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INTRODUCTION

This paper contains brief discussion and a series of specific recommendations that the OEWG on Building National Phytosanitary Capacity may like to consider in preparing recommendations for consideration by CPM4 in 2009.  The views expressed in this paper have no official status – they are those of the author. 

SITUATION

There are significant phytosanitary capacity building (PCB) activities relevant to the IPPC and plant protection undertaken by international organisations (eg WTO), individual countries and NGOs. For example a search of the Trade Capacity Building Database (http://tcbdb.wto.org/index.aspx) yields 84 phytosanitary technical assistance projects from 2001 to 2007. This compares with 95 for animal health and 405 for food safety over the same period
.  The plant health projects range from highly specific projects such as management of citrus dieback in a specific country through to more general activities such as regional phytosanitary training involving ISPMs.  

The IPPC Secretariat has one full time position dedicated to technical assistance and capacity building.  Related activities such as the IPP and regional workshops on standards probably represent approximately one more full time equivalent.   None of these staff resources are directly under the control of the CPM.  Priorities and involvement in PCB activities being largely driven by FAO and the IPPC Secretariat.   Only a few countries have contributed funds to the IPPC Trust Fund but this is not sufficient to build a sustainable PCB programme. There is no capacity under the current arrangements for the CPM to develop and resource a coherent PCB work programme.

In summary there is a lot of PCB activities relevant to the IPPC being undertaken but the CPM has very little input or involvement in these activities. 

THE AIM OF THE STRATEGY

A threshold question is how much involvement CPM wants in PCB.  Three possible options are:

1. Follow the current approach ad-hoc approach where there is little direct involvement by CPM – capacity building is driven by FAO and donor countries/agencies.  

2. The Secretariat to simply act as a coordinator and facilitator for activities sponsored by others (international organisations, countries etc) but not be a significant player in delivering activities. 

3. CPM to develop a strategy and implementation programme that would deliver PCB activities under the direction and control of the CPM. 

It seems clear from the CPM3 decision and the TORs of this OEWG that CPM was seeking a strategy along the lines of the third option with the CPM taking an active role in PCB activities.  

Recommendation 1. A strategy under the direction and control of CPM should be developed.    

There is a vast range of issues relevant to the IPPC that a PCB strategy could address.  For example, a critical need for many countries is basic plant health infrastructure including resources for surveillance, diagnostics, record keeping, reporting, control of endemic pests etc.  Other countries may have basic plant health infrastructure but lack a regulatory and legislative framework including trained inspectors, border controls, capacity to develop measures etc.  

A key decision for CPM is deciding what issues are the priority issues that a strategy should address. This decision needs to consider what could be practically achieved and what would best help to advance the purpose of the IPPC. Any decision needs to be sensitive to the differences evident in the CPM as to the role of the IPPC – some members see the IPPC as only a standard setting organization while other consider it should also play a significant role in plant health capacity building. The strategy must be practical and have a reasonable chase of delivering significant activities within the first 3 years otherwise it is unlikely to receive long term support from the CPM.  

Given that the major focus for the IPPC is developing international standards then the initial focus of the strategy should be on PCB activities that directly enhance the understanding and implementation of the ISPM’s.  PCB activities related to basic plant health infrastructure and other basic supporting systems for plant health should not be a high priority, at least in the first 3 years.   

Recommendation 2.  The phytosanitary capacity building strategy should focus primarily on understanding and implementing ISPMs.

WORK PROGRAMME

To-date the CPM focus has been on the development and approval of ISPMs with little attention placed on implementation of ISPMs in member countries.  Currently there are few explanatory documents and little in the way of specific support and training materials for ISPMs. The expert working group and the Standards Committee should be asked to develop a capacity building strategy for each ISPM, (included in the terms of reference for all ISPMs). This may improve the quality of the ISPM in that practical aspects related to implementation by member countries will be explicitly considered during the ISPM development process. The draft strategy should undergo consultation along with the draft ISPM and be approved by CPM at the same time as the ISPM. 

This approach would effectively bring the implementation support strategy and the capacity building strategy together as one integrated activity. Implementation support is one important aspect of capacity building and given the resourcing difficulties it makes sense to bring the two programmes together. 

Recommendation 3.  A capacity building strategy for each ISPM be developed at the same time as the ISPM and approved by CPM when the ISPM is approved.
The approved strategy for each ISPM may vary significantly depending on the subject matter of the ISPM.  Activities recommended by the strategy could include general explanatory documents, training courses and manuals. However, the focus of this material should be on assisting the largest possible number of member countries rather than the specific needs of individual countries.  In this regard it may be useful in the development of the specific strategies to focus on regional needs based on RPPOs.  

Recommendation 4.  Capacity building resources, (explanatory documents, manuals, training courses etc), specific to each ISPM should have as broad an application as possible and focus on regional needs.  

Given the significant capacity building activities relevant to the IPPC undertaken by others (member countries, international organisations etc) it is important that the IPPC have sufficient capacity to work with these organizations in a cooperative manner. Given the scarcity of resources in the Secretariat this is currently done in an ad-hoc manner as and when it can be. 

Recommendation 5. Sufficient capacity (staff, travel funds etc) for the IPPC Secretariat to engage with other relevant capacity building activities (eg SPS), assist with coordination and fill “gaps” not covered by these other organizations should be sought.

RESOURCES NEEDED 

It is estimated that around $US2 million per year would be the minimum needed to substantially address the recommendations in this paper. This would be made up of:

Staff – P5, 2xP4 




  600,000

Workshops  and activities under Recommendation 5
  900,000

Development of ISPM strategy (3 x ISPMs)

  100,000

Development of support materials in all languages
  400,000

TOTAL





2,000,000

Recommendation 6. Around $US 2 million per year be sought to support capacity building activities.
FUNDING STRATEGY

While the FAO funding allocated to the IPPC/CPM has increased and decreased over the years it is most unlikely that a substantial, sustained increase in funding will be provided by FAO. Given the current state of the IPPC resources and the current difficulties in even maintaining significant standard setting activities it is most unlikely that IPPC resources will be available in the foreseeable future to support the recommendations made in this paper.  These activities will need to be supported by extra budgetary funding in some form. 

A paper on a funding strategy is being prepared for CPM4 and funding for PCB is likely to be a significant component – probably the major component - of an IPPC funding strategy. A paper on the sustainable resourcing of the IPPC prepared by Gary Koivisto from Canada was discussed at SPTA this year.  The discussion below draws on some of the material in this paper.  

The success that organizations such as the Genetic Resources Trust in raising very substantial funds from countries and international donor agencies indicates very clearly that there is money out there and there seems to be no reason why the CPM could not raise around $US2m per year.  The IPPC supports global food security, supports trade for developing countries and protects the environment – all aims that should be easy to sell to funding agencies. However, it is clear from the relatively modest funding that flows into the IPPC Trust Funds that CPM has not been very successful to date in selling these key messages to funding organizations.

The IPPC/CPM needs to develop a coherent long term funding strategy that targets key funding organizations.  Elements of this strategy should be:

· Significant focus by the full time Secretary on raising funds (at least 50% of time over the next 3 years)

· Significant Secretariat support for this activity (P4 dedicated to this activity for the next 3 years)

· Preparation of a high quality prospectus and other materials specifically aimed at donor agencies – this will require professional public relations input

· Recognition that this activity is a very high priority and that if necessary it should take precedence over standard setting activities in the next 3 years. 

· Recognition that it may take several years before substantial funding becomes available. 

Recommendation 7.  That CPM recognises the importance of raising funds for capacity building activities and agrees that significant Secretariat resources should be devoted to this activity over the next 3 years.  

� These numbers are underestimates as not all projects on the database are appropriately classified. 
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