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Regional workshop for the review of draft International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures

Near East
Cairo, Egypt
22-26 July 2007
Report
1.
Opening of the session

The meeting was opened by Mr Taher El Azzabi (FAO regional plant protection officer). He spoke of the importance of this workshop for the region because it does not have a regional plant protection organization (RPPO) so this workshop is one of the only venues to help capture the views of the region on the draft standards. He stressed the importance of ratifying the Near East Plant Protection Organization agreement. Countries were also requested to consider financially supporting upcoming workshops by hosting the workshop, assisting with logistics and funding themselves and other participants. Mr El Azzabi spoke of the need to implement International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs) and to update national plant protection regulations to allow for easier application of ISPMs.
The IPPC Secretariat also welcomed the delegates and outlined the importance and continued support many countries have given toward the regional workshops on draft ISPMs. The Secretariat encouraged delegates to consider ways of ensuring the workshops continue to take place in the future as they have proven to be an important tool in assisting national participation in standard setting. 
The representative of the Standards Committee, Mr Mohammad Katbeh-Bader, welcomed participants and also spoke of the need for the Near East to work toward forming its regional plant protection organization which would assist them greatly in coordinating on a regional level. 
The meeting was attended by 12 experts from 10 countries and an FAO regional crop production and protection officer for the Central Asia sub-region, and was facilitated by FAO and the IPPC Secretariat.

2.
Purpose of the workshop

Mr El Azzabi outlined that the main purpose of this workshop was to provide participants from countries in the FAO Near East region with a regional forum to discuss the draft ISPMs. These discussions would help participants gain a better understanding of the national and regional impact of these proposed standards and provide a basis for the development and submission of national comments. This workshop covered the following draft ISPMs:
· Amendments to the Glossary of phytosanitary terms (Steward: John Hedley - New Zealand)
· Debarked and bark-free wood (supplement to ISPM No. 5) (Steward: Ringolds Arnitis - Latvia)

· Establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (Tephritidae) (Steward: Magda Gonzalez - Costa Rica)

· Classification of commodities into phytosanitary risk categories (Steward: Diego Quiroga - Argentina)

· Sampling of consignments (Steward: David Porritt - Australia)

· Developing a strategy to reduce or replace the use of methyl bromide (Steward: Mohammad Katbeh-Bader - Jordan).
The draft ISPMs, templates for submission of comments and guidelines for submission of comments are all available at: https://www.ippc.int/id/183181?language=en.

It was noted that regional workshops are held to assist countries in the preparation of their comments on draft ISPMs. National comments should be submitted through the NPPO contact point to the IPPC Secretariat no later than 30 September 2007 and participants were reminded to follow the Guidelines for the submission of comments on draft ISPMs (Annex 3) and Instructions for the use of the templates (found at the end of each template downloaded from the website given above). It was requested that members identify comments that are the same as those from the workshop to assist the IPPC Secretariat in their compilation of the comments.

3.
Adoption of the agenda
The agenda was discussed and adopted (Annex 1). 

4.
Overview of the IPPC

Mr El Azzabi gave an overview of the IPPC, ISPMs and the standard setting process. He also stressed the importance of keeping contact information for IPPC contact points up to date to facilitate information sharing between NPPOs and the IPPC Secretariat.

5.
Review of documents and discussion on draft ISPMs
A presentation was given on each of the drafts by the SC representative, after which participants held a general discussion. The drafts were then reviewed in detail and technical and editorial comments were recorded. Participants were invited to take note of the comments collected at the workshop and utilize them as they felt appropriate in their preparation of national comments. Any points that could not be agreed were not recorded in the comments and participants agreed to address these issues when submitting their national comments. 
Chairs for each session were elected and are indicted below. The following sections capture the main discussion points for each of the draft ISPMs and agreed comments are given in the annexes 4-9.
5.1
Amendments to the Glossary of phytosanitary terms (ISPM No. 5) - Chair: Mr Katbeh-Bader
A presentation on the proposed amendments to the Glossary was given, outlining the proposal for two new definitions (prevalence (of a pest) and tolerance level), the revision of an adopted definition (beneficial organism) and the deletion of nine definitions (authority, biological pesticide (biopesticide), classical biological control, introduction (of a biological control agent), establishment (of a biological control agent), exotic, Import Permit (of a biological control agent), micro-organism, and specificity), most of which were related to the original version of ISPM No. 3 adopted in 1995 and which no longer appear in the revised version adopted in 2005. 
Editorial changes were made to the definitions for prevalence (of a pest) and beneficial organisms and a technical change was made to tolerance level. The participants discussed the definitions proposed for deletion, with some indicating that the Glossary was consulted widely, even for definitions used in other sectors, so there could be benefit in retaining them. It was also suggested that having the terms in the Glossary was useful, for instance in a dispute, because they could be related between languages. Others thought that too many definitions could have a negative impact by restricting the use of the terms. 

It was noted that the Arabic translation of the definition for prevalence (of a pest) was not clear. The participants discussed the difficulties with translation and made suggestions for ways to improve the situation, such as having a review panel on Arabic translation, or having a regional body to decide on the terms to be used and make the translations. It was noted that the preliminary translations of the standards in Arabic available for this workshop greatly facilitated the discussions.
Comments on the draft amendments to the Glossary are given in Annex 4. 

5.2 Debarked and bark-free wood (supplement to ISPM No. 5) - Chair: Mr Gashaira
A presentation on the proposed supplement to ISPM No. 5 on debarked and bark-free wood was given. Participants were reminded that this document was submitted for consultation in 2006 and discussed at last year’s regional workshop. It was submitted for adoption to the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) in March 2007 who returned it to the Standards Committee (SC) for redrafting. The SC made several changes to the document, including making it a supplement to the Glossary instead of a stand-alone standard. It was also outlined that the supplement provides definitions for bark, debarked wood and bark-free wood, and information for differentiating between debarked and bark-free wood. The standard did not provide technical justification for requiring debarked or bark-free wood or in indicating tolerances for remaining bark.
It was noted that many countries in the Near East are importers of wood, but only one of the countries present at the workshop had specific requirements relating to bark. 
The participants had few comments on the draft, indicating that for a supplement to the Glossary it provided sufficient information. 
Comments on the draft supplement are given in Annex 5.
5.3
Establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (Tephritidae) - Chair: Mr Gibril-Musa

A presentation on the draft ISPM on the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies was given. Participants were reminded that this document was submitted for consultation in 2006 and discussed at last year’s regional workshop. It was submitted for adoption to the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures (CPM) in March 2007 who returned it to the Standards Committee (SC) for redrafting. It was outlined that the draft should be considered together with ISPM No. 22 (Requirements for the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence). 
It was noted that in the Near East region, countries often try to implement pest free areas (PFAs) and it was unsure how this standard would be applied in the region. Participants discussed the concept and application of areas of low pest prevalence for some time. 
Comments on the draft standard are given in Annex 6.

5.4
Classification of commodities into phytosanitary risk categories - Chair: Mr Al-Toubi

A presentation on the draft ISPM on classification of commodities into phytosanitary risk categories was given. It was indicated that the standard can be used to classify commodities into risk categories using information regarding their processing and intended use. The standard is based on the idea that heavily processed commodities often have a decreased ability to harbor and spread pests and therefore have a lower phytosanitary risk. Some intended uses, such as consumption, can also have a lower probability of spreading pests than others, such as planting. 
Some points discussed in relation to the draft included plant debris (such as palm bark, which is often used for decorative purposes) and soil and how they related to the standard. It was suggested that soil may be outside of the scope, but plant debris could fall into category 3. Storage pests and reinfestation were also discussed, with participants concluding that a phytosanitary certificate could still be required for these types of pests provided it is justified.
Comments on the draft standard are given in Annex 7.

5.5
Sampling of consignments - Chair: Mr Nahhal
A presentation on the draft ISPM on sampling of consignments was given by Mr Nahhal. It was noted that the standard was written for statisticians and policy makers, and not for inspectors and those working in the field. The standard outlines some general principles of sampling, including statistical sampling methods and other sampling methods. The appendices contained tables for calculating sample sizes at 95% and 99% confidence levels and were provided to assist countries rather than having each country calculate these numbers and prepare their own tables. 
Given the very technical nature of the draft, the participants felt unable to make any specific comments. It was felt that the draft was difficult to understand, even when using the support document as it did not provide very much additional guidance, so the main comment put forward was to redraft the standard to ensure a better understanding for all those who read it.

Participants agreed that they would have to speak to experts in their country in order to provide substantial comments. 

Comments on the draft standard are given in Annex 8.
5.6
Developing a strategy to reduce and/or replace the use of methyl bromide - Chair: Mr Nahhal
A presentation on the draft ISPM on developing a strategy to reduce and/or replace the use of methyl bromide was given. The standard provides guidance to NPPOs and RPPOs to reduce or replace the use of methyl bromide as a phytosanitary measure, including an annex with treatments considered to be valid methyl bromide alternatives. 
The title and several places in the text were changed to include the option to reduce and/or replace the use of methyl bromide, not just one or the other and to leave all options open. 
Comments on the draft standard are given in Annex 9.

6.
Progress reports by participants on the implementation of adopted ISPMs

Participants were requested to prepare a brief update on the implementation of adopted ISPMs in their countries, and to speak specifically on the implementation of ISPM No. 13 (Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action), adopted in 2001. A presentation was given on ISPM No. 13 by Mr Katbeh-Bader and participants were asked to describe how they implemented this standard and in particular outline problems they faced with the implementation and what solutions they found to solve their problems.

Participants indicated that, in general, standards applicable to their country were being implemented to the extent possible. Some standards were not applicable in some countries and so were not used. ISPM No. 15 and the standards regarding pest risk analysis were mentioned by many participants as the most difficult to implement.
For ISPM No. 13, participants’ countries were either applying or in the process of applying this standard. Most countries indicated that they had not had many cases of significant non-compliance, but in general non-compliance was always reported to the exporting NPPO. Participants also indicated that they dealt seriously with any reports received of non-compliance on their part. It was also indicated that resources, such as personnel, can be a constraint with ISPM No. 13, as it takes a lot of time to notify and follow up in non-compliance cases. 
7.
IPPC standard setting work programme and opportunities for participation in the standard setting process
The IPPC standard setting work programme was presented and the list of adopted ISPMs and topics for future ISPMs were discussed. 
7.1
Call for work programme topics

The call for new topics for the work programme, which is made every two years, was sent to countries in June 2007. Participants were encouraged to discuss priorities for future standards with their colleagues and submit topics to the Secretariat. The participants discussed topics that were relevant for their region and concluded the following submissions should be made (those responsible for coordinating the submissions are given in brackets):
· Control measures and legislation for Red palm weevil (Rhynchophorus ferrugineus) (Mr Yousef and Mr Al Saqan, Saudi Arabia)
· Virus free certification programme with an emphasis on Citrus Tristeza Virus (Mr Gibril-Musa, Sudan) 
· Guidelines for a certification programme for fruit trees (Mr Al-Hariri, Syria).
The documents related to the call for topics are available at https://www.ippc.int/id/41634?language=en and submissions are due by 31 August 2007.
7.2
Call for experts to take part in drafting ISPMs

A call for the nomination of experts to take part in drafting ISPMs and diagnostic protocols was introduced. Participants were encouraged to search for qualified experts from their region and submit their nominations, through the NPPO contact point, to the IPPC Secretariat. It was also requested that nominees follow the instructions in the call letter and ensure they submit CVs detailing the appropriate expertise and outlining specific experiences in relation to the requirements listed in the expertise section of the relevant specifications. Topics for which experts are being solicited include: 
· Experts for the expert working groups on: the revision of ISPMs No. 7 and 12, and pre-clearance of regulated articles

· A new member of the Technical panel on phytosanitary treatments (TPPT) with practical expertise in phytosanitary treatments, particularly in fumigation, modified and controlled atmospheres and/or wood and wood packaging
· An expert to take part in the next meeting of the Technical panel on pest free areas and systems approaches for fruit flies (TPFF) as an invited expert with specific expertise in trapping of Bactrocera species in the Asia and Pacific regions

· Authors of diagnostic protocols for: 
· Fungi and fungus-like organisms (Fusarium moniliformis / moniforme syn. F. circinatum, Gymnosporangium spp. (authors with expertise from Asia and North America are needed) and Puccinia psidii)
· Insects and mites (Bactrocera dorsalis complex, Dendroctonus ponderosae syn. Scolytus scolytus, Ips spp., Liriomyza spp., Tephritidae: Identification of immature stages of fruit flies of economic importance by molecular techniques)

· Nematodes (Aphelenchoides besseyi, A. ritzemabosi and A. fragariae)

· Plants (Sorghum halepense)
· Viruses and phytoplasmas (Potato spindle tuber viroid, Viruses transmitted by Bemisia tabaci).
It was noted that the Near East region is underrepresented in most IPPC bodies and ISPM drafting groups, so more participation from this region was strongly encouraged.

The documents related to the call for experts are available at https://www.ippc.int/id/184327?language=en and submissions are due by 15 September 2007.
7.3
Call for phytosanitary treatments

It was outlined that the IPPC is calling for NPPOs to submit phytosanitary treatments in the following areas: 
· Treatments associated with wood packaging material for inclusion in Annex I of ISPM No. 15 

· Treatments for fruit flies 

· Irradiation treatments that are alternatives to methyl bromide in the following categories: 

· treatments for forest products

· treatments for thrips and/or mites on fruit and vegetables 

· treatments for whiteflies, thrips and/or mites on cut flowers. 

The documents related to the call for treatments are available at https://www.ippc.int/id/137399?language=en and submissions are due by 15 September 2007.
8.
Other issues
The participants discussed the limitations to implementation of both financial and technical nature and indicated the need for training on the implementation of standards and the IPPC. It was noted that many countries in the region are focusing on upgrading their plant protection legislation and regulations to meet the requirements of the WTO-SPS Agreement and so their priorities are not with implementing standards. 

The Secretariat indicated that the Phytosanitary Capacity Evaluation (PCE) tool was available from the Secretariat and for download from the IPP (https://www.ippc.int/id/28602?language=en), and this tool helps countries evaluate various aspects of their phytosanitary arrangements, such as legislation, NPPO structure, etc. It was noted that a workshop was held for the evaluation for phytosanitary capacity in the Near East in 2003 (https://www.ippc.int/id/29281?language=en). 
In addition, workshops had been carried out on ISPM No. 15 implementation (https://www.ippc.int/id/49127?language=en) and training on the pest risk analysis standards (ISPMs No. 2, 11 and 21, https://www.ippc.int/id/58455?language=en). The training material and other information from these workshops are available at the links given above. Participants noted that although this information is helpful, information like this is quite technical so help applying and understanding it is usually needed. 
The Secretariat informed participants that they often do not receive responses from countries to information sent out, likely because contact point information is often out of date. The Secretariat clarified that any information sent to contact points was also posted on the website, so it was important to check it often. Delegates suggested that countries should be able to designate an additional person other than the official contact point to receive information from the IPPC. 
An issue that came up many times during the workshop was the benefit that having a RPPO in the Near East would have. 

9.
Next steps

Participants were asked to consider the future of these regional workshops for the review of draft ISPMs. The following outlines the important points and conclusions of the discussion.

9.1
Organization of future regional workshops on draft ISPMs

The formation of a steering committee to coordinate the activities of organizing next year’s workshop was suggested and this was discussed for some time. Participants did not support this idea and decided to continue with the present arrangements of the workshop being coordinated by the FAO regional office. 
It was noted that for the 2006 regional workshop, Jordan had offered to host the meeting by providing secretarial support and venue, but it was not able to compete financially in comparison to holding the meeting in Cairo. It was noted that Jordan could supply only limited financial resources to the organization and running of the meeting but they would look into the possibility to hold the workshop in 2008. 
It was agreed that for the workshop in 2008 a letter from the FAO Near East regional office will be sent to countries early in the year asking for full or partial support for the workshop, including offers to host the meeting.

Participants were informed that FAO or the IPPC may not be able to fund these workshops in the future. 

9.2
Topics for consideration at future workshops
The following topics were put forward for consideration for discussion at future workshops:

· establishment of the Near East RPPO
· obstacles against implementing ISPMs

· technical assistance (how to access, what can be accomplished, etc)
· any more technical issues (to be specified later).
10.
Date and location of the next meeting

The participants agreed that next year’s meeting should be tentatively scheduled for 20-24 July 2008 in Cairo, Egypt, unless another country offered to host the meeting.
11.
Close

Closing remarks were given by Mr El Azzabi. Participants were thanked for their valuable contributions and encouraged to coordinate the submission of national country comments to the Secretariat. The SC representative was thanked for his contribution, especially for his work in the translation of the presentations into Arabic. Finally, it was noted that experience and continuity were achieved by having the same person participate each year and the group benefited from the expertise of many different disciplines and experiences. 
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Guidelines for the submission of comments on draft International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs)  [updated 31 May 2007]

Draft ISPMs are distributed by the Secretariat of the International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) to National Plant Protection Organizations (NPPOs) and Regional Plant Protection Organizations (RPPOs) upon the recommendation of the Standards Committee.

The following elements are part of the standard setting procedures:

-
Governments are provided 100 days to review the documents, consult on their content, compile and submit comments to the Secretariat.

-
The Secretariat should provide a format/matrix for country comments. Contracting parties are asked to provide comments electronically using the standard format/matrix to allow comments to be collated more easily.

-
All country comments should be published on the IPP.

The Secretariat encourages submissions as early as possible to facilitate the timely compilation of comments for the Standards Committee.

Following are guidelines for the submission of comments to help ensure maximum benefit from the consultation process, and faster compilation of comments:

1. Governments are requested to submit only one set of comments for each standard through their IPPC official contact point. If several sets are received, the Secretariat will retain the latest version.

2. Comments should be presented in a matrix (table) using the template prepared by the Secretariat for each standard. These templates are available as electronic documents and can be downloaded from the IPP (https://www.ippc.int/id/183181), or can be obtained by e-mail from the IPPC Secretariat on request to IPPC@fao.org. Templates with comments should be submitted to the Secretariat preferably by e-mail, as a word processing file (Word or similar), to IPPC@fao.org. 

3. To facilitate the compilation of comments, if a government wishes to support all the comments of its RPPO (submitted by the RPPO in the templates), it may wish to say so in a letter/e-mail (instead of sending the RPPO comments under its own name). The name of the country will still appear in the comments compiled for the Standards Committee.

Please note that comments from RPPOs are considered to represent the views of the organization which may be based on consultation within the organization. Such comments, however, are not considered to represent the views of individual member governments unless specifically indicated as such by the government(s) (for example by e-mail/letter as mentioned in the paragraph above).

4. Due to the short time available between the end of the consultation period and the Standards Committee meeting, and to avoid misinterpretation in translation, countries sending comments in a language other than English are encouraged to send an English translation as well.

Use of templates

5. The country/organization name should be that of the country/organization submitting the comments. It should be repeated in each row of a template.

6. General comments on each standard should be clearly indicated as such.

7. For each comment on specific sections or concepts in the text, governments are requested to clearly indicate if the type of comment is considered to refer to:

-
a technical substantive issue with the content of the standard

-
an editorial issue

-
a translation error.

This is to ensure that each comment is given proper consideration by the Standards Committee when all of the comments are reviewed. Guidance on categories or types of comments is given in the templates. The Secretariat will transmit translation comments directly to the translators concerned.

8. All comments should indicate a specific reference to the section and paragraph of the text to which they apply.

9. All suggestions should be supported by an explanation of their purpose. Alternative text should be proposed where appropriate. It is essential that care is taken to ensure all comments and their rationale are clear.

Note: The Secretariat only distributes to the Standards Committee comments received from governments. Any comments on the ISPMs from the public should be channelled through the national official contact point for the respective countries. These official contact points can be found on the IPP (https://www.ippc.int/IPP/En/nppo.jsp).

Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2007

amendments to ISPM No. 5 (Glossary of phytosanitary terms)
Please use this table for sending country comments to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org). See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the table. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee

Please make sure that the cell "country name" is filled for each row of comments and contains the name of the country submitting the comments

	1. Section
	2. Country
	3. Type of comment
	4. Location
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	General comments
	
	
	
	
	- no comment

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	- no comment

	1. New terms and definitions
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1  Prevalence (of a pest)
	Near East regional workshop
	Editorial
	Prevalence (of a pest)
	The level of occurrence of a pest in an area at a given time as expressed by a defined index or a range of values, or proportion of units in a population of plants, plant products or other articles that is affected by a pest at a given time.
	Stronger wording, more directly related to the pest

	1.2  Tolerance level
	Near East regional workshop
	Technical
	Tolerance level
	Prevalence of a pest that is a threshold for  action to control that pest or to prevent its spread 
	Delete introduction because prevalence means is already introduced, prevalence cannot be zero

	2. Revised terms and definitions
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1 Beneficial organisms
	Near East regional workshop
	Editorial
	Beneficial organisms
	Any organism, including biological control agents and sterile insects, directly or indirectly advantageous to plants or plant products
	Better understanding

	3. Proposed deletions
	
	
	
	
	

	authority
	Near East regional workshop
	Technical
	authority
	
	Agree with deletion

	biological pesticide (biopesticide)
	Near East regional workshop
	Technical
	biological pesticide (biopesticide)
	
	Agree with deletion

	classical biological control
	Near East regional workshop
	Technical
	classical biological control
	
	Agree with deletion

	introduction (of a biological control agent)
	Near East regional workshop
	Technical
	introduction (of a biological control agent)
	
	Agree with deletion

	establishment (of a biological control agent)
	Near East regional workshop
	Technical
	establishment (of a biological control agent)
	
	Agree with deletion

	Exotic
	Near East regional workshop
	Technical
	Exotic
	
	Agree with deletion

	Import Permit (of a biological control agent)
	Near East regional workshop
	Technical
	Import Permit (of a biological control agent)
	
	Agree with deletion

	micro-organism
	Near East regional workshop
	Technical
	micro-organism
	
	Agree with deletion

	Specificity
	Near East regional workshop
	Technical
	Specificity
	
	Agree with deletion

	Other comments
	
	
	
	
	


Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2007

Draft supplement to ispm NO. 5: debarked and bark-free wood
Please use this table for sending country comments to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org). See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the table. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee

Please make sure that the cell "country name" is filled for each row of comments and contains the name of the country submitting the comments

	1. Section
	2. Country
	3. Type of comment
	4. Location
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	General comments
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  Scope
	
	
	
	
	

	2.  References
	
	
	
	
	

	Definitions: bark
	
	
	bark
	
	

	Definitions: bark-free wood
	
	
	bark-free wood
	
	

	Definitions: debarked wood
	
	
	debarked wood
	
	

	Definitions: other comments
	
	
	other comment
	
	

	3.  Background
	Regional workshop Near East
	Technical
	Paragraph 3, 2nd sentence
	It is intended solely to provide guidance to NPPOs.
	The requirement is for all NPPOs, not just those that require debarked or bark-free wood.

	4.  General Observations Regarding Pest Risk Associated with Bark
	Regional workshop Near East
	Technical
	Paragraph 1, 6th sentence
	fungistatic conditions and reduced growth and sporulation opportunity.
	Fungistatic conditions prevent growth and sporulation of fungal pathogens. 

	5.  Setting Bark Tolerances for Debarked Wood
	
	
	
	
	

	6.  Bark-free Wood as a Phytosanitary Measure
	Regional workshop Near East
	Technical 
	Paragraph 1, 2nd bullet
	-
when wood is subject to the application of another measure and that measure is insufficient to mitigate the risks sourcing from quarantine pests associated with bark, including post-treatment infestation.
	Regulated pests include quarantine and regulated non-quarantine pests. RNQPs are not the issue because they are related to plants for planting. 

	Appendix 1: Cross-sectional line drawing of wood
	
	
	
	
	


Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2007

draft ISPM: establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (tephritidae)

Please use this table for sending country comments to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org). See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the table. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee

Please make sure that the cell "country name" is filled for each row of comments and contains the name of the country submitting the comments

	1. Section
	2. Country
	3. Type of comment
	4. Location
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	General comments
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE of the draft
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE
	Regional workshop Near East
	Technical
	2nd sentence
	or to minimize the spread of fruit flies under an official pest control programme within a country.
	Some implications from the definition of regulated pest as it contains within it RNQP and fruit flies cannot be RNQPs. 

	REFERENCES
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS 
	Regional workshop Near East
	Editorial
	1st sentence
	present draft standard
	Clarification

	ABBREVIATIONS used in this standard
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	Regional workshop Near East
	Technical
	Paragraph 2, 1st sentence
	efficacy of trapping devices and fruit sampling for surveillance
	A complementary surveillance method to know exactly the prevalence of the insect (and as stated in annex 1)

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	Regional workshop Near East
	Editorial
	Paragraph 3
	surveillance, suspension,
	Not needed

	Background
	Regional workshop Near East
	Editorial
	Paragraph 1
	(New Revised Text of the IPPC, 1997)
	More specific

	Background
	Regional workshop Near East
	Technical 
	Paragraph 3
	the NPPO or delegated competent authority
	Clearer that the competent authority is delegated by the NPPO

	Background
	Regional workshop Near East
	- Editorial

- Technical 
	Paragraph 3
	minimizing the spread of fruit flies under a control programme from a defined area.
	- Correct spelling

- Delete regulated to be consistent with the revision made in the Scope

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  General Requirements
	Regional workshop Near East
	- Technical

- Editorial
	Paragraph 5
	endangered by a fruit fly. 
	- Delete regulated to be consistent with the revision made in the Scope

- Not needed

	1.1  Operational plans
	Regional workshop Near East
	Technical
	Paragraph 2
	An operational plan for an FF-ALPP should describe the procedures to be carried out such as surveillance activities, procedures to maintain the specified level of low pest prevalence and the corrective action plan required to achieve the objective of the FF-ALPP.
	Operational plan should contain all procedures, not only the main procedures. 



	1.2  Determination of an FF-ALPP
	Regional workshop Near East
	Editorial
	Paragraph 2, last indent
	-
determination of host status of commodities to be exported from the FF-ALPP.
	Clearer

	1.3  Documentation and record keeping 
	Regional workshop Near East
	Technical
	Paragraph 3, 2nd sentence
	at least 36 months
	From statistical point of view need a minimum of 36 months for analysis

	1.4  Supervision activities
	Regional workshop Near East
	Technical
	Paragraph 1, 1st indent
	-
an expert with defined authority
	More specific

	1.4  Supervision activities
	Regional workshop Near East
	Technical
	Paragraph 2, new 4th indent
	-
fruit sampling

	One of the tools used in surveillance procedures

	2.  Specific Requirements 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1  Establishment of the FF-ALPP
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.1  Determination of the specified level of low pest prevalence
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.2  Geographic description
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.3  Documentation and verification 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.4  Surveillance activities prior to establishment 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2  Phytosanitary procedures
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.1  Surveillance activities
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.2 Reduction and maintenance of the target fruit fly species levels
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.3  Reduction of the risk of entry of the target fruit fly species
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.4  Domestic declaration of low pest prevalence
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3  Maintenance of the FF-ALPP
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.1  Surveillance
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.2  Measures to maintain specified levels of fruit flies
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4  Corrective action plans
	
	
	
	
	

	2.5  Suspension, loss and reinstatement of FF-ALPP status
	
	
	
	
	

	2.5.1  Suspension of FF-ALPP status
	
	
	
	
	

	2.5.2  Loss of FF-ALPP status
	
	
	
	
	

	2.5.3  Reinstatement
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex 1 Parameters used to estimate the level of fruit fly prevalence
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex 2 Guidelines on corrective action plans for fruit flies in an FF-ALPP
	Regional workshop Near East 
	Technical

Technical

Technical 
	Paragraph 3

Paragraph 7 (point 1 )

Paragraph 7 (point 6)
	Effective communication , collaboration 

Delete aerial and/or
Add aerial  spray and delete cover 
	To be more effective 

Bait treatments does need aerial spray

More practical 

	Appendix 1 Guidelines on trapping procedures
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2 Typical applications of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2: 1 An FF-ALPP as a buffer zone
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2: 1.1 Determination of an FF-ALPP as a buffer zone
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2: 1.2 Establishment of an FF-ALPP as a buffer zone 
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2: 1.3 Maintenance of an FF-ALPP as a buffer zone
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2: 2 FF-ALPPs for export purposes
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2: 2.1 Determination of an FF-ALPP for export purposes
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2: 2.2 Maintenance of an FF-ALPP for export purposes
	
	
	
	
	


Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2007

Draft ISPM: classification of commodities into phytosanitary risk categories
Please use this table for sending country comments to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org). See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the table. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee

Please make sure that the cell "country name" is filled for each row of comments and contains the name of the country submitting the comments

	1. Section
	2. Country
	3. Type of comment
	4. Location
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	General comments
	Near East Regional Meeting 
	Editorial
	Different sections 
	Repetition of the same information.
	More editing is needed

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE
	
	
	
	
	

	REFERENCES
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	BACKGROUND
	
	
	
	
	

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Elements of Phytosanitary Risk Categorization of Commodities
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1 Method and level of processing
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2 Intended use
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Phytosanitary Risk Categories and Measures
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex 1 Examples of methods of processing and the resultant types of commodity
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex 1: Type A
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex 1: type B
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 1 Flow chart illustrating classification of commodities into phytosanitary risk categories
	
	
	
	
	


Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2007

draft ISPM: sampling of consignments
Please use this table for sending country comments to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org). See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the table. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee

Please make sure that the cell "country name" is filled for each row of comments and contains the name of the country submitting the comments

	1. Section
	2. Country
	3. Type of comment
	4. Location
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	General comments
	Near East Regional workshop
	Editorial   
	The whole text 
	The text needs to be simplified 
	The text is too complicated 

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF the draft
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE
	
	
	
	
	

	REFERENCES
	
	
	
	
	

	definitions
	
	
	
	
	

	outline of requirements
	
	
	
	
	

	BACKGROUND
	
	
	
	
	

	OBJECTIVES OF SAMPLING OF CONSIGNMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.
Concept
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1
Acceptance number
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2
Level of detection
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3
Confidence level
	
	
	
	
	

	1.4
Efficacy of detection
	
	
	
	
	

	1.5
Sample size
	
	
	
	
	

	1.6
Tolerance level
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
Links between the Parameters
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
Sample Unit
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
Lot Identification
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
Sampling Methods
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1
Statistically based methods
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1.1
Simple random sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1.2
Systematic sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1.3
Stratified sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1.4
Sequential sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1.5
Clustered sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2
Other sampling methods
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2.1
Convenience sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2.2
Haphazard sampling 
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2.3
Selective or biased sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
Selecting a Sampling Method
	
	
	
	
	

	7.
Sample Size Determination 
	
	
	
	
	

	7.1
Random distribution of the pest in the lot
	
	
	
	
	

	7.2
Aggregated distribution of the pest in the lot
	
	
	
	
	

	7.3
Fixed proportion sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	8.
Varying Level of Detection
	
	
	
	
	

	9.
Outcome of Sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 1 Calculating sample sizes for small lots: hypergeometric-based sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 1 Table 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 1 Table 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2 Sampling of large lots: binomial or Poisson based sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2 Table 3
	
	
	
	
	

	appendix 2 Table 4
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 3 Sampling for pests with an aggregated distribution: beta-binomial based sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 4 Comparison of hypergeometric and fixed proportion sampling results
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 4 table 5
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 4 table 6
	
	
	
	
	


Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2007

draft ISPM: Developing a strategy to reduce or replace the use of methyl
bromide for phytosanitary purposes 
Please use this table for sending country comments to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org). See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the table. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee

Please make sure that the cell "country name" is filled for each row of comments and contains the name of the country submitting the comments

	1. Section
	2. Country
	3. Type of comment
	4. Location
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	General comments
	Near East Regional Workshop
	
	
	
	Setting the priorities so that reducing as an action be considered before replacing as an action in the text of the standard ISPM.

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE of the draft
	Near East Regional Workshop
	Technical
	title
	DEVELOPING A STRATEGY TO REDUCE AND/OR REPLACE THE USE OF METHYL BROMIDE FOR PHYTOSANAITRY PURPOSES
	To keep all options open 

which is already stated under section 5 paragraph 1. 

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE
	Near East Regional Workshop
	Technical 
	scope
	development of a strategy to reduce and/or replace the use of methyl bromide as a phytosanitary measure,
	To keep all options open 

which is already stated under section 5 paragraph 1.

	REFERENCES
	
	
	
	
	

	definitions
	
	
	
	
	

	ABBREVIATIONS used in this standard
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	Near East Regional Workshop
	Editorial 
	
	This standard outlines areas for action and guidelines for developing and implementing a national and regional strategy on the use of methyl bromide as a phytosanitary measure
	Extending the scope to include regional PPOs not national ones only.

	Background 
	
	
	
	
	

	REQUIREMENTS 
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Replacement of methyl bromide use for phytosanitary purposes
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Reducing methyl bromide use for phytosanitary purposes 
	Near East Regional Workshop
	Technical
	Paragraph 2

2nd sentence 
	avoidance of unnecessary refumigation with methyl bromide ( e.g. through bilateral exchange information among NPPOs )
	Highlighting the means that could be used to avoid unnecessary fumigation

	3. Physically reducing methyl bromide emissions
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Recording methyl bromide use for phytosanitary purposes
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Guidelines for developing and implementing a strategy on methyl bromide use for phytosanitary measures
	Near East Regional Workshop
	Editorial 
	1st sentence
	Review and change phytosanitary policies as appropriate (especially import regulations) to reduce and/or replace methyl bromide where it is required and an alternative exists.
	More convenient 

	APPENDIX 1 Phytosanitary treatments to reduce or replace methyl bromide - INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	APPENDIX 1  TABLE
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