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Summary

Project:

Develop an RSPM on the use of systems approaches to manage
pest risks associated with the movement of wood.

General comments:

Debrief EG members concerning the discussion and suggested
decisions made by the AMC and EC regarding RSPM 41 during
the NAPPO AM in Merida, Mexico in October 2017.

Item 1: Welcome

Consensus: The NAPPO ED welcomed everybody and congratulated the EG
for the recognition award received at the 415t NAPPO AM. The
ED indicated the nomination was submitted by one of the
NAPPO member countries.

Item 2: Agenda approval

Consensus: All call participants in agreement with proposed agenda.

Item 3: Debrief EG on discussions/suggested decisions on RSPM 41.

Consensus: Debrief on discussions and decisions regarding next steps for

RSPM 41, resulting from two AMC and two EC meetings on the
margins of the NAPPO AM. The ED asked AMC members to
actively participate and provide information to the EG and
encouraged the EG members to ask questions.

ED indicated that the main points of discussion regarding RSPM
41 were as follows:

e AMC and EC members agreed RSPM 41 provided a good




framework for the RSPM but were concerned that it was too
general and lacked specific requirements. This concern came
because the trend for new ISPMs is to be more specific about
the requirements in a standard.

¢ All expected that the necessary details would be contained in
the Explanatory Document (ExD). They wondered if the
specific requirements found in the ExD might be incorporated
into the body of the RSPM or alternatively, include the ExD as
an Annex to the RSPM.

e There were concerns that many had not read the ExD.

e Concerns were also expressed about how NAPPO should
handle these types of documents (an RSPM with an
Explanatory Document) since no ExD have ever been used in
NAPPO. NAPPO lacks a foundational document or policy to
deal with this new situation.

e Because of the above, there was uncertainty as to how to
proceed with respect to country consultation - should both
documents together or should the new version of the RSPM
with an Annex go back out for country consultation?

e AMC and EC members also expressed concern about the
usefulness of ExDs at the IPPC level. The ED indicated there
are a few cases of ISPMs with ExDs but that in many cases,
the ExDs are not closely associated with the ISPM and are
difficult to find. It is for this reason that AMC and EC members
suggested to take the specific requirements from the ExD and
either include them in the main document or use the content
as an Annex to the RSPM.

e The document also needs careful editorial revision.

Following updates from the ED, the AMC member from MX
indicated the main document made reference to an
“Implementation Plan”. The ED indicated that a broader
discussion at the AMC and EC level was needed to discuss
implementation plans. The ED indicated the group should focus
on the previous points and not on the implementation plan at this
time.

EG members comments:

e The Chairperson acknowledged that it was difficult to see
how the two documents complemented each other before
seeing the ExD, but also indicated that a link was shared with
the group for people to read the ExD and asked members of
the AMC whether they had had an opportunity to read and
provide comments on the ExD now that it had been made
available to everybody. The ED indicated that she had read
the ExD and was quite impressed with the details included
and how they might fit within the RSPM or as an annex to the
standard.

e One industry members indicated that putting the documents
together would make the RSPM stronger; another indicated
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he did not see any problems keeping the documents

separated. The ED indicated that including the ExD as an

annex to the main document might facilitate the
implementation of the standard. It was noted that the ExD
has many examples and this might be an issue if the two
documents are put together. The changing nature of the
forest industry will make changes to the standard very
difficult, if the documents are joined.

An EG member expressed concerns with including the ExD

as an annex because it will make the RSPM too long to read.

An EG member inquired with the AMC if they had the

opportunity to read the ExD indicating the link to access the

document was sent to all AMC members. Several did not
have a chance to read the ExD and it was suggested to allow

more time for all to read the ExD and reschedule a

conference call in January to further discuss next steps for

RSPM 41.

Some members of the AMC commented that the ExD could

be the standard because of the level of details found in it.

With respect to having an ExD separated from the standard

EG members indicated that:

o The forest industry has too many products to make a
“prescriptive” standard, doing so is simply not practical.

o Having a standard adapted to very specific forest products
is very challenging.

o The rapidly evolving nature of the industry makes it
difficult to develop a standard that is too “prescriptive”.
Merging the standard with the ExD or adding sections of
the ExD into the standard is simply not going to
accommodate the future needs to modify the standard.

o The Chairperson indicated that ISPM 15 has documents
linked and some industry members indicated that it was
useful and practical for them to have the documents
separated (for ISPM15).

o The Chairperson also indicated that a justification to have
two documents was also because of the implementation
of regulations by NAPPO member countries. Having the
documents separated gives value to the implementation of
the standard by different countries as it is the case with
ISPM 15.

The ED proposed the following plan:

o Agreed we all need to read the ExD.

o Have another discussion after the group has read the
ExD.

o Decide which way we move forward including having
NAPPO develop terms of reference for ExDs.

o Keep in mind that AMC and EC will get together in
February 2018.




Next Steps

Responsible Person

Action Date
All member including Read the Explanatory Document Before Jan.
AMC 18, 2018
Next Meeting
Location: Conference call
Date:

January 18, 2018 from 2:30 to 4:00 pm.

Proposed Agenda Items




