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Report SC-7 May 2023

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

The IPPC Secretariat (hereafter referred to as “the secretariat”) welcomed all participants to the
Standards Committee Working Group (SC-7) meeting.

2.  Meeting arrangements
2.1 Election of the chairperson
The SC-7 elected Hernando Morera GONZALEZ (Costa Rica) as chairperson.

2.2 Election of the rapporteur
The SC-7 elected Nader ELBADRY (Egypt) as rapporteur.

2.3 Adoption of the agenda
The SC-7 adopted the agenda (Appendix 1).

3. Administrative matters

The documents list (Appendix 2) and the participants list (Appendix 3) had been made available to the
SC-7 before the meeting.

4.  Draft ISPMs for approval for second consultation

4.1 Draft 2022 amendments to ISPM 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms) including
deferred terms from 2021 amendments (1994-001), priority 1

The Steward of the Technical Panel for the Glossary (TPG), Alvaro SEPULVEDA LUQUE (Chile),
introduced the draft amendments to ISPM 5.1

“general surveillance” (2018-046) (addition). One SC-7 member questioned the need for definitions
of “general surveillance” and “specific surveillance”, as ISPM 6 (Surveillance) provides more holistic
definitions of both terms.

The member explained that the main concern was the word “official” in the definition of “general
surveillance”, which in ISPM 6 is described as “a process whereby information on pests of concern in
an area is gathered from various sources”. The inclusion of the word “official” therefore gives the
perception that “general surveillance” was only the gathering of information from various sources by
the national plant protection organization (NPPO).

It was therefore proposed that the word “official”” be removed from the proposed definition, because if
it remained it would then exclude several information sources (e.g. universities, general public, local
government bodies), narrowing the definition. Moreover, as stated in the section 2.1.1 of ISPM 6, it is
the NPPO that evaluates the reliability of the information, making the process official thereafter.

The secretariat pointed out the rationale provided by the TPG with regards to the addition of the word
“official” to the proposed definition?. The TPG had explained that, whereas the overall surveillance
process is official (i.e. exclusively an NPPO responsibility), data may be collected from various sources,
including non-official sources. Data resulting from general surveillance are not official until they have
been endorsed by the NPPO; therefore, the process does not stop with the collection of data, as analysis
and verification are key parts of the process when non-official data sources are being used.

11994-001; 04_SC7_2023_May.
21994- 001
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An SC-7 member therefore proposed that the word “official” be retained to emphasize the role of the
NPPO in validating the data coming from various information sources. Otherwise, it was suggested that
some wording be added regarding the validation by the NPPO, for example by adding “to be validated
from an NPPO” at the end of the proposed definition.

Another SC-7 member pointed that out that the proposed revision of the definition of “surveillance”
stated that surveillance is an official process that includes general surveillance, specific surveillance, or
a combination of both. The surveillance process refers to the verification and processing step, but the
actual collection of data needs to remain non-official, otherwise all entities but NPPOs are excluded.
The member reiterated that it is the NPPO that validates the data gathered.

An SC-7 member considered proposing, during consultation, an amendment to section 2.1.1 of ISPM 6
to replace “conducting” with “utilizing”, thus “When utilizing general surveillance ...”.

The SC-7 agreed to remove the term “official” from the proposed definition and approved it for third
consultation as modified during this meeting.

“specific surveillance” (2018-047) (addition). The SC-7 agreed with the term and definition proposed
by the TPG and did not make any changes to the version from second consultation. The SC-7 agreed
the term “specific surveillance” (2018-047) to be recommended to the SC for approval for adoption by
the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM).

The SC-7 noted that, although the term “specific surveillance” would not be opened for a third round of
consultation, it would provide additional information for the interconnected terms “general surveillance”
and “surveillance”. They agreed, therefore, that the proposed definition of “specific surveillance” and
the associated reasoning would be retained in the draft 2022 amendments to ISPM 5 but the text would
be greyed out and contracting parties would be advised not to provide comments on it.

“surveillance” (2020-009) (revision). The SC-7 agreed with the term and definition proposed by the
TPG and did not make any changes to the version from second consultation. The SC-7 approved it for
third consultation, as the definition was interconnected with “general surveillance” and “specific
surveillance”. The SC-7 felt that the modifications to the proposed definition of “general surveillance”
discussed earlier in the meeting implicitly changed the proposed definition of “surveillance”.

“phytosanitary action” (2020-006) (revision). The SC-7 discussed the definitions of “phytosanitary
procedure” and “phytosanitary action” together, which were being revised because it was extremely
challenging to revise the definition of “phytosanitary measure”, as it is in the text of the convention
(IPPC).

An SC-7 member questioned the need to define “phytosanitary procedure”, as there is already
“phytosanitary measure” and “phytosanitary action”, and an NPPO can move from the former to the
latter directly. Moreover, the proposed revision of the definition of “phytosanitary procedure” did not
specify anymore that it was for implementing phytosanitary measures.

One SC-7 member proposed that “or to enable phytosanitary procedures” be added to the proposed
revision of the definition “phytosanitary action”, to link both terms. The TPG steward replied that this
addition might be redundant, because the definition of “phytosanitary measure” is any official procedure
“having the purpose to prevent the introduction or spread of quarantine pests ...”, thus making it implicit
that a phytosanitary action is undertaken to implement phytosanitary procedures. However, to clarify
that every action needs a procedure and to avoid amending several ISPMs where the term “phytosanitary
procedure” is used, the SC-7 agreed to add “with reference to a phytosanitary procedure” to the proposed
definition of “phytosanitary action”.

Regarding the addition “or to enable phytosanitary certification” made by the TPG, an SC-7 member
commented that, in their understanding, this was added because phytosanitary measures only relate to
quarantine pests or regulated non-quarantine pests. The secretariat referred the SC-7 to the explanatory
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point from the draft 2022 amendments to ISPM 5,® which explained that the phrase described the
scenario from the perspective of the NPPO carrying out the operations: implicitly, this wording referred
to the objective of “meeting another country’s phytosanitary import requirements”, because
phytosanitary certification (as per definition) can only be carried out once the exporting country is able
to declare that phytosanitary import requirements have been met.

The SC-7 approved the draft definition of “phytosanitary action” (2020-006) for second consultation as
modified during this meeting.

“phytosanitary procedure” (2020-007) (revision). The SC-7 reviewed this term alongside the term
“phytosanitary action”. They agreed with the definition proposed by the TPG and did not make any
changes. The SC-7 approved “phytosanitary procedure” (2020-007) for second consultation.

“release (of a consignment)” (2021-007) (revision). The secretariat noted that no changes had been
proposed by the TPG to the version that had been submitted to the Standards Committee (SC) meeting
in November 2022.

One SC-7 member asked for the rationale behind the addition of “of a consignment” and the secretariat
explained that the addition introduced by the TPG was in line with the ink amendment to “entry (of a
consignment)” that had been approved by the SC in May 2023. This had been done to provide
parallelism with the definition of “entry (of a pest)”” and hence reduce potential confusion.

The SC-7 considered the proposal from the TPG to add the word “official” to the definition, which was
based on a comment from the second consultation.

One SC-7 member supported the proposal and reported that there was a concern that, without the word
“official”, importers could declare that customs officers had released their consignments and, therefore,
there should not be the need for phytosanitary checks. The word “official” in the proposed definition
linked the release of a consignment to the NPPO, as the term “clearance (of a consignment)” had been
deleted from the glossary.

One SC-7 member proposed that “official” be replaced with “authorization established or performed by
a national plant protection organization ...”. It was then proposed to simplify it by rewording the
addition as “The NPPO authorization for entry ...” or “The NPPO approving the entry ...”.

Some SC-7 members then proposed that “authorization” be replaced with “approval”. In this way, the
approval could come either from the NPPO or an authorized entity. The SC-7 discussed whether
“authorization” may be more appropriate, as in some countries other boarder agencies, which are not
the official NPPOs, perform NPPO functions (e.g. inspections, release of consignments). Therefore, the
word “authorization” would best fit the definition, as it related better to other standards.

Another proposal was to begin the definition with “authorization” as in the current definition, because
the completion of the compliance procedure relates back to an official process. In this case, regardless
of whether it is an authorized entity or the NPPO, the word “authorization” may be sufficient to link the
NPPO to the release of a consignment.

The SC-7 did not agree with the TPG proposal to add “official” and kept the definition starting with
“authorization” as originally sent for second consultation. The SC-7 recommended the term “release (of
a consignment)” (2021-007), unchanged from second consultation, to the SC for approval for adoption
by the CPM.

“inspection” (2017-005) (revision). The SC-7 agreed with the term and definition proposed by the
TPG, which was unchanged from the version that had been submitted to the SC meeting in November
2022.

$1994-001.
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The SC-7 agreed that the term “inspection” (2017-005) be recommended to the SC for approval for
adoption by the CPM.

“test” (2021-005) (revision). One SC-7 member proposed the deletion of the words “other than visual
examination” because they added complexity and, by removing them but retaining the references to
other processes (such as chemical, molecular, serological methods), the difference with the term
“inspection” would be underlined.

Another SC-7 member suggested that “other than visual examination” be retained, as it needed to be
clear that “test” is not a “visual examination”. The member explained that tests can be conducted in the
laboratory as well as in the field (i.e. rapid testing) and therefore proposed that the definition should be
linked to an examination carried out according to an official procedure for the identification of a
regulated pest. However, the SC-7 agreed to remove “other than visual examination”.

An SC-7 member initially proposed that the list of non-exhaustive examples proposed by the TPG be
amended by adding morphological assessment of a pest. Another SC-7 member proposed modifying
this to “morphological characterization”. The amended text would read as “chemical, molecular,
serological or morphological characterization”. The SC-7 agreed with this proposal and noted that one
SC-7 member questioned how morphological characterization is assessed and pointed out that it still
related to inspection because visual methods are used (e.g. comparing particular parts of the organisms).

An SC-7 member proposed that part of the definition be amended to read “to determine if regulated
pests are present”, suggesting that the actual difference between the terms “test” and “inspection” might
be the determination of the presence of regulated pests. In an inspection, some pests can be visually
identified but morphological characterization may be required to identify other pests. Another SC-7
member proposed that the word “regulated” be added not to this definition but to the definition of
“inspection” for consistency.

An SC-7 member recalled that inspection relates to compliance with phytosanitary regulations and the
definition of “phytosanitary regulation” is a “rule to prevent the introduction or spread of quarantine
pests or to limit the impact of regulated non-quarantine pests”. The member wondered whether the scope
of “pest” in the definition of “inspection” was therefore already reduced to quarantine pests.

Another SC-7 member, looking at the proposed revised definition of “inspection”, commented that the
phrase “verify conformity with phytosanitary requirements” related to the morphological characteristics
of the pest.

The SC-7 chairperson reminded the SC-7 of the rationale behind the TPG’s proposal to replace
“regulations” with “requirements”.* The TPG had explained that phytosanitary regulations are at a
higher conceptual level and refer to regulated pests. However, inspection can be carried out in scenarios
other than at import, such as in a place of production or a production site or at export, and inspection in
such scenarios may not always be related to regulated pests.

An SC-7 member commented that visual examination is also used for regulated pests or quarantine
pests; adding the word “regulated” to “pests™ in the definition of “inspection” would not therefore make
the distinction between “inspection” and “visual examination” clear, given that inspection is supposed
to be anything but visual. The SC-7 chairperson noted that, without “morphological characterization”,
there would not be a clear difference between “inspection” and “test”. Another SC-7 member suggested
that “morphological characterization” be retained in the definition because chemical, molecular or
serological methods are used to identify several pests. Through an inspection, it is determined whether
pests are present but not whether it is a quarantine pest or a regulated pest. Therefore, the SC-7 member
proposed that the sentence be modified to read “to identify pests or to determine if regulated pests are
present”.

41994-001.
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An SC-7 member proposed that “determine” be replaced with “confirm”. The rationale was that, with a
test, a pest can be identified up to subspecies level, thus confirming if the pest is regulated. However,
another SC-7 member noted that it cannot be known beforehand whether the pest identified is a regulated
pest or not; the SC-7 therefore decided to use “determine”.

It was also proposed that the examples be replaced with ... using diagnostic protocols”, because when
a laboratory or a rapid test is done, an approved diagnostic protocol has to be used. Another SC-7
member pointed out that this change may exclude emerging pests that are not addressed by existing
diagnostic protocols (e.g. those of the IPPC or the European and Mediterranean Plant Protection
Organization). The SC-7 member who had proposed this amendment commented that, in the absence of
existing international or regional protocols, the references are peer-reviewed protocols. The SC-7 agreed
not to implement this proposal.

An SC-7 member noted that some contracting parties may propose an alternative definition during the
upcoming consultation period.

The SC-7 approved “test” (2021-005) for third consultation as modified during this meeting.

The SC-7:

(1) approved the draft 2022 amendments to ISPM 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms) (1994-001) as
modified at this meeting for submission to consultation (second consultation for the terms
“phytosanitary action” (2020-006) and “phytosanitary procedure” (2020-007), and third
consultation for “general surveillance” (2018-046), “surveillance” (2020-009) and “test” (2021-
005)) (Appendix 5); and

(2) recommended “specific surveillance” (2018-047), “release (of a consignment)” (2021-007) and
“inspection” (2017-005) to the SC for approval for adoption by the CPM as part of the draft 2022
amendments to ISPM 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms) (1994-001).

4.2 Draft annex to ISPM 37 (Determination of host status of fruit to fruit flies
(Tephritidae)): Criteria for determining host status of fruit to fruit flies based on
available information (2018-011), priority 3

The steward, Marina ZLOTINA (United States of America), introduced the draft annex to ISPM 37,
which had been revised to take account of the comments received during consultation.’

The steward reported that the major general concern was the need to align the proposed definitions for
“host”, “conditional host” and “non-host” with those in the core text of ISPM 37, as outlined in
Specification 71 (Criteria for determining host status of fruit to fruit flies based on available
information), to avoid redundancy and confusion.

The steward also shared the following potential implementation issues:

- a lack of existing capacity in NPPOs means that there is a requirement for training on
interpretation of relevant information, including the quality of information (reliability and
applicability); and

- the need for implementation materials (i.e. training modules, guides) on assessing uncertainty.

The steward presented her response to some major comments. One of the major changes was the deletion
of several paragraphs that elaborated on the definitions of the host status terms used in ISPM 37, as it
was considered sufficient to refer to the core text of ISPM 37; another was the use of consistent language
when referring to undamaged fruit.

The steward then listed some other consultation comments that needed to be discussed by the SC-7 as
reported in the steward’s notes. She proposed that the SC-7 discuss whether “completeness” of
information is a separate category when identifying the “quality of information™ (i.e. completeness,

52018-011; 05_SC7_2023_May; 06_SC7_2023_May; 07_SC7_2023_May.
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reliability and applicability). She explained that there were different interpretations of the “reliability”
of information, but that completeness often referred to information gaps, which in turn was associated
with the uncertainty related to this information. Thus, it was considered to be a part of the reliability.

The SC-7 was also invited to discuss comments regarding “evidence and description of the presence of
the target and other fruit fly species”. The SC-7 noted that it was not clear whether the comments were
calling for an explanation of how “insect species. . .affect the target fruit fly species” or whether the issue
was about competition for the same host or other resource or about natural enemies of the target fruit
fly species.

Title. One SC-7 member proposed that “(Tephritidae)” be added to the title to be consistent with
ISPM 37 and the SC-7 agreed.

Alignment of terminology with that used in the core text of ISPM 37. The SC-7 discussed the
deletion of several paragraphs elaborating on the ISPM 37 definitions of host status categories, for the
reason given earlier by the steward. One SC-7 member considered them supplementary information and
proposed that they be retained in the draft annex. The steward noted that the summary of the three
categories would come further in the annex, but another SC-7 member pointed out that the issue with
this extra information was that it was inconsistent with the definitions outlined in the core text of
ISPM 37 (e.g. the ISPM 37 definition of “natural host” does not refer to undamaged fruit) and proposed
that this information be provided later in the document. An SC-7 member proposed the deletion of the
paragraphs in question, as there are already definitions in ISPM 37, and the steward supported the
proposal. Another SC-7 member, who supported the deletion, proposed that specific reference be made
to the definitions in the core text of ISPM 37, as was done in other sections of the draft annex when
referring to the general requirements of the standard. The SC-7 agreed and modified the wording to
make it clear that NPPOs should reclassify, where possible, the various categories into one of the three
host status categories outlined in ISPM 37. They then agreed to delete the paragraphs elaborating on the
definitions.

General criteria: completeness, reliability and quality of information. One SC-7 member queried
the inclusion of completeness of the available information in the list of general criteria.

One SC-7 member proposed that reference to the completeness and reliability of information be moved
to after the reference to quality of information, while another SC-7 member replied that completeness is
avery important criterion whereas quality is a general concept. The steward proposed that an explanation
be given of what quality is by adding “i.e. completeness, reliability, and applicability”, and this was
considered a better wording by SC-7 members. One SC-7 member commented, however, that
applicability is not a quality measure and therefore it should be separate, but the steward replied that if
the information is less applicable, then its quality is reduced. The SC-7 noted that applicability might be
used to refer to a specific situation, so one SC-7 member proposed that “relevance” be used instead. The
SC-7 agreed and amended the wording to refer to “quality (i.e. completeness, reliability, and
relevance)”.

General criteria: fruit-collection conditions. The SC-7 discussed the fruit-collection conditions, and
in particular whether the fruit has to be detached, fallen to the ground or collected after falling to the
ground. One SC-7 member commented that “fallen to the ground” could exclude detached fruit. Another
SC-7 member proposed that only “detached” be retained. One SC-7 member pointed out that the original
wording “picked from the plant or collected from the ground” contained two actions — “picked from the
plant” and “collected from the ground” — that are not mutually exclusive. Another SC-7 member replied
that, in their opinion, there seemed to be no difference between “harvested from the plant” and “detached
at the time of collection”.

The steward emphasized that the intention of this annex was not to provide guidance on how to do
something, but to analyse the variable information to determine if a conclusion could be made
(e.g. through pest risk analysis (PRA), it could be concluded that the status of a plant is a host, non-host
or conditional host).
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The steward explained that, in some fruit species, the fruit is not a host to fruit flies if the fruit is still
attached to the stem; however, when the fruit drops, the biochemical changes in the fruit make it
attractive to the female fruit fly for egg laying. This was the reason for referring to fruit-collection
conditions in the draft annex.

One SC-7 member proposed that the text refer to “harvested from the plant or collected after falling to
the ground”, and the SC-7 agreed.

General criteria: evidence of the presence of fruit fly species. The SC-7 member noted that, where
the text referred to evidence and description of the target and other fruit fly species in the sampled area
“before and during sampling”, this was referring to the time of the season in the field.

One SC-7 member proposed keeping the paragraph in question with no changes, as it could be useful in
cases when the fruit fly species are present in the field for a period of time, and not only at the moment
of sampling. The steward replied that she was unsure about the word “description” and considered the
rest of the sentence to be sufficiently clear. The steward proposed that the word “identified” be added
after “fruit fly species” and the SC-7 member commented that the identification would be implicit in the
determination of presence of the target fruit fly. The SC-7 members agreed on the importance of the
concept of presence of target fruit flies. The SC-7 agreed to delete the word “description”, not to refer
to identification, and to keep reference to both the target fruit fly and other fruit fly species in the sampled
area before and during sampling.

Criteria for conditional host. The steward proposed that a cross-reference to the core text of ISPM 37
be added to the text in this section and requested that the IPPC editor review the cross-references to the
core text and the annex throughout the draft annex to ensure clarity.

The SC-7 agreed to delete the final paragraph of this section, regarding evidence of the presence of the
target fruit fly species in fruit under semi-natural field conditions, as it was not necessary.

Criteria for non-host. One SC-7 member reported a general consultation comment regarding the
implications of this section for the trade of plants that are initially considered a non-host but
subsequently considered a host with no published evidence. The steward explained that NPPOs could
have databases with information on host plants, use circular references and interception information,
update listings based on outbreaks and potentially develop internal documents that could be used as a
reference. The host list would be based on existing references, and it would be updated as new evidence
come out. Another SC-7 member commented that the information reported in this section seemed to
contradict evidence-based PRA principles, and provided the following example: if there is an existing
trade, with no cases of interceptions, it cannot be proven that a given plant is a non-host; field trials are
required, and results need to be published or a specific surveillance programme established. The SC-7
member concluded that it would be unusual to ask for evidence if there is no interception, report or data
demonstrating that a given plant is a host. In response, the steward provided an example where a given
plant was not considered a host following the PRA from the exporting country, but the NPPO of the
importing country studied PRAs from other countries, one of which had reported that the plant was a
host. The only evidence was interceptions in passenger baggage. The steward continued that, in such
cases where there is no other evidence, Article 5.7 of the World Trade Organization’s Agreement on the
Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures should be applied, which states that:

In cases where relevant scientific evidence is insufficient, a Member may provisionally adopt sanitary

or phytosanitary measures on the basis of available pertinent information, including that from the

relevant international organizations as well as from sanitary or phytosanitary measures applied by other

Members. In such circumstances, Members shall seek to obtain the additional information necessary

for a more objective assessment of risk and review the sanitary or phytosanitary measure accordingly
within a reasonable period of time.

Another SC-7 member commented that it was unlikely that this draft annex would affect countries
requesting evidence to categorize pest hosts; the draft annex aimed to set the minimum information and
requirements for trade in order to reduce the potential for requests being made that are not based on
evidence.
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The steward explained that ISPM 37 provided guidance on how to harmonize the review of available
literature.

Assessing the uncertainty of the host status determination: completeness of the information. The
SC-7 agreed to modify some text about assessing the completeness of information against criteria, to
clarify that the criteria in question were those listed in the General requirements section of the core text
of ISPM 37.

Assessing the uncertainty of the host status determination: examples of uncertainty because of
inadequate information. The SC-7 considered the first situation listed, which related to new
interception records that lacked relevant information. They noted that one of the examples provided of
inadequate information, “not clear whether the fruit fly or larvae was found infesting the fruit”, was
ambiguous. The SC-7 considered whether adult flies would infest the fruit or whether only larvae would
infest. The steward commented that an adult fruit fly could be stuck in a box and could therefore still
contaminate the fruit. However, the SC-7 recognized that the key issue here was the uncertain
association of the fruit fly with the fruit, rather than whether it was an adult or a larva. They amended
the text accordingly.

Assessing the uncertainty of the host status determination: determination of the level and nature
of the uncertainty. The SC-7 considered a new sentence that had been added following the consultation,
which stated that, if the level of uncertainty is too high, the NPPO should conclude that the available
information does not allow the host status to be determined. The SC-7 discussed whether to move the
phrase “the level of uncertainty is too high” later in the sentence, but noted that a high level of
uncertainty is not a consequence of an NPPO not being able to determine host status. They therefore
retained the original order of wording but modified it to clarify the meaning.

Application of the host status of a fruit to a fruit fly in PRA. The SC-7 discussed two issues that
gave rise to confusion in the final paragraph of this section, which said that the use of the host status of
a fruit to a fruit fly in the establishment and maintenance of pest free areas should be in accordance with
ISPM 4 (Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas) and ISPM 26 (Establishment of pest free
areas for fruit flies (Tephritidae)). One issue was that this indicated that, as well as declaring pest status
(present or absent), an NPPO would also have to declare the host status of fruit; if so, the text needed to
explain how host status is determined and on what it is based, as this would have a trade impact. The
steward gave an example of a situation where an NPPO considers a particular plant a non-host and then
a scientific paper is released stating that that plant is a host; in this situation, the NPPO would need to
verify the paper, the methodology used and the results. The second issue was that the text did not explain
in which cases host status could be used. The steward replied that host status could be used for the
establishment of pest free areas if there is a possible host. In such a case, products could not be moved
out of such area. When establishing a pest free area, the hosts of the specific fruit fly should be known,
and these requirements are described in ISPM 26 and ISPM 4.

As the paragraph appeared to be confusing and the concept was already clarified in the introduction of
the draft annex, where it referred to the ability of NPPOs to determine the implementation of PRA-
related ISPMs, the SC-7 agreed to delete the paragraph altogether.

Potential implementation issues. The SC-7 noted the potential implementation issues and agreed that,
rather than discussing the issues at this meeting, the steward would report the issues to the next SC
meeting together with any with new ones submitted during the second consultation.

The SC-7:

(3) approved the draft annex Criteria for determining host status of fruit to fruit flies based on
available information (2018-011) to ISPM 37 (Determination of host status of fruit to fruit flies
(Tephritidae)) as modified during this meeting to be submitted for second consultation
(Appendix 6);
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(4) noted the potential implementation issues and requested that the steward report these to the next
SC meeting in the steward’s notes, together with any additional ones following the second
consultation period.

5.  Draft ISPMs under development

5.1 ISPM 15 (Regulation of wood packaging material in international trade): Criteria
for treatments for wood packaging material in international trade (2006-010)

The Assistant Steward, David KAMANGIRA (Malawi), introduced the discussion paper, the background
to this topic and the pertinent issues, and invited the SC-7 to discuss the way forward for the topic.®

Nomination of steward. The SC-7 member for Europe proposed Harry ARIJS (European Commission)
as steward for this draft ISPM, given the importance of this standard.

Background to development of the draft annex. One SC-7 member recalled the discussion that had
taken place several years ago about treatments, their efficacy and the requirements of Probit 9. The
member explained that the treatment applied in Baker (1939)" is not applicable to all groups of
organisms (e.g. bacteria, fungi). Moreover, some organisms require three to four years to develop, and
the infestation level might not be high enough to be valid for Probit 9. For example, arthropods may
take several years to develop while harboured in wood. There was therefore a need to use more
appropriate methods of testing the efficacy of treatments other than Probit 9. The SC-7 member pointed
out, however, that any potential model has to be validated before it can be presented as an amendment
to an ISPM, in particular ISPM 15 as it is a widely implemented standard. This can be done by the
Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments (TPPT) or any other expert familiar with this topic.

The secretariat reminded the SC-7 that the aim of the draft annex, which had been developed by the
(now disestablished) Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine (TPFQ), was to clarify the criteria used to
add new treatments to ISPM 15.

Next steps. The secretariat suggested that the SC-7 consider the next steps for the draft annex. The
options were that:

- the draft annex could be reviewed and approved for second consultation;

- the draft annex could be sent to another expert working group (EWG);

- the draft annex could be sent to the TPPT;

- the draft annex could be sent to the SC to review the text; or

- the SC-7 could propose to the SC that the topic be removed from the work programme.

An SC-7 member suggested that, as this annex to ISPM 15 dated from 2010, the SC should make a new
call for experts or require the TPPT to review the draft and make recommendations to the SC.

The secretariat noted that, if the SC-7 recommended that a call for experts be issued, this would imply
that the draft was not sufficient, in which case it would be beneficial for the SC-7 to specify what was
insufficient or whether a new specification was needed. Moreover, the secretariat reminded the SC-7
that the former members of the TPFQ could be part of the new EWG.

An SC-7 member proposed that the steward and the assistant steward consider both the consultation
comments and the IPPC Guide to the regulation of wood packaging material and report to the SC in
November 2023.

6 2006-010; 08_SC7_2023_May; 09_SC7_2023_May.
7 See Appendix 4.
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As it is the SC that selects the steward, and this would be done either at the SC meeting in November
2023 or through e-decision, one SC-7 member felt that it would be beneficial to draft some tasks for a
new specification to be presented to the SC in November 2023.

Another SC-7 member highlighted the importance of having clear guidance on the number of insects or
pathogens that would be required for developing any treatment to control pests of wood. From the
consultation comments received in 2010, and even during the TPFQ meeting in 2016, there had been
suggestions to revise the draft.

The secretariat clarified that there is no requirement, explicit or implicit, to reach Probit 9 efficacy with
phytosanitary treatments, but the efficacy reached is very close to it. Regarding the sample size, circa
30 000 insects have to be tested to be sure that the treatment is efficacious. However, the issue regarding
wood treatments is that some pests are very slow to grow and very hard to grow in the laboratory and
makes treatments too expensive to develop. This is the reason the TPFQ had worked on a minimum
number that would be economically feasible while providing a high level of quarantine protection, and
this was the main point of conflict regarding the draft annex. Moreover, the secretariat pointed out that
ISPM 15 does not specify the efficacy required, but the efficacy has to be high enough to treat wood
packaging material. Regarding the draft itself, the secretariat pointed out that inputs were needed to see
whether the draft was sufficient from a regulatory point of view, and whether treatments would be
accepted based on this document.

One SC-7 member asked whether the draft annex only related to ISPM 15 or whether it could also be
related to ISPM 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests) or ISPM 39 (International movement
of wood). Another SC-7 member commented that the document was more appropriate for ISPM 15
because it was more related to wood packaging material.

The secretariat noted that the current version of the document was proposed to be an annex to ISPM 15
as recommended by the TPPT. However, ISPM 15 currently contained a section that referred to
ISPM 28. Thus, it was not yet known whether the document would replace this section or be an annex.
Most probably, the document would only apply to wood packaging material and treatments that fall
under ISPM 15 that allow application of the ISPM 15 mark, rather than to generic round wood. If it was
under ISPM 28, the treatments should be reviewed by the TPPT.

Process to develop a new specification. The SC-7 discussed whether to develop the tasks for a new
specification, leave this for the steward to do once appointed, or recommend that it be done by a small
group of SC members. Noting the relative timings of meetings and the value of allowing input from the
TPPT, the SC-7 agreed that the most effective and efficient way to proceed would be to prepare a draft
specification at this meeting and recommend the opening of an SC e-decision to nominate the steward.
Input could then be sought from the TPPT at their October meeting, alongside asking the technical panel
whether it would be more appropriate to annex the draft annex to ISPM 15 or to ISPM 28. The steward
would then report to the SC in November 2023.

The SC-7 agreed that the TPPT should not draft the specification.

Drafting of a new specification
The SC-7 drafted a new specification for the annex to ISPM 15, outlining the tasks for the EWG.

Position of the annex. One SC-7 member raised again the question of whether the draft annex should
be attached to ISPM 15 or to ISPM 28, as the draft annex was about how to develop treatments but was
limited to wood packaging material.

Another SC-7 member suggested that one of the tasks for the EWG could be to consider whether the
draft annex should still be annexed to ISPM 15 or somewhere more appropriate.

An SC-7 member proposed a further option for consideration: to add the annex to the recently published
IPPC Guide to the regulation of wood packaging material, as this would be a quicker process and would
also serve to improve the draft annex itself.
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However, some SC-7 members thought that it would not be appropriate to say “attached to ISPM 28 or
to the Guide to the regulation of wood packaging material”, as the draft annex concerned the
development of experiments and attaching it to either ISPM 28 or the IPPC guide could create confusion.
Moreover, it would need to follow a given template if annexed to ISPM 28 and it would not be an
adopted text if annexed to the IPPC guide. Therefore, the SC-7 agreed to request that the SC take the
decision.

An SC-7 member noted that the questions should be open and not provide options to the EWG, as EWGs
were tasked not to decide but to advise on the best solution. Another SC-7 member supported the
proposal to keep advice open but suggested that options could be included as examples and the SC-7
could provide guidance and advice as to where to find information.

Reinfestation. One SC-7 member commented that, as the draft annex was related only to wood
packaging materials, it was important to take into account the scope of ISPM 15, which notes that the
treatments considered are not designed to protect against reinfestation but only the infestation of raw
(green) wood.

Tasks for the EWG. The SC-7 agreed that the draft annex developed by the TPFQ (2006-010) should
form the basis of the EWG’s work. They noted that the draft annex was quite outdated and the EWG
may decide that there are parts of the document that need updating.

Task 1: scoping. The SC-7 discussed whether the EWG should consider the scope and target pests
described in the currently adopted ISPM 15, evaluating the completeness and accessibility of the
information. They agreed, however, that the draft annex (2006-010) should be the focus of the EWG’s
work and so the first task for the EWG should be to consider the scope of the draft annex and the target
pests, and evaluate which parts of the recently published paper by Ormsby (2022)8 were relevant to be
included.

Task 2: position of the annex. The SC-7 agreed that the EWG should advise on whether the resulting
document should be annexed to ISPM 15 as originally proposed or whether it would more appropriately
fit elsewhere (e.g. attached to ISPM 28 or to the Guide to the regulation of wood packaging material).

Task 3: overview of the process for treatment testing. The SC-7 agreed that the EWG should review
the “Overview of the process for treatment testing” section of the draft annex and consider appropriate
modifications for inclusion.

Task 4: minimum numbers of insect individuals required for testing efficacy of treatments. The
SC-7 agreed that the EWG should assess whether the numbers of individuals specified in the draft annex
as being the minimum required for testing treatments are adequate (noting that Probit 9 is neither the
aim nor the benchmark to be used).

Tasks 5 and 6: extrapolation of results. The SC-7 discussed the EWG’s tasks in relation to
extrapolation of the results from testing of treatments. They agreed that the EWG should determine how
results may be extrapolated to other genera or species, as this is the first extrapolation done during
treatment development (the second one focusing on the treatment application).

The secretariat explained that the TPPT extrapolates treatments based on the most resistant pest that can
occur in a certain commaodity. If confirmatory trials are conducted with the most resistant species, then
it is assumed that the treatment is efficacious against all the pests in the commaodity.

The secretariat also considered whether the point was how Ormsby (2022) had selected the pest groups
specified in his paper and how research on those groups could be extrapolated to all tests of wood
packaging material. An SC-7 member replied that the study focused on exemplar species only. The SC-
7 therefore agreed that the EWG should determine how the development of treatment schedules

8 See Appendix 4.
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(e.g. dosage, exposure time) may need to be modified if extrapolating outside exemplar species and life
stages.

Task 7: other technical issues. The SC-7 then agreed that the EWG should consider any other technical
issues in the draft annex (2006-010) and in Ormsby (2022), as some pertinent technical issues and needs
might not be covered by the other tasks and may need to be clarified.

Task 8: treatments for pathogens. The SC-7 agreed that the EWG should evaluate the methodology
proposed in Ormsby (2022) for developing treatments for pathogens in wood packaging material.

Expertise. The SC-7 considered whether to request the TPPT’s opinion on the draft specification or
whether TPPT members could be included or invited to the EWG. They noted that it is the SC that
directs the TPPT’s work, so it may be possible for the SC to request one TPPT member to attend the
EWG meeting. The SC-7 therefore agreed to include one TPPT member in the section on Expertise.
Moreover, the SC-7 considered that it would be beneficial for a former TPFQ member to participate.

In addition, the SC-7 agreed that the EWG should consist of at least one expert in developing treatment
schedules for wood and wood packaging material, at least one expert in forest pathology, at least one
expert in forest entomology, at least one expert in forest nematology, and one expert in experimental
modelling. The secretariat asked whether the latter area of expertise would also include expertise in
statistics and some SC-7 members agreed that it should.

Purpose. The SC-7 agreed that the purpose of the draft annex was to provide guidance on the treatment
testing process for NPPOs, regional plant protection organizations (RPPOs), treatment developers or
researchers, in order to harmonize work on the development of effective and feasible phytosanitary
treatments for ISPM 15. They recognized that, in the past, the efficacy of treatments had to reach
Probit 9 for the treatment to be approved; this was no longer the case, although Probit 9 must still be
specified. The SC-7 therefore agreed to make it clear in the draft specification that an efficacy of Probit 9
is not the benchmark.

One SC-7 member noted that whereas the draft annex said that “new phytosanitary treatments for
inclusion in ISPM 15 are submitted by NPPOs or RPPOs for evaluation against the requirements
outlined in ISPM 28”, ISPM 15 said that “ISPM 28 provides guidance on the IPPC’s process for
approval of treatments”. The SC-7 agreed that the wording in the draft annex might be misleading.

The SC-7 asked whether the TPPT allowed historical treatments and the secretariat confirmed that they
did. However, the TPPT had still not concluded how to evaluate such treatments and assign an efficacy,
which is a requirement of ISPM 28. One SC-7 member recalled that the original treatments in ISPM 15
did not have any efficacy and for this reason they had not been annexed to ISPM 28.

Reason for the annex. The SC-7 drafted a section on the reason for the annex, drawing upon some text
from the existing draft annex.

Scope. The SC-7 drafted a section on the scope of the annex, using wording from the Purpose section.
They agreed to use the word “document” rather than “annex”, as it was still not known what type of
document this was going to be.

The draft specification was finalized by the SC-7.

Next steps. The SC-7 chairperson summarized the next steps for this draft annex: the SC, by e-decision,
would select a steward; the SC would then review both the draft specification prepared by the SC-7 at
this meeting and the draft annex, and decide either to assign the work to the steward or to an SC small
group; the draft specification would then be presented to the SC in May 2024 for approval for
consultation. The chairperson explained that the steward may seek feedback from the TPPT.

The SC-7:

(5) asked the secretariat to open an SC e-decision to confirm the selection of Harry ARJIS (European
Commission) as the steward for the draft annex Criteria for treatments for wood packaging
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material in international trade (2006-010) to ISPM 15 (Regulation of wood packaging material
in international trade);

(6) requested that the steward develop further the specification drafted by the SC-7 and submit it to
the SC in November 2023; and

(7)  requested that the SC decide whether the draft annex should be annexed to ISPM 15, ISPM 28 or
to the IPPC Guide to the regulation of wood packaging material.

6.  General review of the Standard Setting Procedure

The secretariat introduced the paper,® explaining that, following several requests, the SC had tasked the
SC-7% with reviewing the Standard Setting Procedure (SSP),!! starting from the version reviewed by
the SC in November 2022 and considering the decisions taken by the SC in May 2023. The SC-7
members had therefore been invited to provide comments and suggestions for revision before this
meeting. The secretariat explained that the revised version from the SC-7 would be reported to the SC
in November 2023.

During the course of this agenda item, the SC-7 also discussed other consequential changes to the IPPC
procedure manual for standard setting.

Number and mode of participation of observers at SC meetings. The first comment was a proposal
to increase the number of observers at SC meetings, especially if silent, for educational purposes.

One SC-7 member supported the proposal but expressed concern regarding hybrid and virtual meetings,
where verbal contributions from observers could significantly reduce the amount of translation time
available for SC members to contribute, impacting on the discussions of the SC members. Some SC-7
members therefore proposed that observers should be silent but that the number of observers should also
be increased to allow up to two observers per contracting party or RPPO.

The secretariat confirmed that, in the case of many requests for observers to attend, the number invited
would depend on the maximum capacity of the room booked.

The secretariat reminded the SC-7 of the rights of observers as specified in Rule 7 of the rules of
procedure for the Standards Committee:!?

Such observers may i) participate in the discussions, subject to the approval of the Chairperson and
without the right to vote; ii) receive the documents other than those of a restricted nature, and, iii)
submit written statements on particular items of the agenda.

As the SC meetings need to be face-to-face, an SC-7 member proposed that there be up to two observers
to attend the meeting and follow it through a webcast. The secretariat pointed out that although CPM
sessions can be webcast, this is not possible for SC sessions as they are closed meetings. The alternative
would be a hybrid or virtual meeting where the secretariat could check the attendees; if silent observers
wanted to provide a paper or intervene, they would need to be approved for attendance or an SC member
could present a paper on their behalf.

The SC-7 therefore agreed that the number of observers should be increased to a maximum of two for
face-to-face SC meetings but without specifying in the IPPC procedure manual for standard setting all
the various cases (i.e. virtual and hybrid modalities and conditions), as they would be an exception
(e.g. during events such as the COVID-19 pandemic). The SC-7 drafted an amendment to Rule 7
accordingly.

910_SC7_2023_May.
1021 SC_Tel_2022_Nov.

11 Section 2 of the IPPC procedure manual for standard setting: https://www.ippc.int/en/core-activities/ippc-
standard-setting-procedure-manual/

12 Section 5.2 of the IPPC procedure manual for standard setting.
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The SC-7 further agreed that Rule 7 should be amended to replace the phrase “right to vote” (in relation
to observers) with “right to participate in the decision-making process”. The rationale for this was that,
as observers are not members, they should be excluded from any participation in the decision-making
process, not just from voting.

Process when consensus is not reached. The SC-7 considered a comment regarding the procedure to
follow when a consensus cannot be reached during an SC meeting because an SC member does not
agree with the proposed decision. Drawing upon the “Friends of the Chair” model used at CPM sessions
to resolve issues, the SC-7 proposed that, if no consensus was possible, the SC would form a small group
of SC members to work on the identified issue and report to the SC. If the identified issue was still not
addressed, the remaining concerns would be submitted in writing with proposed solutions. If, after this
effort, the issue was still not addressed or remained unresolved, it would be referred to the CPM Bureau
or an SC member could request a vote. The question put to the vote would need to be suitable for
answering with “yes” or “no”. To allow for the difference in numbers of SC members from each region,
contracting parties within each region would first be required to seek a regional agreement and then the
representative or representatives of that region would vote. The vote would be decided if five regions
voted one way, with a requirement that each region was represented by at least one SC member. If the
issue was conceptual, a paper would be drafted and submitted to the CPM Bureau for guidance.

The SC-7 drafted some proposed text on the above approach to add to the end of Rule 6 of the SC’s
rules of procedure. They also requested that the secretariat seek advice from the FAO Legal Office on
the parts related to voting and report to the SC for its consideration.

Call for submissions for phytosanitary treatments. The SC-7 discussed proposals regarding Step 1
of the SSP (Call for topics) that referred to a separate call for submissions for phytosanitary treatments
(PTs).

One SC-7 member pointed out that, although it is the CPM that adds topics to the SC’s work programme,
subjects are added to the technical panels’ work programmes by the SC. To align the process for all four
technical panels, the member therefore proposed that it would be better to refer to a call for subjects
being always open, rather than a call for submissions for PTs. However, the member also expressed
concern regarding the capacity for the secretariat to manage all the proposals.

The secretariat explained that all proposals for subjects, except PTs, are submitted through the biennial
Call for Topics: Standards and Implementation, while proposals for PTs are submitted through a separate
call, which was currently a continuous call. The secretariat also clarified that the call for submissions
for PTs is not about treatment data but about proposals for treatments. Twice per year, during the SC’s
review of the List of topics for IPPC standards, the technical panels can also propose to the SC the
addition of subjects to their work programme (i.e. glossary terms, diagnostic protocols (DPs) and PTs).

One SC-7 member pointed out that if all technical panels were to be aligned with the approach used for
the TPPT, the scope of the call for topics would need to be adjusted, as subjects could be added at any
time. Another SC-7 member commented that the ability to close the call would also need to be
considered, pending the availability of resources and with reference being made to the priorities assigned
to subjects on the work programme.

One SC-7 member suggested that, for an ISPM revision or a CPM recommendation, a call every two
years would be sufficient, as a specification is heeded and contracting parties are consulted to make sure
that the topic proposed is relevant. However, this might not be the case for subjects. The SC-7 member
commented that, for subjects, it might be better that calls are kept open to avoid delays when new
subjects are needed to address emerging pests.

The secretariat confirmed that having open calls for submissions would not present a problem. The SC
would need to approve the corresponding changes to the SSP and if CPM agrees to this change, the SC
would approve the subjects, which would then be added to the workplans of the respective technical
panels, and the CPM would then note the new subjects.
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Based on their discussions, the SC-7 agreed that, instead of referring to a “separate call for submissions
for phytosanitary treatments”, the SSP should be amended to open this up to other subjects (i.e. “a
separate call for submissions for subjects for technical panels’ work programmes”).

For technical panels that require specific supporting documentation, the SC-7 considered whether to
require submissions to be made through NPPOs or RPPOs. However, they noted that subjects for
glossary terms do not require a specification and that the TPG’s terms of reference allow the TPG to
propose new subjects to the SC. The SC-7 agreed, however, that when contracting parties and RPPOs
submit proposals for subjects, they should follow the relevant submission documentation requirements.

As a consequence of opening the call for PTs to all subjects, the SC-7 considered the footnote that
explained that the “call for topics” is a call for “technical area”, “topic”, “diagnostic protocol (DP)”,
noting that there would no longer be a need to refer to the hierarchy of terms for standards, as all
proposals for subjects would be submitted through the same call. The secretariat suggested that the
footnote should not refer to CPM recommendations, as they are not standards, and suggested some
wording used on the Call for topics webpage, which referred only to ISPMs (including annexes not
covered by a technical panel) and revisions of ISPMs. However, one SC-7 member recalled that the call
for topics is open to proposals for CPM recommendations as well as standards and therefore proposed
that the footnote refer to CPM recommendations.

Returning to the text describing the call for submissions for subjects, the SC-7 considered whether to
refer to the call as being “ongoing”, but decided against this to allow the SC the flexibility to open or
close the call as needed.

The SC-7 then drafted some adjustments to the Step 1 text about the call for topics to make a clear
distinction between the Call for Topics: Standards and Implementation and the call for submissions for
the work programmes of the technical panels.

Length of calls for experts. The SC-7 considered a comment suggesting that a call for experts should
be open for at least 45 days to give sufficient time for the best candidates to be identified. The secretariat
pointed out that, if the length of a call were to be defined, it would make the process more rigid, and that
previous experience had shown that there was usually a request for the call to be extended even if a long
timeframe had been given. The SC-7 agreed that the issue raised did not necessarily need to be addressed
in the SSP itself but could instead be considered internally by the secretariat in terms of their standard
operating procedures. The secretariat agreed to consider timelines internally.

SC members as EWG members. The SC-7 considered a comment asking what procedure would be
followed if an SC member was nominated to be an EWG member and how neutrality would be ensured
in the selection process.

One SC-7 member shared their experience of one country’s approach, which involved a blind ranking
process: after candidates had completed the subject expertise form, all names were removed and then
the panel making the selection ranked the candidates against each other. However, the member
commented that sometimes some of the information that is relevant for the selection can reveal the
candidate’s identity. This process would also be more difficult to apply for the SC, as regional
representation is sought.

To resolve the latter difficulty, it was proposed that the secretariat could remove the names but include
the regions to ensure regional representation; the country of the candidate could be either requested in
the form or retrieved from the application itself.

The SC-7 agreed to request that the secretariat consider the feasibility of implementing the blind ranking
procedure to select experts for EWGs in order that the SC does not know when an IC or SC member has
applied.
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The secretariat noted that, according to the “Guidelines for the composition and organization of expert
working groups”,** one CPM Bureau member could attend EWGs and members of the Implementation
and Capacity Development Committee (IC) could attend as invited experts or as an IC representative.
However, the secretariat noted that if an IC member attended as an observer, the IPPC criteria for travel
assistance would not apply (as it did not apply to observers), which may affect their ability to fulfil the
role.

The secretariat noted, for future consideration, that funding would be considered to ensure that the
experts required are able to attend and can fulfil the role. This proposal would be presented to the SC
and, if approved, would be sent to the CPM Bureau for financial consideration.

The secretariat commented that it would be beneficial to make clear the role of IC and CPM Bureau
members in EWGs.

Regarding the attendance of IC, SC and CPM Bureau members at EWG meetings, the SC-7 agreed that
the “Guidelines for the composition and organization of expert working groups” should be amended to
refer to the possible attendance by “IC representatives” rather than by “IC members as invited experts
or IC representatives”.

Participation of industry representatives in EWGs. The SC-7 discussed a suggestion that the role of
industry representatives invited to EWG meetings be clarified. To address this, they proposed that the
“Guidelines for the composition and organization of expert working groups” be amended to make it
clear that not only are industry representatives and other invited experts not permitted to participate as
members but they are not permitted to participate in the decision-making process.

The SC-7 agreed that the role and tasks of industry representatives, and the rules governing their
participation, should be specified in the “Guidelines for the operation of expert working groups”.** The
secretariat confirmed that they would draft this new subsection. Moreover, to differentiate experts of the
EWG from the invited experts, the SC-7 agreed that the former should be described as “members” in
the “Guidelines for the operation of expert working groups” (with the section on the roles of experts
therefore starting with “The members of an EWG should:”).

Observers at EWGs. The SC-7 agreed that the criteria for the composition of an EWG (the first
subsection of the “Guidelines for the composition and organization of expert working groups”) should
be amended to remove reference to a participant from the host country being allowed to participate and
to change the criterion on observers to make it clear that observers are only from collaborators (i.e. the
host country).

The SC-7 agreed that the role and tasks of observers, and the rules governing their participation, should
be specified in the “Guidelines for the operation of expert working group”, and the secretariat confirmed
that they would draft this new subsection.

Closure of PT subjects when insufficient data are available. The SC-7 considered a comment
regarding the closure of treatment subjects when there are not enough data available. The comment
pointed out that there was no opportunity for the submitter to provide further information and suggested
that, in such instances, the submitter be given 30 minutes to explain their position at a TPPT meeting.

The secretariat noted that technical panels do not allow observers, but there is a possibility for papers to
be submitted. Moreover, meetings of technical panels are an objective forum and having the submitters
at the meeting could make the discussion more difficult. The secretariat explained that the reason the
TPPT does not inform the submitter that their treatment has been rejected is because the TPPT and SC
reports are publicly available and contain a detailed reasoning.

13 Section 6.1 of the IPPC procedure manual for standard setting.
14 Section 6.2 of the IPPC procedure manual for standard setting.
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The SC-7 suggested that submitters might join the meeting just for the time necessary to explain the
data and then the technical panel could decide how to proceed. However, the secretariat explained that
the submitter is not always the conductor of the research (e.g. the submitter could be an NPPO that
collected several studies), making it difficult if there are questions from the technical panel members.

One SC-7 member proposed that the submitter should be informed of the outcome, for example if the
treatment has been removed from the work programme. The secretariat noted the proposal.

The secretariat pointed that every submission must identify a technical lead responsible for the content
of the draft. This contact person could be the first person for the TPPT to invite, and this could be an
alternative option to the submitter providing a written explanation of the data.

The SC-7 then discussed who was responsible for informing the submitter if a treatment was removed
from the work programme and noted that SC members were responsible for informing submitters from
their respective regions.

Communications regarding selection of EWGs. Following on from their discussion about who should
inform submitters of treatments, the SC-7 also agreed that it was the responsibility of SC members to
inform unsuccessful EWG applicants in their respective regions that they had not been selected. One
SC-7 member proposed that a note, reminding SC members to inform applicants of the outcome, could
be included with the notification that selections are closed. The SC-7 agreed.

Role of the IPPC official contact point. The SC-7 considered a comment proposing that proposals for
experts and topics should be submitted through the IPPC official contact point, and hence the NPPO, as
had been the case historically.

One SC-7 member supported this proposal, noting that the online submission form lacked a mechanism
to avoid an individual expert nominating him- or herself without prior approval from their NPPO (even
if they use an official NPPO email address). The NPPO would be notified of that application only once
the submission was received by the secretariat, but as the NPPO may not endorse the candidate, the SC-
7 member preferred the submission to be submitted by email through the official contact point in the
first instance, as this would give more control to the NPPO.

The SC-7 noted that another approach would be for the notification provided to the NPPO once the form
is filled and inviting NPPO to endorse the nominee, making the submission official.

The SC-7 agreed that the secretariat would address this issue by setting restricted access for the
submission form during calls for experts, moving it into the restricted work area of the International
Phytosanitary Portal (IPP) to which official contact points have access.

Calls for DP authors. Regarding calls for DP authors, where self-nominations are accepted, the
secretariat confirmed that they endeavour to inform the respective NPPOs of the nominees’ countries of
origin. Noting that NPPOs must be informed, the SC-7 requested that the wording on the Calls for DP
authors page of the IPP be amended as follows:

Some NPPOs require nominations for DP authors be submitted through the NPPO. Please consult your
contracting party contact point before submitting. Contact points reserve the right to withdraw
nominations not submitted by the contact point.

Selection of experts according to expertise and regional representation. The SC-7 was reminded
that the SC had already agreed that selection of experts should be based on expertise as the first priority,
with regional representation considered if the expertise was nearly identical. The SC had also agreed
that it would be beneficial to have the processes documented.

The secretariat proposed that, as most experts are selected by the SC through e-decision, a note could
be added during e-decisions.
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The SC-7 noted the difference between the selection of experts for EWGs and technical panels, as the
former are selected only once while for the latter the composition of the whole panel has to be taken into
account.

The secretariat recalled the procedure for selecting experts for EWGs that had been agreed by the SC in
November 2022,% which had been incorporated into the draft revision of the IPPC procedure manual
for standard setting. This described how the SC used a ranking process to select experts, with a poll
being used if the selection of the last position was inconclusive, and the decision being returned to the
SC if there was still no consensus.

The secretariat also reminded the SC-7 that the SC, at its May 2023 meeting, had agreed some wording
to be included in the “Procedures for conducting discussions and making decisions by electronic means”
regarding the selection of experts for technical panels.®* The SC-7 agreed that this text should be
modified to specify that selection is based on expertise and regional representation, and to clarify that
the ultimate decision should be taken at a face-to-face meeting.

Adding subjects to the work programme by e-decision. The secretariat recalled that, at its meeting in
May 2023, the SC had not had the time to discuss the possibility of adding subjects to the work
programmes of technical panels via SC e-decision. The secretariat explained that using e-decisions in
this way would allow subjects to be submitted at any time and the SC could review subjects whenever
they are submitted, thus facilitating the work of technical panels as they could start working on subjects
without waiting for the SC meeting in November.

The SC-7 agreed that the approval of subjects to be included in the work programme of technical panels
should be added to the list of types of discussions and decisions that may be made through the use of
electronic communication (in section 5.8, “Types of discussion and decisions that the SC can make by
electronic means”, in the IPPC procedure manual for standard setting).

The SC-7 agreed to refer to “subject matter experts” rather than “scientists” from around the world.

Number of consultation periods. Regarding Stage 3 of the SSP (Consultation and review), one SC-7
member suggested that the text be adjusted to accommodate at least two consultation periods, as some
draft ISPMs had been approved for third consultation.

Hierarchy of terms for standards. Further to the decision of the SC in May 2023 to recommend to the
CPM-18 that commodity standards be “subjects” instead of “topics”,'” the SC-7 noted that, with the
exception of glossary terms (which are amendments to ISPM 5), subjects have a submission form rather
than a specification and only specifications are sent for consultation. The SC-7 agreed that section 3.2.4
of the IPPC procedure manual for standard setting (Hierarchy of terms for standards) should therefore
be amended to include The Technical Panel on Commodity Standards in the list of technical panels
allowed to work on “subjects” and to mention that subjects do not have a specification.

Objections to draft ISPMs. The SC-7 reviewed a proposal to consider a more specific process to
address objections to a draft ISPM at the adoption stage, as the current SSP only said that the objection
would be added to the CPM agenda and the CPM would decide the way forward. The SC-7 agreed that,
if an objection is received, a potential virtual SC meeting (without interpretation) should be held at least
two weeks after the closure of the objection period to develop advice to support the CPM Bureau and
the CPM in their consideration of the objection. For this meeting, no quorum would have to be met but
the SC members attending would have to agree how the information would be presented to the CPM
Bureau or the CPM and a list of the SC members attending this virtual meeting would be provided. The
CPM Bureau would consider the suggestions from the SC and, if the CPM Bureau agreed, the
suggestions would be forwarded to the CPM for decision. If the SC was not able to present suggestions

155C 2022-11, agenda item 8.1.
16 SC 2023-05, agenda item 8.2.
17.5C 2023-05, agenda item 6.4.
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on how to solve the issue, the CPM Bureau would report to the CPM with its own recommendation and
seek CPM guidance.

In addition, the SC-7 drafted an amendment to the text of the SSP following the SC’s suggestion®® to
change the deadline for objections from three weeks to six weeks before the CPM session.

The secretariat confirmed that they would provide a “save the date” notification, reminding contracting
parties of the deadline for objections, once the draft ISPMs are uploaded to the IPP for CPM adoption.

First consultation. In the section on Step 5 of the SPP, the SC-7 agreed that draft commodity standards
and glossary terms should be added to the list of items revised by technical panels following first
consultation.

The secretariat explained that it was still not decided whether commodity standards would follow the
regular procedure for ISPMs or the one followed for PTs and DPs (i.e. usually one round of
consultation). Currently, the draft annex International movement of fresh Mangifera indica fruit (2021-
011) to ISPM 46 (Commodity-specific standards for phytosanitary measures) was following the regular
procedure, with review by the SC-7 after the first consultation, whereas consultation comments on DPs,
PTs and glossary terms were addressed by the respective technical panel in lieu of the steward.

The SC-7 recommended to the SC that the TPCS be invited to report how it would prefer to operate.

The secretariat confirmed that they would approach the panel and would present the revised SSP to the
SC in November 2023 for review.

The SC-7:

(8) invited the SC to consider the draft revision of the IPPC procedure manual for standard setting
as modified during this meeting, with a view to submitting it to CPM-18 (2024) for approval (in
the case of changes to CPM-approved procedures, such as the SSP) or noting (in the case of other
changes);

(9) requested that the secretariat consider the feasibility of operating a blind ranking procedure for
the selection of experts for EWGs;

(10) requested that, for calls for experts, the secretariat move the online submission form for
nominations into the restricted work area of the International Phytosanitary Portal to which
official contact points have access;

(11) requested that the secretariat update the wording on the Calls for DP authors page of the IPP as
discussed at this meeting; and

(12) recommended to the SC that the TPCS be invited to report whether it would prefer that commodity
standards follow the regular procedure for ISPMs or the procedure followed by PTs and DPs.
7. Review of the standard setting calendar

The secretariat introduced the standard setting calendar, which listed the major events in the upcoming
months, and highlighted the IPPC regional workshops that would be held in August and September in
the FAO regions, the EWGs, the IPPC Workshop on the Call for Topics, and the SC meeting in May
2024.

8.  Any other business

The SC-7 did not consider any other business.

1821 SC_Tel_2022_Nov.
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9. Date and type of the next SC-7 meeting

[184] The next SC-7 meeting is scheduled to take place after the SC May 2024 meeting, tentatively from 13
to 17 May 2024.
10. Evaluation of the meeting process

18s5] The SC-7 chairperson encouraged all SC members to complete the evaluation of the meeting via the
link provided on the agenda for this meeting.
11. Close of the meeting

[186] The SC-7 chairperson thanked all participants for their contributions and closed the meeting.

1871 On behalf of the secretariat, Avetik NERSISYAN, Standard Setting Unit lead, thanked the participants
for their commitment and work.
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Appendix 5: Draft 2022 amendments to ISPM 5 including deferred terms from 2021
amendments: Glossary of phytosanitary terms (1994-001), priority 1

DRAFT 2022 AMENDMENTS TO ISPM 5: Glossary of phytosanitary terms (1994-001)

Publication history

(This is not an official part of the standard)

Date of this document 2023-06-09

Document category Draft 2022 Amendments to ISPM 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms) (1994-001)
Current document To second or third consultation, depending on the terms

stage

Major stages CEPM (1994) added topic: 1994-001, Amendments to ISPM 5: Glossary of

phytosanitary terms

2006-05 Standards Committee (SC) approved specification TP5

2012-10 Technical Panel for the Glossary (TPG) revised specification

2012-11 SC revised and approved revised specification, revoking Specification 1
2021-12 TPG proposed 2022 amendments below

2022-05 SC revised the 2022 amendments via the Online Comment System and
approved the 2022 amendments for the first consultation at the virtual meeting

2022-11 SC revised the 2021 amendments and referred “general surveillance”
(2018-046), “specific surveillance” (2018-047), “surveillance” (2020-009),
“inspection” (2017-005) and “test” (2021-005) for further consideration

2022-11 SC invited the TPG to review “test’, “inspection” and “visual
examination” and forward their recommendations to the SC-7 in May 2023
2022-11 SC requested the terms “general surveillance” (2018-046), “specific
surveillance” (2018-047), “surveillance” (2020-009) and “release (of a
consignment)” (2021-007) to be reviewed by the SC-7 in May 2023

2022-12 TPG reviewed the terms and drafted recommendations to SC-7

2023-03 TPG finalized the review of the terms and the recommendations to SC-
-

Notes Note to Secretariat formatting this paper: formatting in definitions and
explanations (strikethrough, bold, italics) needs to remain.

Comments were only sought on the terms and definitions, not on the associated
explanatory text.

The SC-7 recommended the terms “release (of a consignment)” (2021-007),
“‘inspection” (2017-005), and “specific surveillance” (2018-047) to the SC for
approval for adoption by the CPM (no changes from 2" consultation).

Introduction

IPPC Official Contact Points are asked to consider the following proposals for addition and revision of
terms and definitions to ISPM 5 (Glossary of Phytosanitary Terms). A brief explanation is given for
each proposal. For revision of terms and definitions, only the proposed changes are open for comments.
In addition, comments are only sought on the terms and definitions, not on the associated explanatory
text. For full details on the discussions related to the specific terms, please refer to the TPG meeting
reports on the IPP.
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1. ADDITION
1.1 “general surveillance” (2018-046)

In 2018, the TPG had noted that the revised ISPM 6 (Surveillance) had resulted in a slight change in the
meaning of general surveillance and specific surveillance, with the previous version of ISPM 6 referring
to “specific surveys” for what is now called “specific surveillance”. The SC meeting in May 2019 added
the terms “general surveillance” and “specific surveillance” to the TPG work programme for inclusion
in the Glossary, to provide clarity without having to read ISPM 6.

During their November 2019 meeting, the TPG discussed various options for definitions of “general
surveillance” and “specific surveillance” together with an analysis of the use of these terms in adopted
ISPMs.

In January 2021, the TPG had submitted a definition proposal, reviewed by the SC in May 2021, and
sent for first consultation. The TPG in December 2021 and the SC-7 in May 2022 considered the first-
consultation comments received, and the SC sent an amended definition proposal for second
consultation. The SC in November 2022 considered the second-consultation comments received and
deferred the terms and definitions of “general surveillance”, “specific surveillance” and “surveillance”
to be reviewed by SC-7 in May 2023.

The SC-7 is now sending for third consultation a proposed definition, modified and in particular
simplified as compared to the version sent for second consultation.

The following explanatory points may be considered when reviewing the proposal:

(1) Itisuseful to add the term and definition in the Glossary to clarify its meaning in ISPMs without
having to read ISPM 6.

(2)  The proposed definition refers to “various sources” rather than “procedures” to allow for sources
of information that are not procedures.

(3) Whereas the overall surveillance process is official (i.e. exclusively an NPPO responsibility),
those various sources of information can be official or unofficial, as explained in ISPM 6.

(4) “Pests” is used rather than “pest presence or absence” to allow for surveillance of other
characteristics of pests.

(5)  Asdescribed in ISPM 6, general surveillance and specific surveillance are disjunctive concepts.
They may be used in combination, as provided for in the revised definition of “surveillance”
(Section 2.1).

Proposed addition

general surveillance | A process whereby information on pests in an area is obtained through
various sources other than surveys.

1.2 “specific surveillance” (2018-047)

In 2018, the TPG had noted that the revised ISPM 6 (Surveillance) had resulted in a slight change in the
meaning of general surveillance and specific surveillance, with the previous version of ISPM 6 referring
to “specific surveys” for what is now called “specific surveillance”. The SC meeting in May 2019 added
the terms “general surveillance” and “specific surveillance” to the TPG work programme for inclusion
in the Glossary, to provide clarity without having to read ISPM 6.

The TPG in January 2021 had submitted a definition proposal, reviewed by the SC in May 2021, and
sent for first consultation. The TPG in December 2021 and the SC-7 in May 2022 considered the first-
consultation comments received, and the SC sent the definition proposal unchanged for second
consultation. The SC in November 2022 considered the second-consultation comments received and
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deferred the terms and definitions of “general surveillance”, “specific surveillance” and “surveillance”
to be reviewed by SC-7 in May 2023.

The SC-7 kept unchanged the definition compared to the version sent for the second consultation. The
SC-7 recommended the term “specific surveillance” (2018-047) to the SC for approval for adoption by
the CPM. The proposed definition of "specific surveillance" and the related reasoning were kept in order
to provide additional information to the other two terms, "general surveillance” and "surveillance".

The following explanatory points may be considered when reviewing the proposal:

(1) Itisuseful to add the term and definition in the Glossary to clarify its meaning in ISPMs without
having to read ISPM 6.

(2) The essential distinction between general and specific surveillance is the source of the
information, as both types of surveillance can be directed to specific pests;

(3)  Specific surveillance is achieved through surveys.

(4) Therefore, in the case of specific surveillance, not only the overall surveillance process but also

the source of information is official, as according to its Glossary definition a "survey (of pests)"
is an official procedure.

(5) Reference to “presence or absence” of a pest in the definition would be too restrictive as it would
exclude seeking information on other characteristics of a pest population, such as pest biology or
distribution, as allowed by the Glossary definitions of “survey (of pests)” and “monitoring
survey”.

Proposed addition

specific surveillance | An official process whereby information on pests in an area is obtained
through surveys.

2. REVISION
2.1 “surveillance” (2020-009)

In 2018, the TPG had noted that the revised ISPM 6 (Surveillance) had resulted in a slight change in the
meaning of general surveillance and specific surveillance, with the previous version of ISPM 6 referring
to “specific surveys” for what is now called “specific surveillance”. The SC meeting in May 2019 added
the terms “general surveillance” and “specific surveillance” to the TPG work programme for inclusion
in the Glossary, to provide clarity without having to read ISPM 6.

In 2019, the TPG also discussed the definition of “surveillance” and, upon TPG’s recommendation, the
SC in November 2020 added the term to the TPG work programme. The TPG in January 2021 had
submitted a revised definition proposal, reviewed by the SC in May 2021, and sent for first consultation.
The TPG in December 2021 and the SC-7 in May 2022 considered the first-consultation comments
received, and the SC sent an amended proposal for the revised definition for second consultation. The
SC in November 2022 considered the second-consultation comments received and deferred the terms
and definitions of “general surveillance”, “specific surveillance” and “surveillance” to be reviewed by
SC-7 in May 2023.

The SC-7 is now sending for third consultation the proposed revised definition unchanged compared to
the version sent for second consultation.

The following explanatory points may be considered when reviewing the proposal:

(1)  Whilst the current definition of “surveillance” rather indistinctly mixes various methods from the
two surveillance types, and unnecessarily restricts the surveillance objective to only ‘presence or
absence of pests’, the proposed definitions of the new Glossary terms “general surveillance” (cf.
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section 1.2) and “specific surveillance” (cf. section 1.3) provides the essential distinction between
those two disjunctive surveillance types.

(2)  Subsequently, the generic characteristics of “surveillance” remain as “an official process whereby
information on pests in an area is obtained...” (as outlined with the first part of the definition).
The possible surveillance methodologies and the conceptual relationship between the terms are
then outlined in the second part of the definition as “...through general surveillance, specific
surveillance or a combination of both”.

Current definition

Surveillance An official process which collects and records data on pest presence or
absence by survey, monitoring or other procedures [CEPM, 1996;
revised CPM, 2015]

Proposed revision

Surveillance An official process whereby information on pests in an area is obtained

through general surveillance, specific surveillance or a combination of

hothwhich-colects—and-—records—data—on—pest-presence—bi—absence—by
, S I

2.2 “phytosanitary action” (2020-006) and “phytosanitary procedure” (2020-007)

The following introduction refers to both proposals for revising the definitions of “phytosanitary action”
(2020-006) and “phytosanitary procedure” (2020-007):

In 2014, the SC had established a subgroup to consider the various arguments (including reference to
SPS text) on whether ‘phytosanitary measure’ should be understood in a narrow sense (covering only
regulated pests in the country itself) or in a broad sense (covering also pests regulated in another,
(importing) country). The SC in 2015 could not agree on one common understanding but agreed that in
ISPMs all efforts should be made to use the most accurate terminology according to the concept provided
in a standard.

In the suit of SC’s discussions, it had also been broadly accepted that “phytosanitary” could be used,
and has been used, in ISPMs as a qualifier in relation to scenarios where the NPPO of an exporting
country is applying official measures, through phytosanitary procedures and phytosanitary actions, to
meet phytosanitary import requirements of an importing country in preventing the spread of pests that
are regulated in that importing country, but not regulated in the country of export where such application
is taking place.

Consequently, the TPG recommended that it would be pertinent that the definitions of “phytosanitary
action” and “phytosanitary procedure” be amended to explicitly reflect that their respective scope also
covers such official actions and procedures used in an export scenario against pests that are regulated in
an importing country but not regulated in the exporting country. The SC in November 2020 agreed and
added the terms “phytosanitary action” (2020-006) and “phytosanitary procedure” (2020-007) to the
TPG work programme.

The TPG in December 2021 recalled that a phytosanitary action is an official operation, and a
phytosanitary procedure is an official method (i.e., a documented process or a methodology) for
implementing phytosanitary measures (or taking phytosanitary action). The relationship between the
three concepts may be illustrated as: a phytosanitary measure is what to do, a phytosanitary procedure
is how to do it, and a phytosanitary action is actually doing it. The terms “phytosanitary action” and
“phytosanitary procedure” in their current definitions both refer to “phytosanitary measures” and are
strongly interconnected. TPG discussions on the two definitions were therefore also intertwined and
followed similar lines of argumentation.
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Phytosanitary measures have the purpose of preventing the introduction or spread of quarantine pests or
limiting the economic impact of regulated non-quarantine pests (RNQPS). Thus, phytosanitary measures
are established exclusively in relation to regulated pests, i.e., quarantine pests and RNQPs.

A national plant protection organization (NPPO) can apply phytosanitary actions and phytosanitary
procedures against pests regulated in the country itself. Furthermore, to fulfill all requirements for
performing phytosanitary certification in export situations, the NPPO may similarly apply phytosanitary
actions and phytosanitary procedures against pests regulated in other (importing) countries in order to
meet the phytosanitary import requirements of those countries. Thus, the qualifier “phytosanitary” can
be used, and has been widely used, in ISPMs in relation to scenarios where the NPPO of an exporting
country is applying procedures or actions to meet phytosanitary import requirements of an importing
country, but not necessarily regulated in the country of export where such application is taking place.

Examples of such inclusive use of the concepts and terms “phytosanitary procedure” and “phytosanitary
action” are provided below:

- Inspection, testing, surveillance, treatment, etc., may also be conducted to support phytosanitary
certification prior to export, and in such cases, the pests of concern may not be regulated pests
of the country where these activities are carried out.

- Phytosanitary actions may be applied in relation to changes in the status of an Area of Low Pest
Prevalence (ALPP), and phytosanitary procedures may be followed in relation to the
establishment and maintenance of a pest free area (PFA) or an ALPP. PFA and ALPP may be
used in a country to exclude or control pests regulated in that country, or to exclude or control
pests regulated in another country in order to enable phytosanitary certification and thereby
facilitate exports to that country.

- In ISPM 31 (Methodologies for sampling of consignments), the application of various
phytosanitary actions may be determined by the outcome of sampling, and sampling of
consignments may be performed prior to phytosanitary certification or at import.

- According to ISPM 45 (Requirements for national plant protection organizations if authorizing
entities to perform phytosanitary actions), NPPOs may authorize entities to perform
phytosanitary actions on their behalf, and these phytosanitary actions can be undertaken in
support of import or domestic activities (against pests regulated in the actual country) or export
activities (against pests regulated in another (importing) country.

- Phytosanitary procedures are followed in relation to export certification as described in ISPMs
7 (Phytosanitary certification system) and 12 (Phytosanitary certificates).

To explicitly express the full scope of “phytosanitary action” and “phytosanitary procedure”, including
the aspect of pests regulated in another (importing) country, additional wording “...or fo enable
phytosanitary certification”, and “...or for enabling phytosanitary certification” (in the two respective
definitions) had been proposed for the first consultation and had been almost unanimously accepted.
This additional wording provides conceptual focus on the scenario as seen from the perspective of the
NPPO applying the procedures and actions.

Accepting a range of suggestions from first consultation of simplifying the definition of “phytosanitary
procedure” by linking it to “phytosanitary action ”, the SC-7 is now proposing the revised definition of
“phytosanitary procedure” be modified to that effect.

In conclusion, revising the definitions of “phytosanitary action” and “phytosanitary procedure” solves
consistency issues by aligning the actual (broader) use of those two terms without violating the narrow
interpretation of the definition of “phytosanitary measure ”.

It is noted that, while endorsing the revision of the two terms, some first-consultation comments
suggested that it would have been more efficient to change the definition of “phytosanitary measure’”
to refer to “phytosanitary certification”. However, as the term “phytosanitary measure” had been
defined in the Convention text, revising it could only take the form of a so-called “agreed interpretation”
by the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures. Such interpretations of Convention definitions have
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only been proposed and agreed in two cases, in 2002 for “phytosanitary measure” to include the concept
of RNQPs, and in 2007 for ‘pest risk analysis” to include the concept of evaluating whether an organism
is a pest.

2.2.1 “phytosanitary action” (2020-006)

The SC-7 proposes the definition be revised with a modification as compared to the version as sent for
first consultation. The SC-7 proposes the insertion of “with reference to a phytosanitary procedure”, to
highlight that every action needs a procedure.

The following explanatory points may be considered when reviewing the proposal:

(1) An NPPO may apply phytosanitary actions against pests regulated in the country itself.
Furthermore, to fulfill all requirements for performing phytosanitary certification in export
situations, the NPPO may similarly apply phytosanitary actions against pests regulated in other
(importing) countries in order to meet the phytosanitary import requirements of those countries.

(2) The proposed additional wording “...or to enable phytosanitary certification” describes the
scenario from the perspective of the NPPO carrying out the operations. Implicitly, this wording
refers to the objective of ‘meeting another country’s phytosanitary import requirements’, because
phytosanitary certification (as per definition) can only be carried out once the exporting country
is able to declare that phytosanitary import requirements have been met.

(3) The proposed revised definition reflects the actual use of the term ‘phytosanitary action’ in
ISPMs. It does not conflict with and therefore does not necessitate amendments to ISPM texts.

Current definition

phytosanitary action An official operation, such as inspection, testing, surveillance or
treatment, undertaken to implement phytosanitary measures [ICPM,
2001; revised ICPM, 2005]

Proposed revision

phytosanitary action An official operation, such as inspection, testing, surveillance or
treatment, undertaken with reference to a phytosanitary procedure, to
implement phytosanitary measures or to enable phytosanitary
certification

2.2.2 “phytosanitary procedure” (2020-007)

Meeting a range of suggestions from first consultation, the SC-7 proposes the definition be revised with
some modifications as compared to the version as sent for first consultation.

The following explanatory points may be considered when reviewing the proposal:

(1) The conceptual linkage between “phytosanitary procedure” and “phytosanitary action” is that a
phytosanitary procedure is a method on how to perform a phytosanitary action.

(2) For simplification and to avoid redundancy, the conceptual linkage between “phytosanitary
procedure” and “phytosanitary measure” i no longer explicit, but implicitly remains intact
through the linkage to “phytosanitary action”, defined as ‘an official operation... undertaken to
implement phytosanitary measures or to enable phytosanitary certification’.

(3) In effect, an NPPO may apply phytosanitary procedures against pests regulated in the country
itself. Furthermore, to fulfill all requirements for performing phytosanitary certification in export
situations, the NPPO may similarly apply phytosanitary procedures against pests regulated in
other (importing) countries in order to meet the phytosanitary import requirements of those
countries.
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(4) Given the inclusion of ‘phytosanitary’ in the term itself and of ‘phytosanitary action’ in its
definition, the current phrasing ‘in connection with regulated pests’ is redundant and potentially
confusing, as it does not provide the immediate understanding that, with the export scenario,
although the pest in question is regulated in the importing country, it may not be regulated in the
exporting country where the procedure is being followed. The phrasing therefore should be
deleted from the definition.

(5)  ‘An’ asthe introductory article of the definition is consistent with far the most Glossary definitions
and is more precise than the current ‘Any’.

29

(6) With the linkage to “phytosanitary action
deleted.

(7)  The proposed revised definition reflects the actual use of the term “phytosanitary procedure” in
ISPMs. It does not conflict with and therefore does not necessitate amendments to ISPM texts.

, the listed examples are redundant and therefore

Current definition

phytosanitary Any official method for implementing phytosanitary measures
procedure including the performance of inspections, tests, surveillance or
treatments in connection with regulated pests [FAO, 1990; revised
FAO, 1995; CEPM, 1999; ICPM, 2001; ICPM, 2005]

Proposed revision

phytosanitary Any official method on _how to perform a phytosanitary action for
procedure i i i es—i i

2.3 “release (of a consignment)” (2021-007)

In January 2021, when discussing the proposed deletion of ‘clearance (of a consignment)’, the TPG
recommended the consequential revision of the definition of ‘release (of a consignment)’. The SC
reviewed the proposal at its meeting in May 2021 and sent it for first consultation. The TPG in December
2021 and the SC-7 in May 2022 considered the first-consultation comments received, and the SC sent
an amended proposal for the revised definition for second consultation.

Subsequently, the SC in November 2022 considered the second-consultation comments received and
deferred the draft revised definition to be further considered by the SC-7 in May 2023. The SC-7 revised
the definition by deleting word “official” as compared to the version presented by the TPG to the SC in
November 2022. Hence, the SC-7 kept unchanged the definition compared to the version sent for the
second consultation and recommended it to the SC for approval for adoption by the CPM.

The following explanatory points may be considered when reviewing the proposal:

(1) The revision does not change the substance of the definition but merely links release to
compliance procedure rather than to clearance (as deleted by CPM-17 in 2023).

(2) Being linked to a consignment (in its defined IPPC meaning), and being an action subsequent to
the completion of a compliance procedure (being an official action), the Glossary term release
(of a consignment) has a meaning specific to the IPPC domain and distinct from other possible
uses.

(3) Strictly speaking, the proposed insertion of ‘of a consignment’ is redundant, given the qualifier
of the term (‘of a consignment’). However, the insertion makes the wording as a stand-alone
definition clearer in contrast to the term and definition of ‘release (into the environment)’.

(4) The revised definition of release (of a consignment) does not conflict with the current uses of the
term in adopted ISPMs.
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Current definition

release (of a Authorization for entry after clearance [FAO, 1995]
consignment)

Proposed revision

release (of a Authorization for entry of a consignment after completion of the
consignment) compliance procedure elearance

2.4 “inspection” (2017-005)

The TPG in 2015 recognized that the definition of ‘inspection’ might be considered partly outdated due
to technological advances. In 2017, the SC, therefore, added the term ‘inspection’ to the List of topics
for IPPC standards for a possible revision. Subsequently, the TPG presented a revised definition to the
SC in 2018. While confirming the need for retaining the distinction between the definitions of
‘inspection’ and ‘test’ (as often distinguished in ISPMs and phytosanitary legislation), the SC queried
the need and feasibility of including other tools than ‘visual examination’ into ‘inspection’. Furthermore,
the SC noted two different uses of ‘inspection’ in ISPM 23 (Guidelines for inspection): in some parts
‘inspection’ is used congruent to its current definition, in other parts explicitly stating that inspection
also includes the processes of examination of documents and verification of identity and integrity of the
consignment.

The SC referred the term ‘inspection’ back to the TPG, to particularly evaluate the term in relation to
‘test’, the uses of ‘inspection’ in ISPM 23 and the possible future revision of that standard.

The TPG continued its discussion in its 2018, 2019 and 2021 meetings, also awaiting the parallel
considerations of the consignment-related terms ‘identity (of a consignment)’, ‘integrity (of a
consignment)’ and ‘phytosanitary security (of a consignment)’. In this process, the TPG reconfirmed
that the distinction between ‘visual’ versus ‘other than visual’ examination in inspection and test,
respectively, remains to be most important.

The TPG considered various ways to overcome the discrepancy between the current definition of
‘inspection’ and the broader use of the term in certain parts of ISPM 23. Given that:

- ‘inspection’ in its current narrow sense, i.e., referring only to the official visual examination of
plants etc., is being used widely in many ISPMs, including in far the most of the cases within
ISPM 23; and

- the Glossary term ‘compliance procedure (for a consignment)’, already covering the
verification of compliance with phytosanitary import requirements, would fit as the overarching
term to be used in the particular parts of ISPM 23,

the TPG concluded and the SC agreed that it would be appropriate to:

- retain the current, narrow definition of ‘inspection’; and

- adjust the very limited number of cases in ISPM 23 where ‘inspection’ had been used beyond
its current definition by referring instead to ‘compliance procedure (for a consignment)’, as
revised by CPM in 2023.

Following that approach, the proposed revision of ‘inspection’ only aims at improving the wording and
consistency with other definitions. The SC reviewed the proposal at its meeting in May 2021 and sent it
for first consultation. The TPG in December 2021 and the SC-7 in May 2022 considered the consultation
comments received and the SC sent the revised definition unchanged for the second consultation.

Following second consultation comments, the SC agreed to change “check” to “verify” as it was
indicated that “check’ was too informal, and also in consistency with wording in similar definitions such
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as test. The SC-7 May 2023 confirmed its support for the proposed revision and is now submitting the
proposal to SC approval for adoption by CPM-18.

The following explanatory points may be considered when reviewing the proposal:

(1) Through Article VIL2f of the Convention and the definition of ‘compliance procedure (for a
consignment)’, the terms ‘compliance’ and ‘non-compliance’ are linked with consignments, and
the ‘General recommendations on use of terms in ISPMs’ stipulates ‘conformity’ be used in other
cases. As inspection has a broader scope than only consignments, ‘compliance’ is therefore
substituted by ‘conformity’.

(2) The word ‘determine’ (compliance) is substituted by ‘verify’ (conformity) in consistency with the
wording used in similar definitions.

(3) The term ‘regulations’ is substituted by ‘requirements’, as phytosanitary regulations are at a
higher conceptual level and refer to regulated pests. However, inspection can be carried out in
scenarios other than at import, like at place of production or production site or at export, and
inspection in such scenarios may not always be related to regulated pests.

(4)  While the term ‘inspection’ needs substitution by ‘compliance procedure’ in a few cases in ISPM
23 (irrespective of the proposed revision), the use of the revised definition of ‘inspection’ does
not conflict with the current uses of the term in adopted ISPMs.

Current definition

Inspection Official visual examination of plants, plant products or other regulated
articles to determine if pests are present or to determine compliance with
phytosanitary regulations [FAO, 1990; revised FAO, 1995; formerly
“inspect”]

Proposed revision

Inspection Official visual examination of plants, plant products or other regulated

articles to determine if pests are present or to determine-comphiance verify
conformity with phytosanitary requirements reguations

2.5 “test” (2021-005)

In January 2021, when concluding the proposed revision of ‘inspection’, the TPG recommended the
consequential consistency revision of the definition of the related term ‘zest’. The SC reviewed the
proposal at its meeting in May 2021 and sent it for first consultation. The TPG in December 2021 and
the SC-7 in May 2022 considered the consultation comments received. The SC sent the amended
proposal for the revised definition for second consultation.

Following second consultation, the SC did not reach consensus on “test”, as the main point of contention
had been whether the concepts of “inspection” and “test” could be distinguished based on one being
visual (“inspection”) and the other (“test’) not being visual, given that some tests include visual
observations.

During the TPG November 2022 meeting, the term “test” was further discussed and changes were
proposed to the definition to further clarify the concept and address the concerns raised within the SC.
The SC-7 in May 2023 reviewed the proposed revision and is now proposing for third consultation a
revised definition considerably different from former consultation versions.

The following explanatory points may be considered when reviewing the proposal:

(1) “using for example chemical, molecular, serological, or morphological characterization,” has
been added as some examples of types of methods that could be used for tests and to illustrate the
distinction between “test” and “inspection”.
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(2) Through Article VII1.2f of the Convention and the definition of compliance procedure (for a
consignment), the terms ‘compliance’ and ‘non-compliance’ are linked with consignments, and
the ‘General recommendations on use of terms in ISPMs’ stipulates ‘conformity’ be used in other
cases. As test has a broader scope than only consignments, the term ‘compliance’ is therefore
substituted by ‘conformity’.

(3) The word ‘determine’ in relation to “compliance” is substituted by ‘verify’ in consistency with
wording in similar definitions.

Current definition

Test

Official examination of plants, plant products or other regulated
articles, other than visual, to determine if pests are present, identify pests
or determine compliance with specific phytosanitary requirements [FAO,
1990; revised CPM, 2018]

Proposed revision

Test

Official examination, using for example chemical, molecular,
serological, or morphological characterization, of plants, plant products
or other regulated articles, ether—than—visual—to identify pests or

determine if requlated pests are present, or determine-comphance-verify
conformity with specific phytosanitary requirements
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Appendix 6: Draft annex to ISPM 37: Criteria for evaluation of available information
for determining host status of fruit to fruit flies (2018-011), priority 3

DRAFT ANNEX TO ISPM 37: Criteria for evaluation of available information for
determining host status of fruit to fruit flies (Tephritidae) (2018-011)

Status box
This is not an official part of the standard and it will be modified by the IPPC Secretariat after adoption.
Date of this document 2023-05-25

Document category Draft annex to ISPM 37

Current document To second consultation

stage

Major stages 2019-04 CPM-14 added topic Criteria for the determination of host status of fruit to
fruit flies based on available information (Annex to ISPM 37) (2018-011) with
priority 3.

2020-11 Standards Committee (SC) approved Specification 71 (Criteria for
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Steward history 2019-05 Marina ZLOTINA (US, Lead Steward)
2019-05 Mariangela CIAMPITTI (IT, Assistant Steward)
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Notes This section will remain on the drafts going for consultation but deleted before
adoption.
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This annex was adopted by the [XXX] Session of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures in [ XXX 20XX].

This annex is a prescriptive part of the standard.

ANNEX 1: Criteria for evaluation of available information for determining host status
of fruit to fruit flies (Tephritidae)

1. Introduction

National plant protection organizations (NPPOs) use a variety of available information (e.g. scientific
literature, NPPO reports, pest records) related to the host status of fruit to fruit flies when they implement
adopted ISPMs related to pest risk analysis (PRA), pest free areas, the design of import and export
programmes, eradication, surveillance, pest records, and more. There is considerable inconsistency,
however, in the interpretation of available information, and the terms used in such information to
describe hosts do not always align with those defined in the core text of this standard, which can lead to
trade disruption. This annex promotes harmonization by outlining the criteria that should be used when
evaluating available information to determine the host status of fruit to fruit flies (Tephritidae) and
provides guidance on assessing the uncertainty of the resulting host status determination. It also provides
guidance to NPPOs on applying host status determinations in activities such as PRA. The annex provides
guidance on interpretation of available information only in relation to undamaged fruit, based on the
definitions and requirements set out in the core text of this standard.

2. Terms for the host status categories used in this standard

Many terms are used in published literature to describe the host status of fruit-to-fruit flies including

9 < 9 e

“potential host”, “artificial host”, “conditional non-host”, “preferred host”, “general host”, “wild host”
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and “alternative host”. National plant protection organizations should, however, use one of the three
host status categories described in the Definitions section of this standard: natural host, conditional host,
and non-host.

3. Criteria for evaluating available information
3.1 General criteria

When determining host status based on available information, NPPOs should assess the quality
(i.e. completeness, reliability and relevance) of the information by considering whether it provides the
following:

- an accurate identification of the plant species (scientific name and authority) or cultivar, with
supporting evidence (e.g. published keys and taxonomic publications used for plant (including
cultivar) identification, verification of plant material by a specialist taxonomist, molecular
identification, voucher specimens);

- a description of the sampled area (e.g. any pest-control measures applied in the area, any
phytosanitary measures applied in the area, presence of other natural or conditional hosts in the
area), details of location (e.g. geographic coordinates, climate, growing region, elevation) and
details of collection dates (e.g. early or late season, multiple years);

- evidence of the presence of the target fruit fly, or other fruit fly species, or both, in the sampled
area before and during sampling (e.g. trap records);

- details of the fruit-collection conditions (e.g. commercial or non-commercial environment,
harvested from the plant or collected after falling to the ground);

- a description of the fruit-handling procedures (e.g. harvesting procedures, post-harvest processing
and treatment, transportation procedures);

- a description of the fruit-sampling method (e.g. number and distribution of plants sampled and
number of fruits sampled per plant);

- details of the condition of the skin or rind (e.g. rind thickness);

- details of whether the fruit is damaged or not, the cause of any damage (e.g. mechanical or natural
damage), and the extent of the damage;

- details of the stage of fruit maturity (or other indicators of ripeness, such as dry matter content,
colour, sugar content, standardized or objective ripeness scale);

- if used, a description of the fruit-dissection method (e.g. peeling and fruit cutting for detection of
eggs or larvae);

- if used, a description of the fruit-holding method (e.g. maturity of fruits, temperature, humidity,
day length, substrate for pupation including soil moisture) for determination of infestation;

- where there is infestation, a description of the fruit fly rearing method for development to adults
(taking into consideration that eggs and larvae should not have been transferred from infested
fruit to artificial diet for rearing);

- where there is infestation, a clear presentation of fruit fly rearing results, indicating the number
of fruit fly adults reared per fruit or per weight of fruit and the total number and weight of the
fruit sample under suitable conditions;

- an accurate identification of the fruit fly species (scientific name and authority) reared from the
fruit together with supporting evidence (e.g. published keys and taxonomic publications used for
fruit fly species identification, verification of fruit fly species by a specialist taxonomist,
photographs, molecular identification, voucher specimens); and

- in the absence of infestation, a clear presentation of fruit fly rearing results (e.g. no eggs or larvae,

no pupation, no viable fruit fly adults reared from the plant species or cultivar under suitable
conditions).

In addition to these general evaluation criteria, further information is required for each host status
category as described in sections 3.2 to 3.4 of this annex.
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3.2 Natural host

The information used to determine natural host status should contain evidence of both infestation and
development to viable adults under clearly described natural conditions and evidence of development to
viable adults.

National plant protection organizations should consider whether, in addition to the items listed in
section 3.1 of this annex, the information available also provides details of the viability of emergent
adults in terms of their size, flight ability, longevity and fecundity.

3.3 Conditional host

The information used to determine conditional host status should contain evidence of both infestation
and development to viable adults from trials under semi-natural field conditions as set out in section 2
of this standard, with published methodological details and results.

National plant protection organizations should consider whether, in addition to the items listed in
section 3.1 of this annex, the information available also provides details of the viability of emergent
adults in terms of their size, flight ability, longevity and fecundity.

3.4 Non-host

The information used to determine non-host status should contain evidence of the absence of infestation,
or of the incomplete development to viable adults, derived from field trials or trials conducted under
semi-natural conditions as set out in section 2 of this standard, with published methodological details
and results. If this information is not available, data from laboratory experiments may be used.

If the information on non-host status is derived from field surveillance by fruit sampling, NPPOs should
consider whether, in addition to the items listed in section 3.1 of this annex, the information available
also provides evidence of the presence of reproductively mature adults of the target fruit fly species in
the sampled area before and during sampling (e.g. from trap records).

If the information on non-host status is derived from field trials or from trials conducted under semi-
natural conditions, there are no further criteria for evaluation of the information other than the general
evaluation criteria listed in section 3.1 of this annex.

If the information on non-host status is derived from laboratory experiments, NPPOs should consider
whether, in addition to the items listed in section 3.1 of this annex, the information available also
provides the following:

- details of the fruit fly colony’s origin (e.g. date of collection and location of natural host for the
parental line, number of generations reared by the start of the experiment (preferably not more
than five generations, unless wild types are added during the maintenance of the colony), substrate
used for egg collection (preferably fruit substrate));

- a description of the fruit fly rearing method used for maintenance of the colony (e.g. artificial diet
used for larvae; conditions of the rearing room, such as temperature, humidity, light);

- details of the quality of the fruit fly colony used in the experiment (e.g. developmental rates and
survival, mating period, oviposition period, fecundity);

- details of the physiological condition of the fruit fly females used (e.g. mating status, age; the
fruit fly adult females used should be mated and should be at the peak of their reproductive
potential);

- confirmation that the plant material used was free from pesticides and other products that could
have negatively affected the oviposition behaviour of the fruit fly females used;

- details of the natural infestation rate of the plant species or cultivar used in the experiment (fruit
fly species identified and number of fruit fly adults emerged per fruit or per weight of fruit, as
determined by incubating a sample of the fruit used in each replicate of the experiment without
exposing it to the target fruit fly); and
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- a description of the method used in the laboratory experiment (e.g. cages used, exposure period,
presence of food and water in cages, number of females used per cage, presence of males in cages,
use of a natural host as a control in separate cages to demonstrate normal oviposition behaviour,
time of conduct of experiment, conditions during experiment, number of replicates using different
cohorts).

4. Assessing the uncertainty of the host status determination

The available information related to the host status of plant species or cultivars to fruit flies has varying
levels of quality (i.e. completeness, reliability and relevance) and this will, in turn, influence the level
of uncertainty associated with the host status determination. As a general rule, the reliability of a host
record diminishes with the age of the publication. Further guidance on the quality of information can be
found in ISPM 6 (Surveillance), ISPM 8 (Determination of pest status in an area) and IPPC Secretariat
(2021).

The quality of the information should be assessed based on the design of the method used to determine
the type of host (e.g. sample size, number of replicates), the presentation of results and the expertise of
the contributors.

The completeness of the information should be assessed against the criteria listed in the section on
General requirements in this standard and the evaluation criteria listed in section 3 of this annex.
National plant protection organizations should consider the key elements for the determination of host
status to be the identification of the plant species or cultivar and the fruit fly species by a specialist
taxonomist, the deposition of voucher specimens of plant and fruit fly species, and the details provided
of the fruit origin and condition.

The quality of the information sources will dictate the level of uncertainty associated with the resulting
host status determination: the greater the quality of information, the lower the uncertainty. A host status
determination based on multiple reports from independent sources, particularly those of higher
reliability, has a low level of uncertainty.

The following cases are some examples of situations where there can be particular uncertainty associated
with the host status determination because of inadequate information:

- A new interception record lacks relevant information or contains unconfirmed information
(e.g. life stage not mentioned, the fruit fly association with the fruit is unclear, quality of fruit not
mentioned).

- A new plant species or cultivar is introduced into an area where a fruit fly species is present, or a
fruit fly establishes in a new area and encounters new plant species.

- One or both parent species of a newly developed hybrid or cultivar are known natural or
conditional hosts (in which case, the host status of the hybrid or cultivar should be considered for
its potential as a natural or conditional host until it can be confirmed otherwise).

- here is a taxonomic change in a plant or fruit fly species. If there is a taxonomic change that splits
a fruit fly species into two or more species, the host range of each valid species could potentially
be different. Similarly, if two or more fruit fly species that were thought to be different are now
synonymized, the singular new species is likely to have a broader host range. Therefore, particular
attention should be paid to taxonomic changes when evaluating host records.

The result of an analysis of host status should be accompanied by a determination of the level and nature
of the associated uncertainty. If the level of uncertainty is too high, and the NPPO cannot determine host
status, appropriate field surveillance by fruit sampling or field trials should be used to determine host
status (see step C in the section on General requirements in this standard).
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5.

Application of the host status of a fruit to a fruit fly in pest risk analysis

When conducting a PRA for a fruit commaodity, the following requirements apply:

6.

The host status of a fruit to a fruit fly species (including the level and nature of the associated
uncertainty) should be considered:

in the initiation stage;

in the evaluation of the probability of introduction and spread and in the assessment of
impacts;

in the evaluation and selection of pest risk management options to mitigate the pest risk
(e.g. inspection, phytosanitary treatment); and

in risk communication (e.g. consultation and sharing of information).

When a PRA is conducted for import of fruit from a plant species or cultivar categorized as a non-
host for a particular fruit fly species, that fruit fly species should be eliminated from further
consideration at the initiation or pest categorization stages.

When a PRA is conducted for import of fruit from a plant species or cultivar categorized as a
conditional host, the pest risk of the conditional host should be considered as being lower than
that of a natural host (when infested by the same species of fruit fly). Phytosanitary measures
should be appropriate for the pest risk posed by the conditional host.

Even if plant species or cultivars are categorized as natural hosts, they may not all pose the same
pest risk. Therefore, when conducting a PRA for import of fruit from a plant species or cultivar
categorized as a natural host for a particular fruit fly species, the evidence that led to the decision
of natural host status should be described in detail so that phytosanitary measures can be selected
that are appropriate for the level of pest risk posed.
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