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

RUSSIAN LANGUAGE (CIS, EASTERN EUROPE, CENTRAL ASIA, BALTICS)
Bykovo, Russian Federation
19 - 23 July 2010
Report
1.
Opening of the session
The 2nd Russian language regional workshop for the review of draft International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures was opened by Dr. Vladimir Vasilyevich Popovich, Head of Rosselkhoznadzor’s Department for Phytosanitary Control, Safety and Quality of Grain. He noted that since the last workshop there have been some serious issues with respect to plant protection in many countries. He expressed his hope that the workshop would facilitate in tackling those issues. He thanked the participants and wished them success in their endeavors. 
Mr Avetik Nersisyan, Plant Protection and Production Officer for the FAO subregional office for Eastern Europe, welcomed the participants on behalf of the IPPC Secretary, Mr. Yukio Yokoi, and he also expressed thanks to the All-Russian Center for Plant Quarantine for organizing the meeting. He observed that one of the aims of the IPPC is for all countries to be able to participate in the development of standards and be able to implement the standards once adopted. He felt that the participation of the sixteen countries present in this workshop was a positive step towards this aim.
Dr. Ulluby Magomedov, Head of the All-Russian Plant Quarantine Center (FGU “VNIIKR”) thanked the Secretariat of the IPPC, EPPO and FAO for support in organizing the workshop.
All the participants noted the importance of organizing the workshops for Russian speaking countries.

The meeting was attended by 30 participants from 16 countries(Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Estonia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tadzhikistan, Latvia, Lithuania, , Moldova, the Russian Federation, Ukraine and Uzbekistan  as well as officers from the European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization and the IPPC Secretariat) (Appendix 2).
2.
Purpose of the workshop
Mr. Avetik Nersisyan 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:
· Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies
· Submission of new treatments for inclusion in ISPM 15
· Integrated measures approach for managing pest risks associated with international trade of plants for planting
· Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata (Annex to ISPM 28)
· Diagnostic protocol for Plum pox virus
3.
Overview of the IPPC
Ms Melanie Bateman, IPPC Secretariat, 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 point before the deadline of 30 September 2010.
Some participants had questions regarding how their countries could participate in the standards setting process. The IPPC Secretariat representative called attention to the ways in which NPPOs could engage in the standards setting process. In particular, she noted that there are several open calls: a call for nominations for a Russian-speaking expert to participate in the Technical Panel on the Glossary, a call for experts for a working group on sea containers, and a call for member comments on three draft specifications. She reminded participants that the next call for topics would be 2011 and that members would be able to comment on the draft standards that are to be presented to CPM up to 14 days before CPM begins. She encouraged the group to participate in each stage of the standards setting process. Likewise, non-contracting parties were encouraged to take the steps necessary to become contracting parties of the Convention so that they would be able to participate actively in the IPPC.
In response to enquiries regarding how countries could improve their phytosanitary capacity, it was suggested that they seek support through the TCP facility.
4.
Adoption of the agenda

The agenda was discussed and adopted (Appendix 2). A new item “Future of plant protection in 10 years” was added.
5.
Review of documents and discussion on draft ISPMs
A presentation was given on each of the drafts either by the officer from EPPO or by staff from the All-Russian Center for Plant Quarantine, after which the participants held a general discussion, which was led by a rotating chair. The drafts were then reviewed in detail.
The technical, editorial and substantive comments were recorded in the provided templates (see Appendix 4). The participants were invited to take note of the comments collected at the workshop and to 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. When preparing their comments, participants were reminded to follow the Instructions for the Use of the Template (see Appendix 3) and to submit the comments through the NPPO contact point to the IPPC Secretariat no later than 30 September 2010.
There were some disagreements regarding the wording of Russian translations of the draft standards. As these translations were essential for the active participation of the group in that most of the participants were not fluent in English, it was noted that, Language review group for Russian, once established, would potentially lead to the consistent use of Russian and could help to avoid lengthy discussions of translation issues in the future while. A suggestion was made that the drafts could be made available online with a disclaimer that they are unofficial and provided by the NPPO.
The following sections capture the main discussion points for each of the draft ISPMs reviewed.
5.1
DRAFT ISPM: Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies
Chair: Mr. Avetik Nersisyan; Rapporteur: Ms Renata Kamalova
Renata Kamalova gave an overview presentation of the draft ISPM. Some overarching questions regarding why a systems approach was necessary for the Tephritidae and whether it was valid to lump all Tephritidae together. It was noted that it was important to distinguish between uninfested fruits and that infestation can only be detected after second or third treatment. It was observed that cold treatment can be useful in light of this issue, and that cold treatment is particular during transportation. Two proposals were put forward: 1.) standards be drafted for each species; 2.) cold treatments be used during transportation. In response to the second proposal, it was noted that some fruit originate from pest free areas, thus cold treatment during transportation would not be required. One participant felt that it was the responsibility of the importing country to implement the systems approach to ensure the appropriate level of protection. A question was raised why it was necessary to use a combination of measures. It was noted that often a single measure taken alone would not be sufficient to ensure the appropriate level of protection.

There were some issues with respect to the terminology used in the draft. It was suggested to replace “relationship between host, target fruit fly species and specified area” with “phytosanitary condition” as Russian speaking countries are more familiar with the term “phytosanitary condition”. Since “phytosanitary condition” is not a term that is included in the Glossary of Phytosanitary Terms, it was proposed to add the term “Phytosanitary condition” and its definition to the glossary. There was a question as to whether “systems approach” should be plural throughout. The group encountered some difficulty in identifying an equivalent term for “host commodity” in Russian. The discussion centered on what is covered by the terms “ hosts” and what is covered by “trade”. After some discussion, it was decided that “host commodity” should be replaced with “fruits and vegetable cultures” throughout the text. Overall, the participants felt that the draft as written was too general and not sufficiently focused on fruit flies. Likewise, it repeated the text of the Convention and other standards unnecessarily. The group recommended replacing the word “mitigation” with “management” and “appropriate” to “acceptable” throughout the text. Also, it was noted that “host sequence” was not generally understood. It was felt that “changes in host plant” would be more easily understood by a wider audience.
Having discussed these general issues, the group proceeded to examine each section of the draft. With respect to the scope, there was an objection to the reference to facilitation of trade, as this is not the primary objective of the draft standard. With respect to paragraph 25, it was proposed to change “appropriate level”, which implies some general level, to “acceptable level”, which implies rightly that each country establishes own acceptable level of protection. In the second sentence of paragraph 26, the group felt that the term “phytosanitary security” should be further specified. In paragraph 27, it was proposed to simplify the first sentence by replacing “the appropriate level of phytosanitary protection” with “phytosanitary requirements”. It was noted that “protection” refers to the phytosanitary status of the importing country. There was a suggestion to delete paragraph 28 in its entirety, as it was found to be unclear. Others felt that the second sentence added to the standard and that the second sentence merely referred to the delegation of tasks as described in the Convention. The majority of participants wanted to preserve the first sentence with some rearrangements – namely to move the first sentence into paragraph 27. Paragraph 29, there was a question as to what is meant by “association”. With reference to paragraph 32, it was suggested that the genera be re-ordered in terms of importance, with Ceratitis listed first. It was also observed that the importance of the genera varies geographically. With respect to paragraph 43, it was noted that it is out of context where it is currently placed as it unrelated to the heading under which it is currently placed (i.e. “pest risk analysis”).
In section 1.3, there was a question regarding what supervision entails – is it inspection or some other activities? It was decided to replace the “Supervision” heading with “Audit”. Also, an addition was made to the last sentence to clarify that audits are carried out by the importing party in conjunction with the exporting country. In section 2.1, paragraph 52, observed repetition from ISPM 24 in sentence 1. Found “affected groups” to be repetitious. Meanwhile, it was noted that some countries may not refer to all standards when preparing regulations, so the repetitions can be valuable. As a whole, it was noted that much of section 2.1 (paras 52 – 54) dealt with bilateral arrangements, and consequently it was felt that this section should not be included in the draft standard. The standard should present guidelines for the general application of the systems approach and not for bilateral agreements. It is the responsibility of the importing country to define requirements and the responsibility of the exporting country to meet these requirements. It was proposed to delete first sentence of paragraph 52 and the last sentence of paragraph 53 (repetitious).
The group reviewed the document over the course of a day and a half. In addition to the issues listed above, the group raised several points in particular: why this standard addressed the systems approach for Tephritidae only; noted considerable repetitions (e.g. from other standards and the Convention itself); took issue with the introduction of discussion of bilateral arrangements; found a lack of clarity regarding roles; and overly conceptual and deficient in technical guidance. After considerable discussion, the group decided that there were sufficient issues with the document that it would have to be re-drafted.
5.2 DRAFT ISPM: Submission of new treatments for inclusion in ISPM No. 15
Chair: Mr. Nikolai Triakhov; Rapporteur: Andrei Orlinski
A presentation of the draft ISPM was given by Mr. Andrei Orlinski, EPPO, and then the group began the discussion of the draft standard by expressing their doubts with respect to the requirement of an efficacy level of Probit 9 for all species. It was suggested that the level of effectiveness should vary according to the type of pest under consideration. It was observed that while the requirements are very well scientifically justified, they are unfortunately almost not feasible. Likewise, it was noted that the adopted treatments that are currently available do not achieve Probit 9. Consequently, new treatments may be even more effective but strict Probit 9 requirements would be prevent their adoption. A question was raised why new proposed treatments should be evaluated differently from the already adopted treatments. 
The group then proceeded to examine the draft on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. In paragraph 3, the addition of a reference to ISPM 23 was suggested. With respect to table 1, the group felt that the scientific names of the most resistant quarantine pests should be given; carpenter ants and termites should be separated; and indication should be given regarding the geographical region in which the pests are of quarantine significance (e.g. wood flies are of particular importance to the tropics but not as important in the temperate zone). In paragraph 22, a clause to exclude vectors was added. In paragraph 23, there were questions regarding what was meant by “quality,” and it was determined that the “same characteristics as they would have in their natural conditions” would be more appropriate as it is fully inclusive description. The group felt that the requirement for 10 replicates given in paragraph 28 was too high.

With respect to step 4 (the determination of efficacy against the target test species), it was suggested that another option for determining efficacy be included – comparison of the proposed treatment to the efficacy of the already adopted treatments. This would replace the listed requirement for Probit 9. This could result in a review of the already adopted treatments. 
5.3 DRAFT ISPM: Integrated measures approach for managing pest risks associated with international trade of plants for planting
Chair: Mr. Nikolai Triakhov & Mr. Ringolds Arnitis; Rapporteur: Natalia Sherokolava
A power point presentation of the draft ISPM was given by Ms Natalia Sherokolava, Deputy Director of the All-Russian Plant Quarantine Center. She noted that the expert working groups that drafted the standard and subsequent intervening stages resulted in considerable discussion which improved the draft in many respects, e.g. the terminology has been harmonized. She noted that it was important that the responsibilities of the exporting country should be well clarified and that internal audits be conducted to prevent infestations. There was a reluctance to use the term “integrated approach” as this could lead to confusion with “integrated pest management”, and thus imply that biological control measures are necessarily part of the management plan. The group proposed to delete the word “integrated” from the text. Likewise, it was suggested to replace the word “mitigation” with “management” and to change “crop protection specialist” to “plant protection specialist” throughout the text.
The group reviewed each section of the draft, beginning with the title which many felt could lead to confusion with the systems approach. It was suggested that the title be changed to “Managing pest risk associated with international trade of plants for planting”. In paragraph 17, the group suggested that the last clause be removed and replaced by “and other interested parties”. Examples of the roles taken by the NPPO of the exporting country were given – one where the whole production chain was monitored and another where the NPPO only supervised transportation. The group felt that the role of the exporting country needed to be clarified. 

In paragraph 21, it was felt that the comparison of plants for planting to “plant products” could cause confusion, so it was recommended to state that “they are generally considered to pose a higher risk than other regulated articles”. 
5.4 DRAFT ISPM: Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata (Annex to ISPM 28)
Chair: Mr. Ringolds Arnitis; Rapporteur: Jacob Mordkovich 
A presentation of the draft ISPM was given by Mr. Jacob Mordkovich, Chief of Department for Desinfestation of the All-Russian Plant Quarantine Center. At the conclusion of the presentation, he provided some general remarks on the draft. A question was raised about whether it was possible to extrapolate the results obtained through studies on mango and papaya to all hosts of Ceratitis capitata. It was observed that flies infesting fruits of these two species are considered to be the most resistant to irradiation and it was for this reason it was possible to extrapolate these results to other host species. 
With respect to the treatment schedule, it was suggested to add an additional point indicating that the fruits should be calibrated by size. The group felt that the phrase “may not result in outright mortality” should be replaced with “results in a reliable level of sterilization”.
5.5 DRAFT ISPM: Diagnostic protocol for Plum pox virus
Chair: Mr. Ringolds Arnitis; Rapporteur: Yuriy Prikhodko
Mr. Yuriy Prikhodko, a specialist in virology, gave a presentation of the draft ISPM. He also made some general comments on the draft and made a general recommendation that identification to the level of strain be a requirement for the D and M strains of PPV.

Following Mr. Prikhodko’s remarks, the group proceeded to review each section of the draft. In paragraph 11, the group recommended the addition of text to the effect that “the most appropriate period for sampling should be specified taking into account the biology of each type of PPV and for each species of affected fruits and vegetables for appropriate level of confidence.” It was noted that the information in paragraph 24 is available in the published literature, so the group recommended deletion of the paragraph in its entirety. 
Regarding paragraph 88, it was proposed to add the following clause “samples identified as infested should be maintained at least for one year”.
6.
Tour of facilities of the All-Russian Plant Quarantine Center 
Following completion of the discussion of the standards, participants were invited on a guided tour of the facilities.
7.
Organization of future regional workshops on draft ISPMs (2011 session)
Participants are asked to consider the future of regional workshops for the review of draft ISPMs. Armenia, Estonia and the Russian Federation offered to host future workshops.
7.1.
Identification of sponsors for future workshops
The representatives of FAO and EPPO encouraged the participants to make a far-sighted use of available financial recourses for organizing future workshops, i.e. costs for participation of one representative from each country is paid by FAO, costs for participation of second representative by EPPO; financial support from FAO for participation of two experts is possible when appropriately justified. 
7.2. Date and location of the next meeting (between July – September 15, 2011)
The participants decided to determine the date and location of the next meeting later during the workshop to be held in Georgia in November 2010.
7.3. Consideration for the future workshop
The following topics were suggested for consideration during the future workshop:
- inspection procedures (A. Orlinski);
- geographic demarcation (O. Volkov);
- ISPM 15 (O. Volkov).
7.4.
Presentation on the IAEA joint program with the FAO
Mr. Avetik Nersisyan gave a presentation on the IAEA joint program with the FAO. He noted that the objective of this program was to contribute to sustainable food security and safety through nuclear techniques and biotechnology. He discussed several different application of nuclear technology in food and agriculture, particularly the sterile insect technique. Finally, he detailed how the countries could engage in activities with the IAEA-FAO joint programme, and he noted the upcoming deadline in September.
7.5
Presentation of Online System for Compiling Member Comments
Ms Melanie Bateman gave a presentation on the Online System for Compiling Member Comments. She noted that the objective of this program was to increase efficiency and accuracy in the commenting process for the Secretariat, Contact point and in-country reviewers. She explained the advantages of the System as well as the System Workflow Schema.
7.6.
Presentation of Standard Trade and Development Facility (STDF)
Ms Melanie Bateman gave a presentation on the Standard Trade and Development Facility (STDF). She noted that the Standards and Trade Development Facility (STDF) is a joint initiative in capacity building and technical cooperation aiming at raising awareness on the importance of sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) issues, increasing coordination in the provision of SPS-related assistance, and mobilizing resources to assist developing countries enhance their capacity to meet SPS standards. She explained that in achieving its aims, the STDF acts both as a coordinating and a financing mechanism.
For more details see http://www.standardsfacility.org/funding.htm.
7.7. Presentation of Guide to implementation of phytosanitary standards in forestry
Mr. A. Orlinski gave a presentation on the Guide to Implementation of Phytosanitary Standards in Forestry. He noted that the Guide was developed by FAO Forestry Department. He explained that as the regulatory systems were overwhelmed with the increasing volume of international trade there was a need for the development of the Guide to implementation of phytosanitary standards in forestry. Mr. Orlinski informed that the Guide will be soon translated into 6 official FAO languages. Expected publication date is early 2011 followed by periodic updates.

7.8. Unscheduled presentation
Ms Iryna Ostrik, Head of Central Scientific Quarantine Research Laboratory, Ukraine, gave a presentation on the interceptions of potato leafminer and South American tomato leafminer in products imported from Turkey and Syria. Temporal prohibition of import from these countries as well joint inspections of greenhouses in Turkey and negotiations between the Turkey’s Department of Agriculture and Ministry of Agrarian Policy of Ukraine allowed to resolve the problem.
8. Close
At the initiative of Mr. Nikolay Tryakhov the participants discussed the future of plant protection in 10 years.

Mr. Tryakhov reminded the participants that the main objective of the IPPC is to prevent introduction and spread of quarantine pests. He noted that in achieving this least trade restrictive measures should be chosen. He reminded that Article 4 of the IPPC provides for responsibilities of NPPOs. Mr. Tryakhov sound a note of warning that soon due to the delegation of phytosanitary service authorities to commercial organizations the phytosanitary service of the Russian Federation may be destroyed. Thus, Mr. Tryakhov recommended to develop a standard presenting guidelines for implementation of phytosanitary services authorities and functions. 

Mr. Orlinski noted that many countries misinterpretation the IPPC, and this causes confusion, i.e. the members of the IPPC are governments, not NPPOs.
Mr. Nersisyan noted that the problem roots from the differences in organizational structure. He recommended that phytosanitary services in all member countries were accountable directly to their governments.
Mr. Bateman remarked that the Secretariat will consider arguments to raise the profile of NPPOs.
Mr. Arnitis suggested submitting this topic for review at the next session of the Working Group to be then passes to CPM session in Rome. The suggestion was accepted.
Closing remarks were given by Dr. Magomedov. Participants were thanked for their valuable contributions and encouraged to coordinate the submission of national country comments to the Secretariat. The FAO regional plant protection officer and representative of the IIPC Secretariat and EPPO were also thanked for their special contribution. 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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Regional workshop for the review of draft
International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs)

19-23, July 2010

All-Russian Center for Plant Quarantine,

Bykovo, Moscow Region, Russian Federation
Provisional Agenda

	Monday

	09:00 – 09:30
	Registration

	09:30 – 10:30
	Opening of the session

- local and logistical information (Host)

- introductions
- purpose of the workshop (Host)

	10:30 – 11:00 
	Coffee break 

	11:00 – 12:30
	- IPPC overview (FAO officer or IPPC Secretariat or Other designated officer)
- Adoption of the agenda
- Election of chair

- Election of rapporteur

- Any other business 

	12:30 – 13:30
	Lunch

	13:30 – 15:00
	Review and discussion on draft ISPMs 
- Presentation of the draft standard 1/5: Systems approaches for pest risk

management of fruit flies and review

	15:00 – 15:30
	Coffee break

	15:30 – 17:00
	Review and discussion on draft ISPMs
- Draft 1/5 (continued): Systems approaches for pest risk management of fruit flies

	Tuesday

	09:00 – 10:30
	Review and discussion on draft ISPMs
- Presentation of the draft standard 2/5: Submission of new treatments for inclusion in ISPM No.15 and review

	10:30 – 11:00
	Coffee break

	11:00 – 12:30
	Review and discussion on draft ISPMs
- Draft 2/5 (continued): Submission of new treatments for inclusion in ISPM No.15

	12:30 – 13:30
	Lunch

	13:30 – 15:00
	Review and discussion on draft ISPMs
- Presentation of the draft standard 3/5: Integrated measures approach for managing pest

risks associated with international trade of plants for planting and review

	15:00 – 15:30
	Coffee break

	15:30 – 17:00
	Review and discussion on draft ISPMs
- Draft 3/5 (continued): Integrated measures approach for managing pest risks associated

with international trade of plants for planting

	Wednesday

	09:00 – 10:30
	Review and discussion on draft ISPMs
- Presentation of the draft standard 4/5: Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis Capitata (Annex to ISPM 28) and review

	10:30 – 11:00
	Coffee break

	11:00 – 12:30
	Review and discussion on draft ISPMs
- Draft 4/5 (continued) : Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis Capitata (Annex to ISPM 28)

	12:30 – 13:30
	Lunch

	13:30 – 15:00
	Review and discussion on draft ISPMs
- Presentation of the draft standard 5/5: Diagnostic protocol for Plum pox virus and review

	15:00 – 15:30
	Coffee break

	15:30 – 17:00
	Review and discussion on draft ISPMs
- Draft 5/5 (continued): Diagnostic protocol for Plum pox virus

	Thursday

	9:00 – 10:30
	Organization of future regional workshops on draft ISPMs (2011 session)

- identification of sponsors for future workshops
- funding strategy and action plan
- Topics for consideration at future workshops

	10:30 – 11:00
	Coffee break

	11:00 – 12:30
	Presentation on IAEA activities and possible collaboration between Russian speaking countries and IAEA

	12:30 – 13:30
	Lunch

	13:30 – 15:00
	Any other business

1. Progress reports by participants on the implementation of adopted ISPMs
2. Presentation of online comment system for draft ISPMs

3. Participant survey

	15:00 – 15:30
	Coffee break

	15:30 – 16:15
	Presentation on the Standards and Trade Development Facility

	16:15 – 16:40
	Presentation on the draft Forestry guide to the implementation of international phytosanitary standards

	16:40 – 17:15
	Presentation about Online System for Compiling Member Comments

	Friday

	9:00 – 10:30
	Adoption of draft ISPMs

	10:30 – 11:00
	Coffee break

	11:00 – 12:30
	Adoption of draft ISPMs

	12:30 ​– 13:30
	Lunch

	13:30 – 14:00
	Date and location of the next meeting (between July – September 15, 2011)

	14:00 – 15:00
	Close
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Draft: SYSTEMS APPROACHES FOR PEST RISK MANAGEMENT OF FRUIT FLIES (TEPHRITIDAE)

	1. Section
	2. para nber
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment (Substantive, Editorial, Translation)
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	General comments
	
	
	
	Draft is to be revised
	Draft addresses the systems approach for Tephritidae only (though different types of fruit flies are united);

Considerable repetitions (e.g. from other standards and the Convention itself) – ISPM on fruit flies should be much more concrete and practical; 

Draft takes issues with the introduction of discussion of bilateral arrangements;

A lack of clarity regarding roles; 

Cold treatment should be included in a system approach;

Overly conceptual and deficient in technical guidance. 
	CIS countries

	General comments
	
	
	
	Terminology
	There were some issues with respect to the terminology used in the draft. It was suggested to replace “relationship between host, target fruit fly species and specified area” with “phytosanitary condition” as Russian speaking countries are more familiar with the term “phytosanitary condition”. Since “phytosanitary condition” is not a term that is included in the Glossary of Phytosanitary Terms, it was proposed to add the term “Phytosanitary condition” and its definition to the glossary.
	CIS countries

	title
	
	
	
	System approach (in single)
	
	Tajikistan

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	[17]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	[1] For the establishment of a fruit fly systems approach (FF-SA) for fruit flies management, the relationship between plant host, target fruit fly species and specified area for the site, place or area of production of the host commodity should be defined. 


	To show what for we do implement this system approach
	Lithuania

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	[20]
	2nd sentence
	substantive
	[2] When detecting critical cases of  non-compliance, audit by the NPPO of the importing country may be conducted.   Supervision activities may be agreed between the importing and exporting contracting parties. Guidelines on corrective action plans are described in Annex 1. 


	Supervision is conducted by the NPPO of the exporting country, it’s its responsibility. 
	Russia

	BACKGROUND
	[23]
	1st sentence
	substantive
	[3] Fruit flies are pests of economic importance affecting production and realization trade of fruits and vegetables which are their hosts  and their movement may pose a pest risk for endangered areas. 


	Host is not enough here – better to write fruits and vegetables as it was previous in the text. + better wording
	Tajikistan

	BACKGROUND
	[25]
	Last sentence
	Editorial
	[4] In some cases, based on pest risk assessment, less stringent phytosanitary measures integrated into a systems approach may be sufficient to reduce the risks to an acceptable appropriate level. 


	To avoid the term appropriate level which is difficult for understanding. 
	Russia

	BACKGROUND
	[26]
	2nd sentence
	Substantive
	Required phytosanitary security of fruits and vegetables affected by fruit flies can be achieved through a combination of independent measures, for example a combination of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (FF-ALPPs)
	To precise about what kind of security we are talking. 
	Russia

	BACKGROUND
	[27]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	[5] Systems approaches have been developed as pest risk management options to meet the appropriate level of phytosanitary protection of importing contracting parties in situations where a single measure is not available or practicable, or in cases where a systems approach is more cost-effective than the single measure available. 
	The previous sentence has already explained fow what it is developed. In this sentence we focus in which cases it is needed. 
	Tajikistan

	BACKGROUND
	[28]
	Delete first two sentences
	Substantive
	[6] Systems approaches include a combination of measures that interact and that may be applied in different places at different times (i.e. in the exporting country, during transportation or in the importing country). They may therefore involve a number of organizations, individuals and measures. Their successful implementation will depend on effective coordination of actions among participants. 


	No any additional ideas in these sentences. Copy from another ISPM and IPPC. 
	Latvia

	BACKGROUND
	[29]
	Delete first sentence
	Substantive
	In many cases, exporting contracting parties have developed and established fruit fly systems approaches (FF-SAs) in association with importing contracting parties.
	It is guidelines for bilateral agreement, no relation to system approach. 
	Russia

	BACKGROUND
	[32]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	[7] The target pests for which this standard was developed include insects of the order Diptera, family Tephritidae, of the genera Bactrocera and Ceratitis, and also Anastrepha, Dacus, Rhagoletis, Toxotrypana and other genera of economic importance.


	To underline that bactorocera and ceratitis are more signiicant
	Russia

	1.1. Pest risk analysis
	[36]
	1st sentence
	Editorial
	PRA determines whether a pest should be regulated and identifies the measures for pest risk management mitigation.
	No term mitigation in ISPM 5.

(comment also for further use of mitigation in the text) 
	Ukraine

	1.1. Pest risk analysis
	[42]
	Unit first 2 sentences
	Substantive
	[8] In practice, FF-SAs may be specific or broad depending on the host-fruit fly species-area relationships. Systems approaches  and can be applied to one or more host and/or fruit fly species in the same area.


	Not ot repeat same information
	Russia

	1.1. Pest risk analysis
	[43]
	2nd sentence
	Substantive
	[9] Some of the Measures may be applied on the different stages of production and realization and  to be applied under an FF-SA may include FFF-POP, FFF-PS, FF-ALPP, host status and limited distribution in the endangered area.


	More concrete sentence
	Belarus

	[10] 1.2
 Documentation and record-keeping
	[45]
	2nd sentence
	substantive
	Control points and stakeholders should be identified.
	The term control points is not clear – necessary to explain what is meant
	Latvia

	[11] 1.2
 Documentation and record-keeping
	[45]
	3rd sentence
	substantive
	The roles and responsibilities of the NPPOs of the exporting countries and importing contracting parties and of the producers and exporters should be specified and documented. Corrective action plans should also be documented.
	According to ISPM 5, NPPO of the exporting country, not contracting party. 

As before – NPPO of the importing party is not so important here, as all necessary info can be provided in the bilateral agreement.
	Russia

	[12] 1.3 Supervision
	[47]
	Title
	Substantive
	Supervision. Audit
	More relevant term – to be changed in the whole point 1.3
	Russia

	1.3 Supervision
	[49]
	Last sentence
	Substantive
	Audit Supervision can also be done by the NPPO of the importing contracting party after the consultation with the NPPO of the exporting country.
	Not to allow NPPO of the importing country to come every month without any special reason. 
	Russia

	2.1
Establishment of an FF-SA
	[52]
	Delete
	
	
	
	

	2.1Establishment of an FF-SA
	[53]
	Delete
	
	
	
	

	2.1Establishment of an FF-SA
	[54]
	Delete
	
	
	
	

	2.1Establishment of an FF-SA
	[52-54]
	New sentence
	Substantive
	[13] Countries should cooperate when implementing system approach for fruit flies management. Applied measures should be feasible, cost-effective and the least trade-restrictive.
	No need to copy-paste text from other ISPM. We just need one phrase to explain the whole meaning of those three para.
	Latvia


Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2010
DRAFT APPENDIX to ISPM 15:2009

SUBMISSION OF NEW TREATMENTS FOR INCLUSION IN ISPM 15
See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the document. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee.
	1. Section
	2. para nber
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment (Substantive,Editorial,Translation)
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	General comments
	
	
	
	 
	It is very difficult to understand how records on treatment can be done for fungi and mycosis. 
Requirements for new treatments are too strict. Maybe it would be reasonable to divide insects and fungi. These pests are too different and the risks on their spread with the movement of wood package material is also very different. 
And also, it is nearly impossible to follow Probit 9 for fungi. 

Though the requirements are technically justified, it will be very difficult to realize them in practice, what will stop a process on inventing new treatments.
	Russia

	Introduction
	[3]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	New treatments for inclusion in ISPM 15:2009 need to be evaluated in accordance with procedures outlined in ISPM 28:2007 and ISPM 24:2005 and thus may be submitted by NPPOs and RPPOs if deemed to meet the requirements outlined in those that standards.
	This ISPM on equivalency may be very useful in comparing new treatments with the existing ones.
	Russia

	Introduction
	[6]
	Last indent
	Substantive
	· effect of on environmental conditions
	Treatment can’t effect the environment, mentioned in the brackets. 
	Russia

	table 1
	[8]
	
	
	
	1. To include bacteria

2. To provide the list as it was in the previousversion of ISPM 15 (with examples – latin names of the most important quarantine pests)

3. Explain the necessity of wood flies, wasps and ants (as ants use only dead wood). Are they quarantine for any country? 
	Russia

Azerbaijan

Armeniya

	Step 1
	[15]
	1st and last sentences
	Editorial
	The initial first effects of heat treatment on organism viability occur when intercellular proteins begin to denature and disrupt vital cellular processes. Such protein denaturation occurs in all organisms. However, some organisms or life stages have mechanisms that provide a limited tolerance to these temperature effects. In regard to pests of wood, only a very few quarantine pests of wood of concern in international trade are known to have a slightly elevated tolerance to heat treatments
	Better wording
	Russia

	Step 2
	[21]
	Delete an example
	Substantive
	Some pests are known during certain life stages to be differentially susceptible to a specific pesticide (e.g. greater tolerances are shown by adult insect life stages treated with juvenile growth hormones)
	Example is not good as juvenile hormones are not used for adults
	Russia

	Step 2
	[22]
	Last sentence
	Substantive
	When colonized pieces of wood that may contain multiple individuals are used as test units, only complete mortality, deactivation or sterilization (excluding vectors) of all individuals is considered a successful result in identifying the resistant species or life stage.
	As vectors can transmit other pests even being sterilized
	Uzbekistan

	Step 2
	[23]
	Unit first 2 sentences
	Substantive
	Test species, including isolates, used should be have same characteristics as their natural population. in a condition that represents their naturally occurring virulence, pathogenicity and fitness. In using isolates, consideration should also be given to the quality, vigour and stability appropriate to the type of organism used.
	The main principle here is that natural characteristics should not be weakened. 

We will not be able here to provide all the characteristics. And here we have scientific names for test species and commonly used words for isolates characteristics. 
	Russia

Uzbekistan

	Step 4
	[28]
	
	
	
	We would kindly ask to provide a scientific justification for using 10 replicates, as different replicates are used in different countries, and usually their number is smaller (Tajikistan – 3, Russia in diagnostics – 8)
	

	Step 4
	[29]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	The level of efficacy required for new treatment should be not less than the efficacy of the approved treatments (methyl bromide and heat treatment)  success is 99.99683% at a 95% confidence level for all organisms selected for testing.
	ISPM 28 about the treatments doesn’t have any information about probit 9. Why was it included? 

If approved treatments are effective, then we can evaluate other treatments on the basis of their efficacy. 

Probit 9 will be a great brake for new treatment evaluation. 
	All CIS and Baltic countries

	Step 5
	[31]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	A schedule must be developed to ensure that the required level of efficacy is not less than required consistently reached or exceeded during production and treatment of wood packaging material under normal operating conditions.
	How efficacy can be exceeded? 

Better wording
	Russia

	Step 5
	[31]
	2nd sentence
	Editorial
	 In developing this schedule, treatment efficacy should be demonstrated in the most challenging type(s) and dimensions of wood packaging material and environmental conditions (e.g. temperature, moisture content) most challenging for the treatment in question.
	For better understanding
	Lithuania

	Step 5
	[31]
	3rd sentence
	Editorial
	The schedule should clearly document the level limitations on efficacy of treatment applications
	Better wording
	Russia

	Assessment of treatment success
	[33]
	1st and 3rd sentences
	Editorial
	[1] The criteria used to determine treatment efficacy success for each pest group group and life stage tested must be thoroughly described. In particular, in each case the specific treatment effect(s) should be clearly indicated. For example, treatments on fungi may kill the organism or may simply inhibit growth. With insects, methods for assessing treatment efficacy success should be uniform and take into consideration that can vary widely across studies. For example, counts of living specimens immediately after a treatment may underestimate effectiveness as some apparent survivors may die subsequently and, conversely, those that may appear moribund may recover.
	Better wording
	Russia

	[2] Submission of treatment for approval
	[35]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	All treatments proposed for inclusion in ISPM 15 must be submitted to the IPPC Secretariat for evaluation under the provisions of ISPM 28:2007 and ISPM 24:2005.
	As before
	Russia


Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2010
Draft: INTEGRATED MEASURES APPROACH FOR PLANTS FOR PLANTING IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE

See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the document. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee.
	1. Section
	2. para nber
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment (Substantive,Editorial,Translation)
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	General comments
	
	
	Substantive
	There is no term for integrated measures approach, but there is a system approach;

No term for mitigation – but management. 

No term for crop specialist – but plant protection specialist. 

No importing or exporting NPPO, but NPPO of the importing or exporting country.
	We propose to follow ISPM 5 Glossary terms and change these terms throughout the text. 


	Azerbaijan

	title
	
	
	Substantive
	Managing pest risks associated with international trade of plants for planting. 
	The use of the term ‘integrated measures’ as it could be confused with the approach of crop protection term integrated pest management (IPM). The scope makes clear the integrated measures approach.  
	Russia

	SCOPE
	[3]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	This standard provides guidelines for the development and implementation of integrated measures to manage the pest risks associated with the production
	The term integrated measures is confusing and does not add any additional meaning
	Russia

	[1] Outline of requirements 
	[17]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	This standard provides guidance for the use of integrated measures to manage the pest risks that plants for planting (excluding seeds) pose as a pathway for regulated pests and to meet the phytosanitary requirements of the importing NPPO of the importing country, which . The use of integrated measures approaches requires the involvement of the NPPOs of both the importing and exporting countries, as well as stakeholders producers, and relies on pest risk management measures applied throughout the production and distribution processes.
	As before

NPPO can not import anything. 

Not only producers can be involved, but also packagers or transporters.

This part of the sentence repeats the first sentence. We do not need to mention here that measures are applied in different stages, as it can be understood.
	Russia

	Outline of requirements
	[18]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	The standard provides guidance on two types of integrated measures approaches: general integrated measures and integrated measures for high-risk situations.
	As before
	Ukraine

	BACKGROUND
	[21]
	2nd sentence
	Substantive
	Although these standards provide general guidance for PRA for plants for planting, such plants are which are generally considered to pose a higher pest risk than other regulated articles plant products and therefore additional specific guidance is needed.
	Plants for planting according to ISPM 5 are not plant products. 
	Russia

	BACKGROUND
	[22]
	1st sentence
	Editorial
	Efficacy of export inspections of consignments of plants for planting has limitations
	Inspection do not have limitations
	Russia

	BACKGROUND
	[24]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	[2] An integrated measures System approach also has the advantage of better managing the risk not only of known pests that are difficult to detect 


	As before
	Russia

	1.
Factors that Affect the Pest Risk of Plants for Planting
	[28]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	[3] The factors described in sections 1.1 to 1.4 should be considered by the importing NPPO of the importing country when conducting a PRA to identify the appropriate combination of measures to meet its phytosanitary requirements. 
	As before
	Belarus

	1.
Factors that Affect the Pest Risk of Plants for Planting
	[29]
	1st sentence
	Substantive
	These factors should also be considered by the exporting NPPO of the exporting country when establishing measures to be taken at places of production
	As before
	Armenia

	1.1 
Pest factors that affect risk
	[32]
	2nd sentence
	Substantive
	[4] Depending on their efficacy, a single such measure may be sufficient to mitigate manage the risk or a combination of these measures may be incorporated in a system n integrated measures approach. 
	According to general comments
	Kazakhstan

	1.3
Production factors that affect risk 
	[37]
	title
	substantive
	[5] Production factors that affect phytosanitary risk 


	We should focus on phytosanitary risk – not on the risk of the product to be stolen, for example. 

We propose to add it in the whole para before the word risk. 
	Tajikistan

	1.3
Production factors that affect risk
	[42]
	Last sentence
	Editorial 
	[6] Wild collected plants collected in the wild nature do not have any form of pest control and may therefore be unprotected from pests.


	Better wording
	Lithuania

	3. 
Integrated Measures Approach
	[47]
	title
	substantive
	Integrated Measures System Approach
	According to ISPM 5
	Latvia

	3.
Integrated Measures Approach
	[48]
	Whole para
	substantive
	[7] Where individual measures alone are not sufficient to manage mitigate the pest risk, a system n integrated measures approach may be implemented. Based on the risk identified this may involve a range of options, from a system n integrated measures approach whose elements are widely applicable to all plants for planting (see “Complex of general integrated measures”, section 3.1) to one with additional elements designed to manage mitigate situations where the pest risk is high (see “Integrated measures in high-risk situations”, section 3.2). NPPOs may consider these options in addition to pre-export inspection in order to manage mitigate plant pest risks. 


	According to ISPM 5
	Russia

	[8] 3.1
General integrated measures
	[49]
	title
	substantive
	Complex of general integrated measures
	To escape from the term integrated measures
	Uzbekistan

	3.1
General integrated measures
	[50]
	Whole para
	substantive
	[9] Where individual measures alone are not sufficient to mitigate As an additional measure to manage pest risk, the NPPO of the exporting country may authorize a place of production that complies the requirements with general integrated measures that are applicable to all types of plants for planting. 

	To be in consistence with 3.1.2

To keep the consistence with the title we should not mention individual measures
	Russia

	3.2.1
Requirements for the place of production in high-risk situations
	[57]
	1st sentence
	substantive
	A place of production applying for implementation of a system authorization to participate in an integrated measures approach for high-risk situations should develop a manual
	As in ISPM 5
	Russia

	3.2.1.1
Place of production manual
	[60]
	1st sentence
	substantive
	[10] The manual should describe all of the requirements, elements and processes that make up the complex of integrated measures for risk management of the plants for planting. 
	As in ISPM 5
	Estonia

	3.2.1.1
Place of production manual
	[60]
	3rd sentence
	editorial
	[11] For exports of additional other plants or exports to additional other countries, the manual should be amended, and the affected sections reviewed and approved by the exporting NPPO of the exporting country as appropriate; 
	Better wording
	Lithuania

	3.2.1.2
Pest management plan
	[64]
	1st indent
	substantive
	sanitation and hygiene – preventing the introduction of pests to the place of production and minimizing spread within a place of production,
	sanitation is not equal to preventing pest introduction. Can make misunderstanding. 
	Russia

	3.2.1.3
Crop protection specialist


	[66]
	First 2 sentences
	substantive
	Places of production implementing comprehensive integrated complex of measures for pest risk management should employ a specialist with a well-established working knowledge of pest identification and control. The specialist should ensure that sanitation, pest monitoring
	As in general comments

His main task is plant protection, not sanitation
	Ukraine

	3.2.1.6
Packing and transportation


	[72]
	1st indent
	substantive
	· Plant material should be packed in a manner to prevent infestation or reinfestation by regulated pests.


	No difference in the way of infestation. We care about the result – that the consignment should be free. 
	Belarus

	3.2.2
Non-compliance with requirements for the place of production


	[80]
	1st sentence
	substantive
	A non-compliance is any failure of products or procedures to adhere to the phytosanitary requirements of the NPPO of the importing country or the integrated complex of measures for risk management measures established by the exporting NPPO.
	As before
	Estonia

	3.2.2
Non-compliance with requirements for the place of production


	[81]
	Wnd of the para
	substantive
	from participation in the integrated measures system approach
	As before
	Russia

	4. Responsibilities of the NPPO of the Exporting Country 


	[90]
	1st indent
	substantive
	· establishing the implementation of the integrated measures approaches system approach authorizing places of production seeking participation in a integrated measures system approach 


	As before
	Russia

	4. Responsibilities of the NPPO of the Exporting Country 


	[90]
	3rd indent
	substantive
	· ensuring that all plants for planting exported by authorized places of production meet the phytosanitary requirements of the NPPO of the importing country 

	As before
	Russia

	4.1 
Establishing integrated measures approaches 


	[91]
	title
	substantive
	Establishing integrated measures approaches system approach
	As before
	Russia

	4.1 
Establishing integrated measures approaches 


	[92]
	1st sentence
	substantive
	In establishing its integrated measures system approach, the NPPO should specify its requirements to be met by places
	As before
	Russia

	4.2 
Authorization of places of production


	[94]
	1st sentence
	substantive
	[12] The general requirements for the authorization of places of production that require only the general integrated measures system approach are described in section 3.1.


	As before
	Kazakhstan

	4.2 
Authorization of places of production


	[95]
	1st sentence
	substantive
	The authorization of places of production seeking to participate in the integrated measures system approach for high-risk situations
	As before
	Kazakhstan

	4.3
Oversight of authorized places of production
	[98]
	End of the para
	substantive
	as they relate to the integrated measures system approach.
	As before
	Ukraine

	4.4
Export inspections and issuance of phytosanitary certificates
	[100]
	First sentences
	substantive
	The integrated Complex of risk management measures may reduce the need for growing season inspections and intensive export inspections of every individual consignment (if agreed to by the importing NPPO of the importing country). Phytosanitary certificates are issued in accordance with ISPM 12:2001. If required by the NPPO of the importing country an additional
	As before
	Russia

	4.5
Providing adequate information 
	[102]
	End of the para
	substantive
	and acceptance of the integrated measures system approach.
	As before
	Russia

	5. Responsibilities of the NPPO of the Importing Country


	[105]
	The whole para
	substantive
	[13] Plants produced under a integrated measures system approach may not require intensive import inspection of every consignment. The NPPO of the importing country may decide to only monitor imported plants produced under a integrated measures system approach, including testing samples 
	As before
	Russia

	5.1
Traceability procedures 


	[108]
	1st sentence
	substantive
	The NPPO of the importing country is encouraged to establish procedures that ensure that plants imported under a integrated measures system approach can be traced
	As before
	Russia

	5.2
Auditing by the importing NPPO 


	[109]
	title
	substantive
	Auditing by the importing NPPO of the importing country
	As before
	Ukraine

	5.2
Auditing by the importing NPPO 


	[110]
	First 2 sentences
	substantive
	The NPPO of the importing country may request the NPPO of the exporting country to audit the  integrated measures system approaches as established by the exporting country. This audit may consist of documentation review, inspection and testing of plants produced under the integrated measures system approach, and, where appropriate, site visits provided that there
	As before
	Ukraine


Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2010
DRAFT ANNEX to ISPM 28:2009

Irradiation treatment for Ceratitis capitata
See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the document. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee.
	1. Section
	2. para nber
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment (Substantive,Editorial,Translation)
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	Treatment schedule
	[11]
	Indent i. add new last sentence
	substantive
	Fruits and vegetables should be calibrated. 
	To ensure evenness of the irradiation
	Russia

	Other relevant information
	[12]
	Indent j
	substantive
	Since irradiation may ensure reliable efficacy of sterilization, not result in outright mortality, inspectors may encounter live but non-viable Ceratitis capitata (larvae and/or pupae) during the inspection process. This does not imply a failure of the treatment.


	Outright mortality is not possible while using irradiation. The applicable dosage ensure sterilization. 
	Russia


Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2010
DRAFT ANNEX to ISPM 27:2010

Plum pox virus

See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the document. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee.
	1. Section
	2. para nber
	3. sentence/

row/indent, etc.
	4. Type of comment (Substantive,Editorial,Translation)
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation
	7. Country

	3.Detection and Identification
	[11]
	Add new 2nd sentence
	substantive
	Appropriate sample selection is critical for PPV detection. Order of sampling should be worked out taking into consideration virus biology for every concrete area and affected culture.  
	To explain the meaning of the previous sentence. 
	Russia

	Figure 1 
	[13]
	To add words in the second box
	Substantive
	Serological test

DASI-ELISA with 5B-IVIA universal monoclonal antibody, specified for strains D and M, or DAS-ELISA with 5B-IVIA or polyclonal antibodies; or

Molecular test

RT-PCR or IC-RT-PCR (P1/P2,  or 3′NCR, Р1/ РD, P1\ PM primers), Co-PCR (P10/P20/P1/P2 primers) and hybridization with universal probe, or real-time RT-PCR

	In conformity with the text
	Russia

	3.2Serological detection and identification
	[24]
	Delete after 2nd sentence
	
	5B-IVIA is the only monoclonal antibody that has been demonstrated to detect all strains of PPV, and does so with high reliability, specificity and sensitivity (Cambra et al., 2006a). In a DIAGPRO ring-test done by 17 laboratories using a panel of 10 samples (PPV-infected (PPV-D, PPV-M and PPV-D+M) and healthy) from France and Spain, DASI-ELISA using the 5B-IVIA monoclonal antibody was 95% accurate (number of true negatives and true positives diagnosed by the technique/number of samples tested). This accuracy was greater than that achieved with either immunocapture reverse transcription-polymerase chain reaction (IC-RT-PCR) which was 82% accurate, or co-operational RT-PCR (Co-RT-PCR) which was 94% accurate (Cambra et al., 2006b; Olmos et al., 2007). The proportion of true negatives (number of true negatives diagnosed by the technique/number of healthy plants) identified by DASI-ELISA using the 5B-IVIA monoclonal antibody was 99.0%, compared with real-time RT-PCR using purified nucleic acid (89.2%) or spotted samples (98.0%), or immunocapture RT-PCR (96.1%). Capote et al. (2009) also reported that there is a 98.8% probability that a positive result obtained in winter with DASI-ELISA using the 5B-IVIA monoclonal antibody was a true positive.
	We do not include literature review in the ISPMs
	Belarus

	4.Identification of Strains
	[61]
	2nd sentence
	editorial
	Sequencing of the complete or partial CP (creatine phosphate) gene  may also be done, especially where atypical or undescribed types are present.
	To explain what is CP
	Russia

	5. Records
	[86]
	Change the title
	substantive
	Keeping records and samples
	More widely describes what is in the para
	Ukraine

	5. Records
	[87]
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Records
	[88]
	To add new first indent
	Substantive
	· positively identified samples should be kept not less than 1 year.
	To be used in arbitration if necessary
	Ukraine

Lithuania

Russia
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