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ICPM Expert Working Group Report
on drafting International Standard for Recognition of PFAs and ALPPs
3-7 October 2005- FAO headquarters, Rome-Italy


Present:

	Mr. Alexandre Moreira Palma
	Plant Health Department-MAPA/Brasil

	Mr. Brent Larson (part of the meeting)
	IPPC Secretariat (Standards Setting Officer)

	Mr. Diego Quiroga
	SENASA, Argentina (Steward)

	Mr. Greg Wolff
	CFIA, Canada

	Mr. Hesham Abuelnaga
	IPPC Secretariat (Visiting Expert)

	Mr. Masashi Kadoi
	MAFF, Japan

	Mr. Patrick Gomes
	USDA, USA

	Mr. Richard Davies
	SPC, Fiji

	Mr. Richard Ivess (part of the meeting)
	IPPC Secretariat (Coordinator)

	Ms. Esther Kimani-Macharia 
	KEPHIS, Kenya

	Ms. Jane Chard
	SASA, UK

	Unable to attend:

Mr. Chris Hood
	DAFF, Australia


    Greg Wolff was elected as chair of the meeting.  Brent Larson gave a presentation on the IPPC and Richard Ivess explained the work done by the focus group held in July 2005 to explore the issue of international recognition of pest free areas (PFAs). Diego Quiroga summarised the specification and the tasks for the group.  The EWG noted that the process of international recognition of PFAs and areas of low pest prevalence (ALPPs) was not a task for this meeting. 
Alexandre Palma  gave a presentation on the COSAVE Position Document. 

The group based their discussions on the COSAVE position document and relevant references in ISPMs, including the equivalence standard. 

A draft standard on recognition of PFAs and ALPPs was produced.  During drafting of the standard, a number of issues were raised:

1. Reference in the specification to OIE’s recognition of pest/disease free areas and areas of low pest/disease prevalence.  

Although the specification referred to OIE, the EWG considered that reference to OIE procedures/disease free areas etc would not be relevant or appropriate in an IPPC document.
2. Reference to obligations in other treaties

In the background section of the draft standard the relevant article from the SPS Agreement is quoted. The EWG considered that the standard should not include the wording “this standard is without prejudice to other treaties or obligations” because this statement applies to all ISPMs.  

3. Use of the term “regionalization”  

The term “regionalization” has been used various contexts, including in SPS committee discussions and at other meetings.  However, the term was confusing to some members of the group. The EWG agreed that the term “recognition” was sufficient to cover the technical and administrative process to reach acceptance of phytosanitary status of a delimited area and decided that it was not necessary to include a new term or to define “recognition of PFAs and ALPPs”. 

4. Reference to ISPM No. 1

In the general considerations section of the draft standard, there is a reference to the current text of ISPM No. 1. This ISPM is under review and the draft will need to be adjusted if/when the revised ISPM No. 1 is adopted, since its adoption is anticipated before the draft standard on recognition of PFAs and ALPPs will be distributed for country consultation.

5. Recognition of pest free places of production and production sites.  

The EWG discussed the different arrangements that may apply to pest free places of production and production sites compared to recognition of PFAs and ALPPs.  In many cases, specific recognition is not required for pest free places of production or production sites. Phytosanitary certification by the NPPO of the exporting country may fulfil the importing contracting parties’ requirements.  In other cases, for example where complex arrangements are required, an operational plan may be agreed bilaterally and in these cases recognition may be required. The EWG drafted some text to address these differences and to suggest that the procedure for recognition of PFAs and ALPPs outlined in the draft standard may also be suitable for recognition of pest free places of production or production sites.

6. Undue delay

The specification for the EWG explicitly stated that specific timescales should not be considered in the draft standard.  However, the group considered that it was important to provide guidance stating that the recognition process should be undertaken without undue delay.  The EWG recognised that there could be circumstances where an importing contracting party had unexpected delays. In these cases the importing contracting party should communicate with the exporting contracting party and keep them informed if proposed timescales would have to change.  

7. Use of “NPPO” / “contracting party”

The EWG drafted the standard referring to NPPOs of importing and exporting contracting parties, because these were the bodies that would normally communicate in the recognition process. When referring to technical issues, NPPO is the most appropriate. For legislative issues, contracting parties are referred to because they usually have responsibility for this function.

8. Pest free areas with no records of pests

The EWG recognized that where a pest had not been recorded from an area, it was not always necessary to go through a complex recognition procedure.  However, it was also recognized that in some cases, depending on the pest and technical justification, importing contracting parties may wish to verify information supporting pest free area status. During the discussion on this point, the EWG was concerned to ensure that this did not imply that importing contracting parties would require recognition of pest status for Quarantine Pests in exporting countries. 
9. Resubmission of requests

The EWG considered that when requests for recognition were resubmitted, for example when further surveillance data was available or when additional procedures had been implemented, importing contracting parties should take into account the information that had previously been submitted, provided it was still relevant.  This should ensure the recognition process was carried out without undue delay.

10. Quantitative and qualitative data

The EWG noted that qualitative and quantitative data may be presented and assessed. Although inclusion of statistical confidence levels for quantitative data may be useful during the assessment process, the EWG agreed that it would not be appropriate to include specific guidance on data provided in support of the recognition process.
11. Procedure for recognition of PFAs and ALPPs

The EWG produced a recommended procedure for recognition, which comprised a series of steps involving: 

-
submission of a request by the NPPO of the exporting contracting party for recognition together with relevant information (information package) on the area of concern; 

-
acknowledgement from the NPPO of the importing contracting party and identification of major omissions in the information supplied;

-
description of the recognition process to be used by the NPPO of the importing contracting party, ideally with a provisional timetable; 

-
assessment of the technical information and, if necessary, requests for further information or a site visit to verify pest status; 

-
communication of the result of the assessment to the NPPO of the exporting                                    contracting party 
-
official recognition by the importing contracting party, if successful. 

A flow chart was included as an Appendix. This should be checked by the IPPC secretariat for compatibility with current flow chart presentation conventions for business use (such as use of appropriately shaped boxes etc).

12. Request form for recognition

A sample recognition request form was also included in the draft as an Appendix.

Recommendation for the working group on the feasibility of international recognition of pest free areas

The EWG discussed issues that the Working Group on the Feasibility of International Recognition of Pest Free Areas should consider during their proposed 2006 meeting.
The EWG proposed that a database should be set up on the IPP to collect data on recognized PFAs and ALPPs. 

The database should list the PFAs/ALPPs, the pest and commodity concerned, the countries that recognised them and date of recognition.  The EWG suggested that this would be a useful first step to identify the number and type of PFAs that are recognized world-wide and may aid the work of the EWG on the feasibility of international recognition of PFAs. 
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