Draft Report of the Informal Working Group on Technical Assistance and Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation.

29 July – 3 August 2007

Nairobi, Kenya
The Informal Working Group on technical Assistance (IWG-TA) was opened by the Secretariat who welcomed all those present to the TA meeting. Mr Jeffrey Jones gave apologies on behalf Dr. Godwin Balasingham and the non arrival of Dr. Mariana Theyse (see Appendix 1 for the participants list). 

Mr Jones mentioned that the IWG-TA would examine the technical assistance aspects of the report of the independent evaluation of the IPPC and the extra-ordinary SPTA response to this report. The IWG-TA would provide comments for the further consideration of the SPTA. The IWG-TA was reminded that last December 2006, the IWG for the PCE had recommended the update of the PCE to ensure consistency with newly adopted standards, examined the PCE evaluation report and the technical recommendations made by CABI on the improvements for a more functional and appropriate PCE tool.  Mr Felipe Canale had been contracted to provided a first draft of the revised PCE based on these recommendations. This draft had to be reviewed by the IWG-TA. In addition, the IWG-TA needed to provide guidance on and prioritize the activities for the TA work program for 2008.

The meeting elected Mr Canale as chairperson and Mr Arundel Sakala as rapporteur.

The draft agenda can be found in Appendix 2.

The Chairman of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) welcomed the members present to Kenya. He reminded those present that in the past the CPM did not have a clear understanding of technical assistance, capacity building and budget support (financial support to attend meeting). He requested the IWG to provide clear guidelines for technical assistance / capacity building and budgetary support to the CPM. To his understanding TA should cover capacity building, infrastructure development, and staff training (with informed staff in NPPO). He further argued that budgetary support to least developed countries for attendance to the CPM was not technical assistance and should not be classified as technical assistance.

The Chairperson of the meeting concurred, stating that there was a need to provide a definition for technical assistance and or capacity building. This would give guidance to the general populous and the CPM on what was intended. He further said this was seen as a requirement in the PCE review undertaken by CABI as mandated by the ICPM 6 i.e. to provide a broadened view of general Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation. 

1. Review of the TA component to the independent review of the IPPC

The meeting reviewed the report of the independent review on the IPPC and provided comments as in Appendix 3.

2. Review of comments of the ESPTA on the independent review of the IPPC

The meeting reviewed the report of the ESPTA and the comments are provided in Appendix 3.  

3. Review of the update of the PCE provided by Canale

Mr. Canale presented the revised version of the PCE (tentatively named PCE 2008). It had been updated to include the most recently adopted ISPMs; the structure was rearranged into a stratified framework so that the user may follow the tool on a modular basis, going deeper into details only when needed. The IWG-TA discussed the various aspects of the new version and provided useful guidance on which the final version could be prepared.
4. Implications of updating and maintaining the PCE tool
The meeting had detailed discussions on each component of the updated PCE and provided general specifications for PCE 2008 and suggested milestones for its development (Appendix 7). These specifications will be developed further by Mr Nowell and FAO will undertake the programming and development in close collaboration with Mr Jones and Mr Canale.
5. Other tools and priorities for technical assistance

The IWG reviewed the 2008 work program (IPPC goal 4) for the technical assistance and prioritized activities within the current program (Appendix 6).
A discussion was held on how to improve linkages and benefit from distributed identification services with the few taxonomists available. This could be a tool to improve the knowledge base of scientists in pest identification and ensure national programmes have taxonomic capacity. This tool is critical for substantiating results and ultimately the credibility of risk assessments.
6. Other business

The IWG discussed the need for a definition on capacity building in the context of the scope of the PCE and as recommended by the CABI report. The IWG recommended that the following definition to be sent to the CPM Glossary Group for its consideration:

The ability of individuals, organizations and systems to perform appropriate functions effectively, efficiently and sustainably in order to protect plant health from the effect of pests, to improve the phytosanitary status of the country and to ensure the phytosanitary condition of exports as required by importing countries in accordance with the IPPC.

The meeting was closed by Mr. Jeffrey Jones who thanked first and foremost, CABI for coordinating and organizing the arrangements for the participants. Since the Director of CABI was out of station, he requested Mr. Chacha to pass the meetings appreciations for all that was done. He also thanked Mr. Chacha who was on the ground dealing with all maters arising from the meeting. Mr. Jones thanked those present who had traveled to this informal working group to participate and give input to the process of developing the new PCE. He particularly thanked Mr. Canale for the work done to bring forth the PCE draft to this level.
He looked forward to the continued participation of the attendees to foster a more participatory PCE for the NPPOs that would met the technical assistance needs of mainly developing countries.

The meeting was closed at 16.00hrs on 3 August 2007. 
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The Informal Working Group on Technical Assistance and Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation
29 July – 3 August 2007

Nairobi, Kenya

Draft Agenda

1. Review of the TA component to the independent review of the IPPC

2. Review of comments of the eSPTA on the independent review of the IPPC

3. Review of the update of the PCE provided by Canale

4. Implications of updating and maintaining the PCE tool

5. Other tools and priorities for technical assistance

6. Other business

Appendix 3
Comments of the IWG on Technical Assistance on the IPPC Evaluation Report

C.  Technical Assistance

Background

108.
Article XX of the Convention addresses technical assistance. It reads as follows: “The Contracting Parties agree to promote the provision of technical assistance to Contracting Parties, especially those that are developing Contracting Parties, either bilaterally or through the appropriate international organizations, with the objective of facilitating the implementation of this Convention”.
The IWG noted the statement.
109.
Technical assistance functions were discussed during the ICPM-3 (2001). A number of recommendations were adopted aimed at improving planning, prioritization and programming of technical assistance, including: 

· establishment of an ad hoc working group on technical assistance which is currently covered by the Informal Working Group on Strategic Planning and Technical Assistance;

· development of a system for determining general priorities for technical assistance and a system for meeting priority needs; 

· encouragement of  individual Members to utilize the Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation (PCE)
 tool to determine their own needs and priorities, and to formulate national plans for the improvement of their phytosanitary systems and for technical assistance where appropriate;

· development of a programme for the promotion of technical assistance in the phytosanitary area;

· determination of priorities for the Secretariat’s technical assistance activities; and the Secretariat’s preparation of annual reports on ongoing activities regarding phytosanitary technical assistance and the maintenance of a list of general phytosanitary assistance needs submitted by Members.
The IWG noted the statement.
110.
Technical assistance supported by the Secretariat can be divided into two types of activities:

i) technical assistance related to IPPC core activities, including financial support for the attendance at IPPC meetings, and workshops on draft standards, as well as training on IPP development and use; and 

ii) Strengthening of national phytosanitary capacity. 
The IWG did not agree with the Evaluation Report that the core purpose of IPPC technical assistance was financial support for attendance to the IPPC meeting. This should be classified as budgetary support and capacity building. Reference was made to the Convention where contracting parties agree to cooperate for the control of pests. However, strengthening of national phytosanitary capacity was taken as capacity building in countries.  

111.
Technical assistance related to IPPC core activities. This category was financed by the Secretariat’s FAO Regular Programme Budget and Trust Funds, including the Special Trust Fund for the IPPC
 and European Commission (EC) projects. The objective of the EC projects is to provide financial resources for developing countries’ attendance at CPM and standard-setting meetings, as well as their participation in training programmes and workshops on IPPC-related activities. Certain RPPOs have assisted in the organisation of ISPM workshops, and these experiences should serve as a basis to further promote the involvement of RPPOs in this type of technical assistance activities. The Special Trust Fund was used mostly for facilitating developing country attendance at IPPC meetings, and attendance to international and regional plant health risk analysis workshops. Between 2001 and 2005, the IPPC Secretariat organized and supported approximately 25 regional workshops on draft ISPMs and other IPPC-related matters. There is no documentation to assess the relevance and effectiveness of this type of technical support. However, both country visit interviewees and questionnaire respondents emphasized the importance and the usefulness of this type of activities. In particular, regional workshops on draft ISPMs were judged very useful by respondents.
The IWG emphasised that funds used for participation at meetings is budgetary support to countries. However, meetings to build caacity for infomration exchange and the IPP can be seen as TA. The IWG proposed the preparing countries for the participation at CPM as a possible TA activity. 

The IWG proposed an addition of a third bulllet to Para 110 on Participation at IPPC’s training programs. 
112.
Technical assistance for strengthening national phytosanitary capacity. This type of project includes a wide range of activities, such as: modernization of plant quarantine facilities; training of manpower and establishment of properly equipped laboratories; drafting and promulgation of phytosanitary laws compliant with the WTO-SPS Agreement; and establishment of surveillance systems to assist with the creation of pest-free areas.
The IWG agreed with the examples given
113.
Between 2001 and 2006, FAO/IPPC provided technical assistance through 48 projects for a total value of US$10.8 million, financed by the FAO Technical Cooperation Programme (TCP), i.e. FAO’s Regular Programme Budget. The TCP projects addressed the following: strengthening phytosanitary capabilities; surveillance, management and establishment of pest- free areas; pest risk analysis and other matters. Extra-budgetary funding (column 2 of Table 4) was mainly used for training and for the use of the Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation tool (PCE) to formulate national phytosanitary plans. The PCE was developed in 1999 to assess the capacity of NPPOs in relation to implementation of ISPMs and the rights and possibilities described in the IPPC.

Table 4.  Overview of Projects by Funding Category for the period 2001-2006

	
	Technical Cooperation Programme (TCP)
	Trust Fund and Multilateral Trust Fund
(GCP + MTF)
	Unilateral Trust Fund (UTF)
	Total

	N. of projects
	48
	7
	1
	56

	% total projects
	86%
	12%
	2%
	100%

	Funding 
	US$10.8 M
	US$1.8 M
	US$0.4 M
	US$13.1 M

	% total funding
	83%
	14%
	3%
	100%


(Source FAO –FPMIS)
The IWG note that the elements of the evaluation of the IPPC would be included into the overall FAO evaluation. The proposed financial independence of the IPPC may not be achivied in the foeseablet future.
114.
The evaluation team carried out a desk review of technical assistance for strengthening the national phytosanitary capacity provided by FAO/IPPC through a range of projects over the past five years. The review consisted of a detailed analysis of 26 projects, selected according to activity type, regional distribution and available information. Of the 26 projects, eight were implemented in Africa, seven in Asia, five in Latin America, five in the Near East and one inter-regionally. This analysis included projects that were implemented in countries visited by the evaluation team and the results of the technical cooperation were also covered in the evaluation questionnaire.  
The IWG noted that sampled countries gave positive outcome to the review team.
115.
Few donors supported IPPC-related technical assistance activities through FAO. The lack of donor funding for strengthening national capacities seems to indicate that the IPPC Secretariat did not succeed in involving donors in a substantial manner in its technical assistance programme. Lack of planning on how to meet donor objectives and the absence of clear priorities on the type of assistance to be provided are probably some of the reasons. As a result, the technical assistance coordinated by the IPPC Secretariat was almost entirely an FAO-funded effort.
The IWG noted and accepted this paragraph. It was noted that the approach to Donor countries/agencies has not been well coordinated in the past and this needed to be developed in the immedaite future.It was agreed that is was also  important to know countries capacity development needs 

**( Follow up after TCP or PCE and other channels and how to evaluate the follow up benefits from the TCP programs) 

116.
Information related to support provided by other organizations and bilateral donors is limited. Recently, the SPS Committee Secretariat has made some efforts in this regard. The Secretariat submitted a report
 on SPS-related technical assistance to the Trade Capacity-Building Database of the WTO and of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), which highlights significant support provided by the European Community and its Member States. Australia, Canada, New Zealand and USA are also named as important bilateral donors for the provision of technical assistance to strengthen the phytosanitary capacity of various developing countries. 
The IWG noted that information in paragraph 116 was not relevant and was insufficient to provide the required detail. The IPP is capturing technical assistance information from other countries (eg. Australia) on issues that go to SPS committee. The IWG noted that would be insufficient information flow if information was not actively sought from a wide range of donors and relavant capacity building organizations.
Assessment of Projects: Relevance, Efficiency and Effectiveness

117.
In a report on the PCE tool, Canale
 notes that the FAO TCP projects are small and catalytic by nature. Therefore, they should be followed up by the development of formal links to other technical assistance agencies. However, the TCP projects studied for this review did not provide details on technical assistance provided by other agencies, and linkages do not appear to have been established. Further, country counterpart contributions are generally not included in the project budgets. These shortcomings severely limit the sustainability of the activities undertaken. 
The IWG noted and reffred to the criteria of implemetation of TCP projects which could be restrictive in nature given the objectives under the IPPC:, 

a. TCP’s are  catalytic in nature and follow-ups can not prescribed to countries 

b. Countries should find linkages with new donors 

c. TCP’s does not provide for follow-up mechanisms on the requirements of the TCP under the IPPC monitoring (FAO was developing a system for evaluation) 

118.
Generally, the TCP projects were considered relevant to the problems to be addressed. However, most projects experienced delays of several months in start-up and implementation. These delays negatively affected project operations and reduced project effectiveness. In all projects, the PCE tool was used to determine the type of actions to be undertaken. Terminal reports usually contain a list of recommendations, but often without any concrete activity planned to ensure the necessary follow-up.
The IWG noted that delays cited were normally caused by the FAO procedures and criteria for TCPdevelopment  and currently there is no follow-up format in the TCP. TCP have positions for re-review of the possible venues possible. The IWG proposed guidance be provided to the IPPC Secretariat for a follow-up mechanism to assist the countries to ensure the objectives or recommendations of TCP’s are  archived.

However, it was note that the overall implemetation challenges and general problems in TA implementation would be cited fromsuch a follow-up review and possible corrective measures developed.


119.
Based on feedback obtained during the country visits and on the questionnaire results, it may be concluded that positive results have been achieved, in particular with regard to staff training. This included: training of NPPO staff and policy-makers on matters such as phytosanitary measures, information technology and use of databases; awareness-raising workshops; pest surveys; and eradication techniques. Questionnaire replies confirm this positive picture, indicating an average score of 7.4 (scale of 1 to 10) for the importance of training and 7.8 for the way training was provided by FAO. Another positive aspect of IPPC/FAO support relates to the work of FAO’s Legal Office on legislative aspects, which was carried out in a satisfactory manner, usually with the effective assistance of national consultants.
The IWG agreed.
120.
Overall, the longer-term impact, as well as the sustainability of IPPC Secretariat projects implemented over the last five years, are likely to be limited. This is due to: high turnover in NPPO staff; lack of funding or other necessary support to the Plant Protection Service to effectively maintain the strengthened capacity; and the lack of collaboration and coordination with other donors’ initiatives. Above all, with a limited timeframe of two years and a ceiling of US$500,000, TCP projects are not well suited to effectively address complex capacity- building needs in a comprehensive and sustainable manner.
The IWG noted the contradiction to paragraph 119. The IWG also noted that staff turn over should not change the phytosanitary systems set up in countries. 

121.
Furthermore, Secretariat staffing to provide technical support to the projects was inadequate, with only one technical officer assigned to address a wide range of operational and technical issues in many countries and regions with limited collaboration from other FAO services. This limited follow-up. To address this, some helpful measures have been taken, including the delegation of project responsibility to FAO Regional Plant Protection Officers and the use of consultants.
The IWG noted the need to have a consisted and centralized coordination system for IPPC capacity building. Strengthening collaboration with FAO Plant Protection and Production Officer with assistance of trained consultants would be helpful.
122.
For the Regional Plant Protection Officers’ time, FAO’s IPPC Regular Programme budget provides funding. In practice, the effective use of these officers’ time and their contribution to technical assistance have been uneven. There are several reasons for this. Firstly, their tasks are not well defined in their terms of reference. Secondly, they do not report directly to the Secretariat, making it difficult for IPPC staff to coordinate and oversee technical assistance as a whole. Moreover, timely and detailed planning is made even more difficult by insufficient capacity within the IPPC Secretariat. To date, the Regional Plant Protection Officers’ involvement has not resulted in a significant reduction of the workload for the IPPC Secretariat. 
The IWG noted  that some FAO Regional Staff  are not sufficiently capable of providing appropriate phytosanitary guidance to countries.
123.
The evaluation team did not review the importance of the PCE tool because a detailed analysis has recently been undertaken, the results of which have been submitted to CPM-2. The PCE has become a significant component of the IPPC Business Plan’s Goal 4 (Improved phytosanitary capacity of members) by promoting the provision of technical assistance. Apart from TCP projects, the PCE is little used by technical assistance agencies, and countries often do not use or present their PCE results externally. 
The IWG made reference to the CABI review undertaken under contract on request of the CPM.
124.
The analysis mentions that views on what is meant by phytosanitary capacity vary, but generally include both the protection of plant resources and the facilitation of trade. There is no discussion or definition of this term in the PCE or the IPPC glossary. The PCE implicitly describes a national system model, but the capacity required by countries varies, so it is not appropriate to describe a single benchmark system against which to assess capacity. In the analysis, ten possible objectives are identified for conducting a review of national phytosanitary capacity, and these cannot be addressed by a single tool such as the PCE. 
The IWG made reference to the CABI review undertaken under contract on request of the CPM.

125.
The report further recommends that the objectives of the PCE should be restricted to phytosanitary capacity needs assessment as the basis for national planning and priority setting, and for allocating and attracting funding. It should not be used for matters such as rapid appraisal of the national plant health system and measuring the efficiency of the system, to convince trade partners of credibility and trustworthiness, or for monitoring compliance with IPPC or other international obligations. Specific recommendations are made concerning: (i) future development of the PCE; (ii) other tools in phytosanitary evaluation; and (iii) an overall technical assistance strategy.
The IWG made reference to the CABI review undertaken under contract on request of the CPM.

Conclusions

126.
Questionnaire findings highlight a great need for the provision of technical assistance. Requirements are particularly high for training programmes, including upgrading skills of technical staff in the implementation of standards, inspection, surveillance and pest identification. Also, support for pest risk analysis and pest listing, along with issues related to limitations due to infrastructure and equipment, are mentioned as highly important for a majority of developing countries. Canale’s
 review of the results of the PCE tool conducted in developing countries also indicates that legislative constraints and constitutional issues are major limiting factors.
The IWG noted the positive responses from the countries. 
127.
Technical assistance requirements including capacity-building are broad. To fully address these requirements would require a comprehensive development strategy, including the involvement of various donors in a well-defined, long-term technical assistance programme. FAO/IPPC support to phytosanitary capacity is only a small part of the total global support through a range of donor agencies.
  The desk review shows that FAO/IPPC acted largely in isolation, establishing partnerships with other donors in only a few cases in the Caribbean. Lack of coordination between donor agencies is a common feature in virtually all IPPC projects.
The IWG noted that National positions should  be taken into consideration when designing long term projects and countries know their long term objectives.

128.
It would be an important step forward to build on the interests and initiatives of the different donors to better plan and coordinate the various activities to be undertaken.  Given the wide range of stakeholders and the extensive needs, this could best be done within the framework of an International Consultative Group on Technical Assistance and Capacity-Building on Phytosanitary Matters.
The IWG noted that the IPPC Secretariat has the appropriate knowledge of country requirements/needs. However, there is need to engage donors/agencies to provide more resources into IPPC. The IWG noted that a strengthened IPPC Secretariat would deliver more to countries from donor projects. There is a proposal for the IPP to contain information on national capacity building requirements and donors areas of interest and potential funding.
129.
Notwithstanding the ICPM-3 recommendations, in particular with respect to the development of a system for determining general priorities and for meeting needs, priorities for the Secretariat’s technical assistance activities have not been established. In addition, there is no clear evidence of the results achieved by the technical assistance. 
The IWG noted that information from the TCP terminal reports provide adequate documentation of projects objectives, outputs and achievements.

130.
The above shortcomings show that the IPPC Secretariat’s overall responsibilities and role should be defined more explicitly. There is insufficient clarity regarding overall technical assistance needs and the role of the FAO/ IPPC Secretariat in this respect. The Secretariat’s current role in technical assistance is not adequately focused. It extends beyond its capacity. Moreover, it diverts scarce resources from core business activities. 
The IWG noted a close need to ensure that both the standard setting process should go together with the capacity building for those deserving countires. 

131.
In conclusion, the IPPC cannot be rated as an appropriate international organization for implementing technical assistance activities aimed at the strengthening of national phytosanitary capacity. At the same time, it is recognized that there is a tremendous need for the provision of technical assistance to developing country Contracting Parties to strengthen their phytosanitary capacities, and it is evident that this could benefit from a much better planned and coordinated approach than is currently the case. These tasks can be best undertaken by international technical assistance organizations, including FAO, which have experience and the capacity to raise funds and to implement projects.
The IPPC provides for the for technical assistance. The IWG re-affirmed that the IPPC must coordinate the implementation of the TA in phytosanitary capacity for countries and not FAO. The sourcing of funds should be coordinated to improve the funding available fro this purpose.

Recommendations
Recommendation 3: Technical Assistance

Coordination of Global Support
3.1
FAO, and not the IPPC Secretariat, is best placed to coordinate global support for strengthening national phytosanitary capacity; and

The IWG noted that critical mass for phytosanitary building is in the framework of the IPPC 

· Mandate is in the Convention 

· All other conventions have the TA as part of the mandate of the governing body and not the overall organization.
· 
· SPTA to take up the functions of resource mobilization  
· The IPPC sits on the STDF committeee creating the necessary linkages
· The IWG noted that if capacity was provided to the IPPC Secretariat to coordinate resource mobilisation, much more activities could be accomplished

3.2
an International Consultative Group on Technical Assistance and Capacity-Building on Phytosanitary Matters should be set up and coordinated by the FAO Plant Production and Protection Division. The group:


a)  would be open to all donors and recipient countries in the field of phytosanitary capacity; 


b) objectives would be to define priority needs, facilitate resource mobilization, and ensure coordination;

c)  it should establish effective linkages with the CPM.
The IWG noted that previously there was a plant quarantine officer within FAO. This is not applicable. The IWG  did not agree to this recommendation. Creation of the Consultative group would only increase the beurocratic system to current ones.

Organization of Technical Capacity 

3.3
FAO, through the Plant Production and Protection Division, should organize the necessary technical capacity outside the IPPC Secretariat as part of its regular programme with a view to providing technical assistance in support of phytosanitary capacity development. FAO should do so taking into account its resources and in partnership with other main actors; and

The IWG noted the core bussiness of the IPPC include that full implementation of IPPC

core functions in implementation for control of pests as provided for by the Convention.
3.4
 FAO should report to the CPM on its phytosanitary technical assistance. 
The IWG noted the reason from the evaluation and recommended that due to reasons provided  in 3.1 (above), this was no applicable.  

IPPC Technical Assistance
3.5
Technical assistance carried out directly under the IPPC should be limited to its core business, i.e. closely linked to a better understanding of standards and monitoring of the impact of these standards, the development and use of the IPP as a tool for information exchange among Contracting Parties, and support to developing country attendance at technical and governance meetings.
The IWG noted that TA is a core function of the IPPC and should be dealt with by the CPM and IPPC Secretariat.
Appendix 4

Comments from the Informal Working Group on TA  on the comments from the eSPTA on the IPPC Evaluation Report.
The following comments were made by the IWG when they review the eSPTA responses on technical assistance.

Recommendation 3: Technical Assistance



	3.1
FAO, and not the IPPC Secretariat, is best placed to coordinate global support for strengthening national phytosanitary capacity;


3.1:
The IWG agreed with the ESPTA that capacity in strengthening the phytosanitary capacity for countries should lie within the work programme of the IPPC Secretariat. 

	3.2
an International Consultative Group on Technical Assistance and Capacity-Building on Phytosanitary Matters should be set up and coordinated by the FAO Plant Production and Protection Division. The group:

a) would be open to all donors and recipient countries in the field of phytosanitary capacity;


b) objectives would be to define priority needs, facilitate resource mobilization, and ensure coordination;


c) it should establish effective linkages with the CPM.


3.2:
The IWG agreed with the ESPTA 
	3.3
FAO, through the Plant Production and Protection Division, should organize the necessary technical capacity outside the IPPC Secretariat as part of its regular programme with a view to providing technical assistance in support of phytosanitary capacity development. FAO should do so taking into account its resources and in partnership with other main actors;


3.3:
The IWG agreed with the ESPTA.
	3.4
FAO should report to the CPM on its phytosanitary technical assistance.


3.4:
Since the IWG is recommending that the IPPC takes the role of coordinating all activities dealing with technical assistance on phytosanitary capacity building, then all reporting on IPPC-related capacity building should go through the IPPC for maximum synergies. 
	3.5
Technical assistance carried out directly under the IPPC should be limited to its core business, i.e. closely linked to a better understanding of standards and monitoring of the impact of these standards, the development and use of the IPP as a tool for information exchange among Contracting Parties, and support to developing country attendance at technical and governance meetings.


3.5:
The IWG recommends that the core business for the IPPC is not limited to that above and should include: 
· support in the development and implementation of standards
· Support for the development of standards
· Support to the IPPC and the implementation of its Stadards 
· better understanding of these standards
· monitoring of the impact of these standards
· development and use of the IPP as tool for information exchange
· support for developing countries attendance in technical meetings.
In particular, the CPM Business Plan specified the full implementation of the IPPC’s technical assistance programme as being: 
· modernization of legal frameworks
· institutional strengthening
· training in relation to the implementation of ISPMs
· pest surveillance 
· pest risk analysis skills
· information systems for decision making
· documented procedures
· laboratory facilities 
· strengthening of national capabilities and systems for the eradication/containment of introduced pest species
· establishment of pest free areas.
Appendix 5
Priorities for the 2008 Technical Assistance (Strategic Direction 4) CPM work programme. 
	Goal 4: 
Improved phytosanitary capacity of members

	Strategic area 4.1
Methods and tools in place that enable contracting parties to evaluate and improve their own phytosanitary capacity and evaluate requirements for technical assistance.
Planned activities

(i)
Updating, maintaining and distributing the PCE tool
· Meeting of IWG-TA

· Production and distribution of CD ROMS in FAO languages

(ii) 
Use of the PCE and other inter-active learning tools for strategic planning and project development  

· Meeting of PCE Facilitators 

Strategic area 4.2:  
The work programme of the IPPC is supported by technical cooperation  
Planned activities

(i) Regional workshops, seminars (in cooperation with/assisted by RPPOs)

· One Regional Workshop on  selected ISPMs, phytosanitary regulations and

      Import regulation  for  Eastern Europe (Russian speaking countries) 
· Two Regional workshops for S.E. Asia (funded GCP/RAS/226/JPN)
· 7 regional workshops on draft ISPMs
(ii) 
Formulation and implementation of capacity building projects  see 
· TCPs and other TF projects based largely on demand (TCP or TF) 

Strategic area 4.3 
Contracting parties are able to obtain technical assistance from donors
Planned activities

(i) 
Donor awareness of  phytosanitary capacity needs

· At least 5 Formulated projects to be presented to donors (including the STDF) 

· 2 Donor coordination meetings where necessary

(ii) 
Make contracting parties aware of possible donors and their criteria 
for assistance 

· Ongoing and integrated into other regional and national activities

· Preparation and distribution of Donor criteria information


Appendix 7
Summary Specifications for PCE 2008



PCE 2008
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This creates the country PCE module set for the given national criterea











Complete process for each module














IPPC contact point nominates a single person responsible for the PCE evaluation

Registration form to sets up:

· country account

· up to 2 additional editors (including their access level)


3.1
Storage

Auto storage (centralised)

· do not have to complete module in one session

· store different PCE analyses over time for a given country

· users statistics e.g. # complete for region per year (countries NOT identified)

Ability to save any component locally at any stage.

3.2
E-mail

E-mail options:

· all components e-mail able e.g. surveys or a forms for remote completion

· responses i.e. forms are automatically uploaded into the DB

3.3
Access

Public can access the PCE

· general public cannot save to the centralised DB i.e. only national registered users can

National PCE

· IPPC contact point nominate a single person

· Allow this nominated editor to create a maximum of 2 additional accounts

· 2 levels of access – data entry and analysis and reports

3.4
Branching of questions

All branching required in the questionnaires must be clearly indicated when they are provided for entry into the PCE programme.  Two types of branching:

· go to

· stop – rest of module not relevant.

3.5 Administration

User management

Creating reports

· summary statistics of users by region

· summary of module usage

Module and question management

· change text and meta-data

· change order

Creation of new modules

Translation

· on-line

· bulk upload

3.6 Back-ups

Need data for at least 10 years


4.1
Overall

Keep as similar as possible to the existing PCE.

4.2
Forms

Standard layout and functions to ensure simplicity of use and efficiency.

Layout of question:

	Visible to users
	Hidden from users
	Visible

	#
	Question
	Answer
	Comment
	Branch
	score
	weight
	module #
	IPPC

Article
	ISPM # & para
	functional view
	Help / tips


The PCE should consider scoring and/or weighting of questions 

Duplication

· only fill in question once i.e. other occurrences of the same question are automatically completed.

· only 1 copy of question in the DB, but need to be able to list in multiple places.


On-line help

· compile into a downloadable/printable version


English development language

All FAO languages!?


CD-ROM

Internet based

Downloadable version by language


System level

Country profile

National legislation

Environmental forces

Organizational level

NPPO’s Mission and strategy / management / performance

NPPO’s structure and processes

NPPO’s resources

Pest diagnostic capability

Core activities

Pest surveillance and pest reporting

Pest exclusion

Import Inspection

Pest risk analysis

Import regulatory system

Phytosanitary improvement

Pest eradication

PFAs, PPFP, and PLPP

Market access

Export certification, re-export and transit

Need a complete list of modules from Felipe


Countries

· analytical tools e.g. SWAT, logframe (including graphics)

· reports

· functional units e.g. legislation, pest reporting, export certification

· IPPC capacity

· ISPM capacity

· Information exchange

Summary statistics

Comparison of data over years / PCE cycles for a country


	Revision of modules:
	through e-mail from 15 August 2007

	Beta version of functionality:
	31 January 2008

	Data entered by:
	28 February 2008

	Revision by IWG:
	May 2008

	Translation into FAO languages:
	June 2008? Only to be done after IWG approve field testing.

	Field testing:
	After July 2008?

	Official release:
	1 January 2009??


10. Time frames





9. Data extraction





8. Modules





7. Media availability





6. Translation





5. Manuals





4. Layout





3. Database functions





2. Registration








National PCE Report





Strategic plan





SWAT, logframe, etc.





Assessment module





Step 2: Survey (e-mail)





Guidance docs





Step 1: Country profile form





Registration page


	- country


	- responsible officer etc.





General introduction


	- purpose


	- process





1. Work flow of PCE





PCE System Requirements








� The PCE was developed in 1998 to assess the capacity of NPPOs to implement ISPMs. The application of the PCE has been analysed recently by a CABI team. The results will be reported to CPM-2.


� MTF/GLO/122/MUL: Special International Plant Protection Convention Trust Fund (Voluntary Trust Fund).


� G/SPS/GEN/26 (4 October 2006).





� Felipe Canale “Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation and its Application in Developing Countries” (December 2004).


� Ibid footnote 20.


� The World Bank, the European Commission and a number of bilateral agencies are major donors in this domain.





