Report of the second Expert Working Group on the revision of ISPM No. 2
22-24 June 2004, Rome, Italy
Background

An expert working group for the revision of ISPM No. 2 met on 26-30 January 2004. The group produced a draft revised text of ISPM No. 2, which was reviewed by the Standards Committee (SC) in May 2004. The SC recognized the work achieved by the EWG but thought that the draft was not ready to be sent for country consultation. The SC nominated a small expert working group to further develop the draft: Mr Ebbe Nordbo (Denmark), Mr Moses Kairo (CABI), Mr Hedley (IPPC Secretariat - New Zealand) and Mrs Velia Arriagada (Chile). Mrs Arriagada was not able to attend the meeting at the only dates possible for that meeting, and was later replaced by Mr Alan Auclair (US), but was given the opportunity to send her comments. The meeting took place in FAO on 22-24 June 2004.
The EWG based its work on:

-
Specification No. 3 Rev. 3 for ISPM No. 2, as approved by the SC in May 2004, giving guidance on expectations in relation to the revision of ISPM No. 2 (see Annex 1)
-
Comments from COSAVE as forwarded by Mrs Velia Arriagada

-
Redrafting prepared by some members of the group in advance of the meeting.

The expert working group was chaired by Ebbe Nordbo. The group reviewed the text in detail and developed a second draft.

Answer of the EWG to SC concerns and tasks set out in the specification
· Simplification of the text in order to avoid repetition within the standard, and overlap and duplication of the content of other standards.

The EWG reviewed the text to avoid these overlaps and repetitions.
· Review draft revision and edit text to make it more concise, particularly with regard to the description of the overall process, pest risk assessment and pest risk management (the standard should focus more on the new elements such as hazard identification and risk communication).

The text was completely reedited and shortened. The EWG avoided duplication with the text of existing ISPMs 3, 11 and 21, especially in relation to pest risk assessment and pest risk management. It focused on hazard identification and risk communication. It also suggested that, since information and documentation are general and important elements of any PRA, these elements should also appear in the standard in parallel to risk communication. Thus, the EWG suggested that those three interrelated issues be dealt with under the main section ‘General Requirements’ (rather than under ‘Specific Requirements’)
· The text should be directed to a general audience rather than specifically to an analyst.

All sentences of the first draft directed to the ‘risk analyst’ were reworded to passive mode.

· Concerns surrounding Section 1.3 (Scope of IPPC) which contains information under the headings “environmental risk”, “LMOs” and “beneficial organisms”. The SC felt that the structure and information presented were not adequate to address the fact that these are frequently inter-related, in particular for environmental concerns. The SC also felt that issues related to invasive alien species and intentional and unintentional introduction should be considered. The SC recommends review and redrafting of relevant sections to address this concern.

The EWG was not exactly clear about the SC's concern. However, it noted that the extensive redrafting of the text might have solved these issues.
· Clear distinction between what makes an organism a pest and the consequences of establishment of the pest.

The draft now concentrates on whether an organism is a pest (hazard identification). It separates clearly the evaluation of consequences of establishment, and refers to other ISPMs as appropriate for pest risk assessment and pest risk management.

· Take into account the new approach, assessment and management in ISPMs No. 11 and No. 21.

The EWG attempted to avoid any duplication between this draft and other ISPMs. Cross-references to ISPMs 11 and 21 (and 3) were introduced as appropriate.

· Delete Figure 1 and revise Figure 2, providing text to aid the reader to understand the meaning of that figure.
After revising the main text of the draft, the EWG maintained the original position that Figure 1 (relationships between ISPM No. 2 and other ISPMs) would make a useful synthesis, especially now that the text had been much shortened and cross-references had been made. The group decided to modify Figure 1 to make it clearer; the SC could decide on its utility. The EWG extensively revised Figure 2 (phytosanitary risk analysis flow chart) to present the process of phytosanitary risk analysis and its various components and stages.
· Decide where to position the table describing the scope of the various PRA-related standards.

The EWG slightly simplified the table and thought that it could be maintained in the section on "linked standards".
Phytosanitary risk analysis

The draft standard uses the new concept of "phytosanitary risk analysis". The EWG thought that consultation and further development of this draft would be facilitated if a brief explanation was written on this change and the current use in existing ISPMs of the term ‘pest risk analysis’ and ‘PRA’ would be considered. Ebbe Nordbo volunteered to draft a note on these issues.

Specification No. 3 (3rd revision)

Title: Revision of ISPM No. 2 (Guidelines for pest risk analysis)

Reason for revision: FAO Conference adopted ISPM No. 2 (Guidelines for pest risk analysis) in November 1995. This was before the revision of the IPPC and also before many National Plant Protection Organizations had experience with pest risk analysis. Subsequent revision of the IPPC and the rapid advancement of pest risk analysis in practice create the need for updating the guidance provided by ISPM No. 2. In particular, the original standard provides no guidance in certain situations such as regulated non-quarantine pests, LMOs or biological control agents and it has certain key deficiencies such as not considering the feasibility of measures in risk management.

A draft revision was presented to the Standards Committee (SC) in April 2004. The SC recognized the high value of the draft revision prepared and the very good work that had been done by the expert working group, including the introduction of new concepts. However, it was felt that the draft revision was too lengthy and that some important issues still needed clarification. Therefore the SC decided that at present the revised draft could not be sent for country consultation and suggested that further work should be carried out as described in this revised specification.

Scope and purpose: ISPM No. 2 describes the process of pest risk analysis for phytosanitary purposes. The standard should provide general and conceptual guidance to pest risk analysis and an introduction to the more specific standards dealing with risk analysis under the IPPC.

Tasks: The overall task is to undertake a review of the draft that was presented to the fourth meeting of the SC with the aim of resolving the problems identified during the meeting. The SC would like the expert working group to work further on the revision, maintaining the detailed hazard identification and risk communication components in ISPM No. 2, and referring to either ISPMs No. 11 or No. 21 for the risk assessment and risk management components. In addition, the SC recognized the unique relationship between ISPM No. 3 and ISPMs No. 2 and No. 11, in that ISPM No. 3 would use the hazard identification component of ISPM No. 2 and the risk assessment component of ISPM No. 11. 

In particular, attention should be given to the following:

· Simplification of the text in order to avoid repetition within the standard, and overlap and duplication of the content of other standards.
· Review draft revision and edit text to make it more concise, particularly with regard to the description of the overall process, pest risk assessment and pest risk management (the standard should focus more on the new elements such as hazard identification and risk communication).
· The text should be directed to a general audience rather than specifically to an analyst.
· Concerns surrounding Section 1.3 (Scope of IPPC) which contains information under the headings “environmental risk”, “LMOs” and “beneficial organisms”. The SC felt that the structure and information presented were not adequate to address the fact that these are frequently inter-related, in particular for environmental concerns. The SC also felt that issues related to invasive alien species and intentional and unintentional introduction should be considered. The SC recommends review and redrafting of relevant sections to address this concern.
· Clear distinction between what makes an organism a pest and the consequences of establishment of the pest.
· Take into account the new approach, assessment and management in ISPMs No. 11 and No. 21.
· Delete Figure 1 and revise Figure 2, providing text to aid the reader to understand the meaning of that figure.
· Decide where to position the table describing the scope of the various PRA-related standards.
Provision of resources: Funding for meetings is provided from the regular programme of the IPPC Secretariat (FAO) except where expert participation is voluntarily funded by the expert’s government.
Proposed work programme: to be determined.

Steward: Ebbe Nordbo.

Collaborator: To be determined.
Expertise: A working group of 5-7 experts having a combination of skills and experience, including a familiarity with SPS and IPPC principles and the development and application of PRA, a general knowledge of standard setting and representing diverse geographical regions.

Participants: Moses Kairo, Ebbe Nordbo, Velia Arriagada-Rios, John Hedley.

Approval: Incorporated into the work programme at the Fifth Session of the ICPM in 2003. Specification modified by the SC-7 in May 2003, and then following SC-20 comments obtained by e-mail. 2nd revision approved by the Standards Committee in November 2003. 3rd revision approved by the Standards Committee, April 2004.

References: Specification No. 3 (2nd revision); ISPM No. 1 (Principles of plant quarantine as related to international trade); ISPM No. 2 (Guidelines for Pest risk analysis); ISPM No. 3 (Code of conduct for the import and release of exotic biological control agents); ISPM No. 11 Rev.1 (Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks); ISPM No. 21 (Pest risk analysis for regulated non-quarantine pests). 
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