil Anwar Mohammed
RAMADHAN
General Director of Plant Protection
Department of Yemen,
Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation,
Aden
Ph.: 00967 770712209
YEMEN

abuameerm21@gmail.com;



SPG
IC Chairperson

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;



SPG
SC Chairperson

Mr Ezequiel FERRO
Ingeniero Ageónomo / Secretario de
Coordinación Argentina National Plant
Protection Organization: National
Service of Agrifood Health and Quality
(SENASA)
Av. Paseo Colon 315, 4º Piso, Oficina 5
Codigo Postal: C1063ACD
Ciudad Autónoma de Buenos Aires
Phone: (+54) 1141215091
ARGENTINA

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



RPPO

nico.horn@eppo.int;
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tanya.staffen@inspection.gc.ca;
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Mr Roman VAGNER
Policy Administrator
The European Commission,
Directorate-General for Health and
Food Safety (SANTE)
Unit G.1 - Plant Health
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Phytosanitary Expert
National Food Chain Safety Office
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JAPAN
Mr Teppei SHIGEMI
Deputy Director Ministry of Agriculture,
Forestry and Fisheries, Japan
Food Safety and Consumer Affairs
Bureau,
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Mr Marco TRAA
Senior Staff Officer Phytosanitary
Affairs
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Manager Ornamental Plant Imports
NEW ZEALAND
Mr Riccardo SOMARRIBA
NICARAGUA

Rosalynn.Anderson-Lederer@mpi.govt.nz;
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Mr Matus GRANEC
Senior Counsellor Ministry of
Agriculture and Rural Development of
the Slovak Republic,
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812 66 Bratislava,
Tel: +421 2 5926357
SLOVAKIA
Ms Anita Benko BELOGLAVEC
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Country/Organization: Admininstration
of the Republic of Slovenia for Food
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Protection
SLOVENIA
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Department Ministry of Agriculture and
Irrigation
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Tel: +252614012223
SOMALIA
Maha Alsubaie
MEWA, KSA
Plant Pathologist
SOUTH ARABIA
Jan Hendrik VENTERr
Manager Plant Health Early Warnings
Directorate Plant Health
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and Rural Development
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Cel: +27 67 410 6098
SOUTH AFRICA
Mr Eyad MOHAMMED
Plant Protection Director
Ministry of Agriculture and Agrarian
Reform
Damascus
SYRIA
Mr Peter Kupferschmied
Chief Plant Health Officer / Head of Unit
Switzerland, Federal Office for
Agriculture FOAG, Swiss Federal Plant
Protection Service SPPS
SWITZERLAND
Mr Viliami KAMI
Head of Quality Management Division
Tonga
Phone: (+676) 24922/24257
TONGA
Mr Situoni TOPOU
TONGA

matus.granec@land.gov.sk;

Mr Mohamed Lahbib Ben JAMMA
Directeur Général
Direction Générale de la Santé
Végétale et du Contrôle des Intrants
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Deputy Administrator, Plant Protection
and Quarantine
APHIS, USDA
1400 Independence Av. SW
Washington, DC 20250
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Osama.a.el-lissy@usda.gov;
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Ms Stephanie DUBON
Acting PPQ NAPPO Technical Director
International Phytosanitary Standards
Plant Protection and Quarantine
APHIS, USDA
4700 River Road
Riverdale, MD 20737
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

stephanie.m.dubon@usda.gov;
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Director, Export Services
Phytosanitary Import Management
Plant Protection and Quarantine
APHIS, USDA
4700 River Road
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Mr Ian BOOTH
Acting International Plant Health
Standards Coordinator
International Phytosanitary Standards
Plant Protection and Quarantine
APHIS, USDA
4700 River Road
Riverdale, MD 20737
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Ms Sarah HIESKILL
Chief of Staff
Phytosanitary Import Management
Plant Protection and Quarantine
APHIS, USDA
4700 River Road
Riverdale, MD 20737
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Mr Ibrahim SHAQIR
Associate Deputy Administrator
International Phytosanitary
Management and Standards Program
Plant Protection and Quarantine
APHIS, USDA
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Christian.b.dellis@aphis.usda.gov;
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Mr Samuel BISHOP
International Plant Health Policy Lead
Department for Environment, Food and
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Ms Katherine HOUGH
Associate Executive Director
Field Operations
Plant Protection and Quarantine
APHIS, USDA
2150 Centre Ave. Bldg. B
Fort Collins, CO
USDA
Ms Beatriz MELCHO
DGSA
URUGUAY
Mr Leonardo OLIVERA
Director General
DIRECCION GENERAL DE
SERVICIOS AGRICOLAS
AVDA
Millan 4703,
Montevideo
Tel: 598 2309 8410 interno 103
URUGUAY
Sultan-Makhmud SULTANOV
Head of the International relations
department
UZBEKISTAN
Mr Ibrohim ERGASHEV
Head State Plant Quarantine Inspection
under the Cabinet of Ministers of the
Republic of Uzbekistan
17th, 1st Bling Alley, Bobur Str.,
100100, Tashkent, Tel:(+998)712556239
UZBEKISTAN
Mr Dung NGO
Vice Director, Division of International
Affairs and Public Relations
VIET NAM

katherine.p.hough@usda.gov;

Mr Hoang TRUNG
Director General Plant Protection
Department (PPD)
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development,
149, Ho Dac Di, Dong Da, Hanoi,
Tel:(+84) 4 3 851 3688
VIET NAM
Mr Ali Al-SHAIBANI
General Director of plant Protection
Yemen/ Ministry of Agriculture and
Irrigation & Fish Wealth
YEMEN
Ms Mable MUDENDA
Principle Plant Health Inspector
Plant Quarantine and Pytosanitary
Service
ZAMBIA
Ms Brenda MWEEMBA
Plant Health Inspector
Plant Quarantine and Pytosanitary
Service
ZAMBIA

hoangtrungppd@fpt.vn;
hoangtrung.bvtv@mard.gov.vn;
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mujajuclaid@gmail.com;
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Mr James Martyn STAPLETON
Head of Communications and Public Awareness
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CGIAR
Mr Roger DAY
CABI
Mr Alonso SUAZO
NAPPO
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Executive Director
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NEPPO
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alonso.suazo@NAPPO.org;
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Marko.Benovic@fao.org
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Sarah.Brunel@fao.org

Mr Craig FEDCHOCK

Craig.Fedchock@fao.org

Mr Brent LARSON

Brent.Larson@fao.org

Ms Adriana MOREIRA

Adriana.Moreira@fao.org

Mr Riccardo MAZZUCCHELLI

Riccardo.Mazzucchelli@fao.org

Ms Natalie NICORA

Natalie.Nicora@fao.org

Ms Tanja LAHTI

Tanja.Lahti@fao.org

Mr John GILMORE

John.Gilmore@fao.org
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nationality
Mr Vladimir MIJATOVIC

Email address

Ms Erika Magagli

erika.mangiliandre@fao.org

Mr Edgar MUSHEGYAN

edgar.mushegyan@fao.org

Ms Sara GIULIANI

Sara.giuliani@fao.org

Mr Leonardo Scarton

Leonardo.Scarton@fao.org

Mr Descartes Koumba
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Ms Marta Pardo
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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)
(3)

review and discuss the proposed revision of the IPPC Dispute Settlement Procedures, providing strategic
direction
agree to recommend the revised Dispute Settlement Procedures to the CPM for adoption
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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 witha 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.
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.
26
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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 disputein 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.
1999 DSP, GC paragraph 8.
30
New. From WTO DSU, Article 3, paragraph 7.
29
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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 Subgroup 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
agreementof 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.
Good offices is mentioned in the 1999 DSP, GC paragraph 6. Description is largely based on 2006 Dispute Settlement
Manual.
33
Ibid.
34
Ibid.
32
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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 legallybinding 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.
Ibid.
37
Based on the 1999 DSP, paragraph 1).
38
Based on the 1999 DSP, paragraph 2).
36
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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.
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.
40
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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.
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)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

all nominees shall have scientific/technical background relevant to the subject of the dispute;
all nominees shall be independent, i.e., no financial or other personal interest in the outcome of
the dispute;
all nominees must be able to serve in the Expert Committee in his/her individual capacity;
at least one member shall be familiar with the IPPC and its associated ISPMs;
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
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)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

name, age and contact information;
current position;
nationality;
language ability;
period of availability;
scientific and technical (including phytosanitary) background;
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)
64

knowledge, experience or qualifications with dispute settlement procedures.63

5.5.5 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.
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.
64
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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 tothe 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).
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).
76
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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
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From the 2001 DSP, paragraphs 28 and 29, with modifications.
Based on the 2001 DSP, paragraphs 32 and 33.
86
New.
87
New.
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Terms of Reference for the Expert Committee88
A.

Identification of parties and issues
1.
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

All the parties to the conciliation must be identified. This includes:
initiator(s),
respondent(s),
members of the Expert Committee, including Chairperson, and
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)
(b)
(c)
(d)

will there be documents, electronic, hard copy?
will there be verbal presentations?
will there be provision for the use of outside experts?, and
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
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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 summaryIntroduction

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 CommitteeDissenting 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.
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