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

FAO Africa Region Anglophone
Accra Ghana
16 – 20 July 2007
Report
1.
Opening of the session

The meeting was opened by Mr. Edouard K. Tapsoba, Officer-in-charge of the FAO regional office for Africa, and the Honorable Deputy Minister of Agriculture of Ghana, Mr. Clement Elodi. Mr. Tapsoba reminded the meeting of the need to fund the activities of the IPPC and to finance their attendance at the draft ISPMs workshop. The Honorable Minister reminded the meeting that at the CPM-2 there were no reports from Africa on the draft ISPMs of the previous year. He exhorted the meeting that to ensure that Africa was suitably represented at the CPM ensuring that reports were tabled by the Africa region.
The meeting was attended by nineteen experts from thirteen countries and was facilitated by the Regional Crop Protection Officer of the FAO Africa Region. There were thirteen contracting parties with Zambia having three persons present (including a representative from the Standards Committee). There were four non-contracting parties, one RPPO and one observer from a supporting institution.
2.
Purpose of the workshop
The representative of the Standards Committee, Mr. Arundel Sakala, outlined that the main purpose of this workshop was to provide participants from countries in each FAO region with a regional forum to discuss the draft International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (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 (Steward: Magda Gonzalez-Costa Rica)

· Classification of commodities (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)

3.
Overview of the IPPC

The Regional Crop Protection Officer gave an overview of the IPPC, ISPMs and the standard setting process. It was noted that this meeting is held to assist countries in the preparation of their comments on draft ISPMs. Official comments should be submitted to the IPPC Secretariat by the national IPPC contact points before the deadline of 30 September 2007. 
4.
Adoption of the agenda

The Ghana representative Mrs. Eunice Adams was elected as chair of the meeting and Similo Mavimbela, the Swaziland representative, was elected as rapporteur. The agenda was discussed and adopted with minor changes (Annex 1) - the order of the presentations of the draft standards was changed to have the Glossary last. Also it was deemed prudent to have the reports on ISPM No 13 presented on Wednesday morning. 
5.
Review of documents and discussion on draft ISPMs
There were power point presentations made on each of the draft ISPMs, followed by plenary discussions on the drafts, during which comments, corrections for inclusion on the templates were made for each draft standard. It should be noted that South Africa, though absent, had submitted comments for inclusion- these were duly discussed and taken into consideration.
The following five draft standards and amendments to the Glossary (ISPM No. 5) were reviewed and comments were recorded. In order to involve participant in the process each day had a different chair. In addition there was a rotation of individuals to record comments. Chairs and rapporteurs for each day are indicted below. 
5.1
Debarked and bark-free wood (supplement to ISPM No. 5) Ghana Chair/Swaziland rapporteur 
5.2
Establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (Tephritidae) Ghana followed by Sierra

Leone/Swaziland rapporteur.
5.3
Developing a strategy to reduce or replace the use of methyl bromide Sierra Leone Chair/Swaziland 

rapporteur.

5.4 Classification of commodities into phytosanitary risk categories Tanzania Chair/Seychelles 

rapporteur.
5.5
Sampling of consignments Tanzania followed by Malawi chair/Seychelles rapporteur 
5.6
Amendments to the Glossary of phytosanitary terms (ISPM No. 5) Malawi Chair/Seychelles 

rapporteur

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 Instructions for the Use of the Template. Workshop participants discussed technical and editorial aspects of each draft ISPM and comments on each draft ISPMs were recorded and these comments are attached to this report (see Annex 2 to Annex 7). Participants were invited to take note of the comments collected at this workshop and utilize these comments as they felt appropriate in their preparation of national comments. 
6.
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 was discussed. Possibilities for input into the topics and priorities for standards already on the work programme and for future standards were outlined.
6.1
Call for work programme topics
The biennial call for new topics for the work programme was made in June 2007, for which submission are due in to the IPPC Secretariat no later than 31 August 2007. Participants were encouraged to discuss priorities for future standards with their colleagues and submit topics to the Secretariat.
6.2
Call for experts to take part in drafting ISPMs
The selection of experts for drafting ISPMs was discussed. A call for experts for expert working groups and technical panels is made after a topic has been included on the IPPC standard setting work programme. This year a call for nominations was sent to NPPOs, RPPOs, SC members, CPM Bureau and posted on the IPP as a news item in June 2007. 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.
7.
Progress reports by participants on the implementation of ISPM No. 13
Participants were requested prior to the meeting to prepare a brief update on the implementation of ISPM No. 13 (Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action), adopted in 2001, describing how they implemented this standard and in particular outlining problems they faced with the implementation and what solutions they found to solve their problems.
The main points arising out of the reports are as follows-
· That most of the countries were in fact not following the guidelines.
· That the countries had difficulties in diagnosing the pest or disease due to insufficient capacity at the level of the inspectors at the border post.

· That notices were either not being sent or being sent out late.

· That countries were experiencing communication problems between the various offices and with trading partners.

· That whereas countries were receiving notifications, they were in fact not sending notifications and or were responding in a manner not consistence with the standards.
8.
Other issues
Recommendations-
· Capacity building and networking for the purpose of pests diagnosis, analysis and assessment.
· Review of gap currently existing between status of countries phytosanitary programme and the interventions of assistance.

· That protocols to be established to govern the relationship between NPPOs and diagnostic services.

· That there should be comprehensive capacity building in understanding the issues and processes related to the reduction in the use of methyl bromide in order to develop alternate strategies.

· Amendment to definition of the term commodity to include its packaging.
· That training for inspectors to include statistical elements on sampling for inspection.

· There is a need to review the previous categorization of commodities used by IPPC/FAO.

· There is a need to review how commodity classification can guide pest risk analysis

9.
Next steps
Participants were asked to consider the future of 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
Ideas for how future workshops could be organized: 
· Africa Region take over organization and running of workshops possible to be maintain as 1 region Francophone and Anglophone working closely with IAPSC
· Ideas for other topics that could be covered during the workshops (e.g. include a field trip to see how other countries implement ISPMs) Alternate topic ISPMs 22, 8 & 3.
· Formation of a steering committee to coordinate workshop (including selection of Chair Malawi, Vice-Chair Kenya, assigning of duties to each steering committee member, deadlines, etc.)
· That IAPSC be responsible for the workshop of 2009
· That FAO be requested to carry on with the workshop for 2008 with assistance from the Governments
Terms of reference for the steering committee is, as follows: 

1. Coordinate with IAPSC for the workshop of the 2009.
The FAO regional office would provide support to the steering committee as required. While the steering committee would consult among with the participants for further coordination of efforts to manage the workshop. 

9.2
Funding of future workshops
Ideas for how long-term funding can be secured for the workshops:
· Private sector to be solicited and consideration of alternative sources of funding
· Lobbying for funding and resources for workshop and travel at national and regional levels
· Governments to be requested to fund nominees directly

9.3
Topics for consideration at future workshops
The following topics were put forward for consideration for discussion at future workshop agenda items:

· ISPM 3, 8, and 22.
· IPP information exchange
Additionally the workshop could be expanded to include private sector to mount exhibitions of their service/products and organizations such as CABI who could be invited to make presentations.
10.
Date and location of the next meeting

Cannot be decided at this time, given the need to coordinate with the date of the Standards Committee meeting and the release of the draft ISPMs for the particular year.
11.
Close

Closing remarks were given by the Regional Crop Protection Officer. Participants and observers were thanked for their valuable contributions and encouraged to coordinate the submission of national country comments to the IPPC Secretariat. South Africa was acknowledged for submitting comments on all the draft ISPMs. Participants were reminded of FAO protocol in managing funds and that any funding through IPPC must be forwarded to the IPPC Trust Fund.

The representative from Tanzania gave the vote of thanks, recognizing the Regional plant protection officer and Standards Committee representative. The donors Sacua/ComMark Trust, Zambia Threshold Organization and the IPPC Trust Fund were acknowledged for their special contribution and Governments were acknowledged for providing funds for some participants.
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Annex 1
Appendix 1: Agend
Regional Workshop on draft International Standards for 
Phytosanitary Measures

16 – 20 July 2007

FAO, Accra, Ghana
Provisional Agenda

Monday 16 July 2007

8.30 - 9.30
Registration

9.30 – 10.30
Opening Session



         -  Chairperson of the Session (Ms Hannah Clarendon, FAO)

- Welcome address

· Mr. Edourd K. Tapsoba

      Officer in Charge

FAO Regional Office for Africa



          - Opening address

· The Minister of Food and Agriculture of Ghana

10.30 – 11:00


Coffee break

11:00 – 1:00
Overview of the workshop –Sakala/ CLARENDON

Overview of the IPPC – Clarendon

                                    Adoption of agenda
Doc: 01
2.1
             Election of chair

2.2
              Election of rapporteur

Beginning of the review of draft standards* Sakala

5.1
Debarked and bark-free wood (supplement to ISPM No. 5)
Doc: 06
5.2
Establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (Tephritidae)
Doc: 07
5.3
Classification of commodities into phytosanitary risk categories
Doc: 08
5.4
Sampling of consignments
Doc: 09
5.5
Developing a strategy to reduce or replace the use of methyl bromide
Doc: 10
5.6
Amendments to the Glossary of phytosanitary terms
Doc: 05
1:00 – 2:00 


Lunch
2:00 – 3:30
Review of draft standards

                                    Debarked and bark-free wood (supplement to ISPM No. 5)
Doc: 06
3:30 – 4:00


Coffee break

4:00 – 6:00
Review of draft standards
                                    Establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (Tephritidae)
Doc: 07
Tuesday  17 July  to Thursday 19July 2007

8.30 – 10.30
Review of draft standards
                                       Establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (Tephritidae)
Doc: 07
                                       continued
10.30 – 11:00


Coffee break

11:00 – 1:00
Review of draft standards

                                    Developing a strategy to reduce or replace the use of methyl bromide
Doc: 10
1:00 – 2:00


Lunch
2:00 – 3:30
Review of draft standards
3:30 – 4:00


Coffee break

4:00 – 6:00
Review of draft standards

Wednesday 18th July 2007

8.30 – 10.30
Review of draft standards
                                       Reports on ISPM 13 by countries

                                        IPPC Presentation continued

10.30 – 11:00


Coffee break

11:00 – 1:00
Review of draft standards

                                    Classification of commodities into phytosanitary risk categories
Doc: 08
1:00 – 2:00


Lunch
2:00 – 3:30
Review of draft standards
3:30 – 4:00


Coffee break

4:00 – 6:00
           Review of draft standards

                        Sampling of consignments
Doc: 09
Thursday 19 July  2007

8.30 – 10.30
Review of draft standards
                                       Sampling of consignments
Doc: 09
10.30 – 11:00


Coffee break

11:00 – 1:00
Review of draft standards

                        Amendments to the Glossary of phytosanitary terms
Doc: 05
1:00 – 2:00


Lunch
2:00 – 3:30
Review of draft standards
3:30 – 4:00


Coffee break

4:00 – 6:00
Review of draft standards
Friday 20 July 2007

1. 8.30 – 10.30
                        IPPC standard setting work programme and opportunities for participation
Doc: 11
6.1
Call for topics for standard setting work programme topics
Doc: 12

6.2
Call for experts to take part in drafting ISPMs
Doc: 13
.
10.30 – 11:00


Coffee break
2. 11:00 – 1:00
3.             Progress reports by participants on the implementation of adopted ISPMs

7.1
ISPM No. 13 (Guidelines for the notification of non-compliance and emergency action)

1:00 – 2:00


Lunch
4. 2:00 – 3:30
Other issues

5. Next steps

9.1
Organization of future regional workshops on draft ISPMs

9.2
Funding of future workshops, including participant travel
9.3
Topics for consideration at future workshops

9.4        Compilation of report
6. Date and venue of next meeting

3:30 – 4:00


Coffee break

4:00
5:00

Close of the meeting

Annex 2
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
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE
	
	Editorial
	Para 2 Sent 1
	Some intended uses of the commodity (e.g. planting) have a much higher probability of introducing regulated pests than others (e.g. processing) (ISPM No. 11: Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests, including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms, 2004, section 2.2.1.5). 
	Consistency

	REFERENCES
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	BACKGROUND
	
	
	
	
	

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Elements of Phytosanitary Risk Categorization of Commodities
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1 Method and level of processing
	
	Substantial
	Para 2
	It is necessary to know the type of processing undertaken in order to categorize the commodity. In some cases it is also necessary to know the level (or degree) of processing (e.g. temperature and cooking duration) in addition to the type of processing used.
	Insufficient in guiding the country because there is a risk that have not yet identified. Linked to second paragraph 2 of REQUIREMENTS. Categorization is left to the exporter rather than the importer. Further risk assessment need to be done.

	1.2 Intended use
	
	Substantial

Editorial
	Para 1 add bullet

Para 2 Sent 1
	· packaging

· construction materials
Some intended uses of the commodity (e.g. planting) are associated with a much higher probability of introducing regulated pests than others (e.g. processing).
	Other appropriate examples

Consistency



	2. Phytosanitary Risk Categories and Measures
	
	Substantial/Editorial


	
	Category 3. Commodities have not been processed and the intended use is consumption or processing. PRA is required,  if appropriate.
	Consistency

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

	Annex 1: Type A
	
	Editorial

Substantial


	Row 9

ANNEX – TYPE A (Table)
	Assembling layers of  woods or splitting wood into thin sheets

TYPE A Processed to the point where the commodity does not meet the definition of a regulated article.
	Justification

This table is not conclusive because most of the processes do not make the commodity incapable of harbouring Pest.

	Annex 1: type B
	
	Substantial


	ANNEX – TYPE B (Table)
	TYPE B Processed to a point where the commodity remains capable of harbouring and spreading regulated pests.
	TABLE B should be review and reinstated.

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

Substantial


	Flow chart Category 3 “box” sent 3
Flowchart:

Reclassification
	Commodities have not been processed and the intended use is consumption or processing. PRA is required,  if appropriate
Commodities have not been processed and therefore have the potential to  harbour or spread regulated pests. The intended use is planting. PRA is required


	Consistency

Consistency

The concept of reclassification is not described in the text of this draft standard. More clarification is necessary regarding the criteria and potential circumstances necessary to allow for reclassification


Annex 3
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
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	1. New terms and definitions
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1  Prevalence (of a pest)
	
	Editorial
	Background Para 2 Bullet 3
	population is used in its statistical sense. It is specified in the definition that it applies to a population of plants, plant products or other articles
	Clarity

	1.2  Tolerance level
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Revised terms and definitions
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1 Beneficial organisms
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Proposed deletions
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	
	
	
	
	

	specificity
	
	
	
	
	

	Other comments
	
	
	
	
	


Annex 4
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
	Africa English
	Technical
	Para 2 Sentence 1
	
	For clarity and reference

	2.  References
	
	Substantial
	Para 1 
	Add ISPM 15
	Reference is made to ISPM 15 in under heading 4 dunnage par 1 sentence 2

	Definitions: bark
	
	Editorial 
	bark
	The layer of  wood outside the cambium of  a trunk, branch or root 
	Clarity

	Definitions: bark-free wood
	
	
	bark-free wood
	
	

	Definitions: debarked wood
	
	
	debarked wood
	
	

	Definitions: other comments
	
	
	other comment
	
	

	3.  Background
	
	
	
	
	

	4.  General Observations Regarding Pest Risk Associated with Bark
	
	Technical
	Para 1 Sentence 1

Para 2 Sentence 1
	Removal of bark may reduce the phytosanitary risk from some insects by limiting the possibilities of cambial feeding by the larvae and adults.

In terms of this  supplement, ingrown bark around knots
	Some adult insects also feed on the cambium

Consistency



	5.  Setting Bark Tolerances for Debarked Wood
	
	
	
	
	

	6.  Bark-free Wood as a Phytosanitary Measure
	
	
	Para 2 Sentence 1
	
	This statement is ambiguous and superfluous. If the definition of “bark-free” is considered exception is made for “ingrown bark around the knots and bark pockets between rings of annual growth” were allowed.  This statement can be interpreted that contrary to the definition, bark-free wood should not retain “any” bark..

	Appendix 1: Cross-sectional line drawing of wood
	
	
	
	
	


Annex 5
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
	
	Substantial 
	REFERENCE
	
	ISTA sampling methods are widely used in seed technology and the procedures should be recognised. 

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF the draft
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE
	
	
	
	
	

	REFERENCES
	
	
	
	
	

	definitions
	
	
	
	
	

	outline of requirements
	
	
	
	
	

	BACKGROUND
	
	
	
	
	

	OBJECTIVES OF SAMPLING OF CONSIGNMENTS
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 Bullet 6


	To ensure compliance with phytosanitary requirements

	Consistency



	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.
Concept
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1
Acceptance number
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2
Level of detection
	
	Editorial
	Para 1Sent 1
	The level of detection is the minimum percentage or proportion of infestation that the NPPO sets to detect in a consignment
	Clarity

	1.3
Confidence level
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 sent 1
	The confidence level indicates the statistical probability that a consignment with a degree of infestation exceeding the level of detection will be detected.
	Clarity

	1.4
Efficacy of detection
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 sent 1
	The efficacy of inspection or of a test is the probability that an inspection or test of an infested unit(s) will detect a pest.
	Clarity

	1.5
Sample size
	
	
	
	
	

	1.6
Tolerance level
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
Links between the Parameters
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 sent 1
	If a tolerance based on risk analysis is used, the level of detection chosen should be equal toor less than, (if the acceptance number is greater than zero) the tolerance
	Clarity

	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
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 sent 1
	Systematic sampling involves drawing a sample from every nth unit of the lot
	Clarity

	5.1.3
Stratified sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1.4
Sequential sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1.5
Clustered sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2
Other sampling methods
	
	Substantial
	Para 1 sent 1
	The following methods may be used for operational considerations where the phytosanitary risk allows it or when the goal is purely detection of pests; however, users should be aware that these methods do not result in each unit having an equal probability of being included in the sample, so the true confidence level and level of detection may not equal the values chosen by the NPPO.
	It is important to note that subjective sampling may only be used when the phytosanitary risk allows for it to be done in this manner.

	5.2.1
Convenience sampling
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2.2
Haphazard sampling 
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2.3
Selective or biased sampling
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 sent 2
	This method may  be used by inspectors who are experienced with the commodity and familiar with the pest’s biology.
	Clarity

	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
	
	
	
	
	It should be stated as part of the Standard.

	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
	
	
	
	
	


Annex 6
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
	
	
	
	
	

	REFERENCES
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS 
	
	
	
	
	

	ABBREVIATIONS used in this standard
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 bullet 3
	listing the target fruit fly species(s) for the FF - ALPP
	consistence

	Background
	
	
	
	
	

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  General Requirements
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1  Operational plans
	
	Editorial
	Para 1, sentence 1
	In most cases,  a An official operational plan is needed to specify the required phytosanitary procedures to establish and maintain an FF-ALPP. 

….. 
	Superfluous

	
	
	Editorial
	Para 2, sentence 1
	An The operational plan for an FF-ALPP should describe the main procedures to be carried out such as surveillance activities, procedures to maintain the specified level of low pest prevalence, the corrective action plan and any other procedures that are required to achieve the objective of the FF-ALPP.

	To refer to the specific Operational plan 

	1.2  Determination of an FF-ALPP
	
	Editorial/ substantial
	Para 2, indent 1
	delimitation of the area (extension, detailed maps including an accurate description of the boundaries or Global Positioning System (GPS) coordinates showing the boundaries, natural barriers, entry points and host area locations, urban areas)


	For clarification and consistent use of abbreviations

	1.3  Documentation and record keeping 
	
	Editorial/substantial
	Para 1, sentence 2
	They These procedures should be reviewed and updated regularly, including corrective actions if required (as described in ISPM No. 22: Requirements for the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence).
	For clarification

	1.4  Supervision activities
	
	Editorial
	Para 2, indent 7
	- implementation of corrective actions, where applied.
	Superfluous wording

	2.  Specific Requirements 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1  Establishment of the FF-ALPP
	
	Editorial
	Para 2, indent 3
	- trapping materials (traps, attractants) and procedures where applicable
	Superfluous wording

	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
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 Sentence 2

Para 2 
	Suppression of fruit fly populations may involve the use of more than one control option described in section 3.1.4.2 of ISPM No. 22 (Requirements for the establishment of areas of low pest prevalence).

	To avoid repetition of statement

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

	2.2.4  Domestic declaration of low pest prevalence
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 Sentence 1

Para 2 sentence 1
	The NPPO should verify the status of the FF-ALPP 
 To verify the status  of the FF-ALPP  and for purposes of internal management, the continuing FF-ALPP status should be checked after it has been established

	Clarity

	2.3  Maintenance of the FF-ALPP
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 Sentence 1
	Once  the FF-ALPP is established
	Reference is specific to the FF-ALPP

	2.3.1  Surveillance
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 Sentence 1
	 To maintain the FF-ALPP status, the NPPO must continue surveillance, as described in section  2.2.1.


	Clarity and correction of  reference

	2.3.2  Measures to maintain specified levels of fruit flies
	
	Substantial

Substantial
	Para 3 sentence 1

Para 3 indent 3
	If additional sanitation measures are required to prevent the entrance of other target fruit fly species into the FF-ALPP, options to strengthen procedures could include:

elimination of other primary or secondary hosts around the FF-ALPP (especially those that produce fruit off season
	To avoid restriction of the NPPO on the options to adopt 

For emphasis, to ensure that all the possibilities of  infestation are covered.

	2.4  Corrective action plans
	
	Editorial
	Para 1 sentence 1
	This action plan should be
	To avoid repetition 

	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
	
	Editorial
	Para 2 sentence 1
	To achieve the status of an FF-ALPP again, the procedures for establishment and maintenance outlined in this standard should be followed, taking into account all background information related to the area.
	Clarity

	2.5.3  Reinstatement
	
	Editorial

Substantial
	Title

Para 2 sentence 1
	Reinstatement of FF-ALPP status
Once the FF-ALPP status is  achieved again,
	Completion of the title

To refer to the FF-ALPP

	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
	
	Substantive 
	Para 3 indent 1- 8
	Bring all the points into harmony by including an action word
	The points are not in harmony with each other.

	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
	
	
	
	
	


Comments and Recommendations

· Countries call for support in improving capability in FF diagnostics.

Annex 7
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
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE of the draft
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE
	
	
	
	
	Questions: why are RPPOs stated in the scope in this standard

	REFERENCES
	
	substantive
	
	Pest risk analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms, 2004 ISPM No. 11, FAO, Rome

	Methyl Bromide may be an appropriate phytosanitary measure chosen based on the outcome of a PRA



	REFERENCES
	
	substantive
	
	Guidelines for regulating wood packaging material in international trade, 2006. ISPM No. 15, FAO, Rome


	Methyl Bromide is an approved measure associated with wood packaging material

	definitions
	
	
	
	
	

	ABBREVIATIONS used in this standard
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	Background 
	
	editorial
	Para 1 sentence 2
	In its Preamble, the IPPC states that “Contracting parties take into account internationally approved principles governing the protection of human health and the environment”
	grammar

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	Editorial

Substantive

Substantive
	Para 1 last sentence
Para 1 indent 4

Para 2 and 3
	The strategy may include the following areas for action:
In all the above cases the use of methyl bromide for phytosanitary purposes should be accurately recorded


	Add this sentence as a new paragraph to cover the need for recording the use

Remove the paragraphs because they are superfluous as this has been mentioned in para 1

	1. Replacement of methyl bromide use for phytosanitary purposes
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Reducing methyl bromide use for phytosanitary purposes 
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Physically reducing methyl bromide emissions
	
	Editorial
	Title
	3. Physically reducing methyl bromide emissions during phytosanitary treatment
	To be in line with the other titles and the listed areas for action with regards to MB use for phytosanitary purposes under the title “Requirements” in this draft standard

	4. Recording methyl bromide use for phytosanitary purposes
	
	
	
	
	Move bullets to the end of the last paragraph of requirements.

	5. Guidelines for developing and implementing a strategy on methyl bromide use for phytosanitary measures
	
	
	
	
	

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

	APPENDIX 1  TABLE
	
	
	
	
	


Annex 8
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).
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