Canada’s comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2005
Draft ISPM: requirements for the submission of phytosanitary treatments
	1. Section
	2. Country
	3. Type of comment
	4. Location
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	General comments
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Scope, Outline, Background and Section 3
	
	Request clarification.  Is there really going to be an ISPM on phytosanitary treatments? Or, are phytosanitary treatments going to be included in the appropriate ISPMs.  If TP No.3 is to prepare an ISPM on phytosanitary treatments, the specification for that panel should be updated to reflect that task.

	
	CANADA
	Substantive
	
	
	Does this proposal suggest that there will be both an ISPM and a database?  Please provide further clarification as to the development of the ISPM for approved treatment… the database would be very a useful to allow access to the necessary information. (see Section 3 and Appendix 2, section 3 )

	Specific comments
	CANADA 
	Substantive
	
	
	Specifications of the test material is necessary many different kinds of test material is available, various sources, various geographic regions, not necessarily single isolates.

	DEFINITIONS 
	CANADA
	editorial
	Second sentence, treatment schedule
	The most critical elements are dose, time duration and temperature
	This assumes that treatments always have a dose.  Examples of treatments that do not have a dose are heat treatments, cold treatments, controlled atmosphere treatments.  Propose to delete this second sentence and have the standard explain what the critical elements are.

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	CANADA
	Editorial
	Third paragraph
	The expected level of efficacy of the treatment should be stated in the submission and should be applicable to use of the treatment internationally
	Proposed text provides clarification.

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	CANADA
	technical
	Fourth paragraph
See also background
	Submissions will be evaluated by the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments to determine whether the treatment is of use internationally.
	Section 3 of the standard says that the TP will evaluate the submission for suitability in the ISPM on phytosanitary treatments [under development].  In the background, it says that the TP will evaluate efficacy and technical and commercial feasibility.  
Proposed deletion makes this statement broader within this section and allows for details to follow in the Background.

See comments within background.

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	CANADA
	Editorial
	Fourth paragraph
	Submissions will be evaluated by the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments to determine whether the treatment is useful of use internationally
	Proposed text is more concise.

	Background
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Third paragraph,  second sentence of  final section.

See also Outline of Requirements.
	The overall aim of the process described in this standard is for data submitted by National Plant Protection Organizations (NPPO) or Regional Plant Protection Organizations (RPPOs) to be evaluated by the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments for their efficacy, and technical and commercial feasibility and additionally, to determine whether the treatment is of use internationally.
	See comment from Outline of Requirements, information deleted above, has been inserted here for clarity.

	Background
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Third paragraph,  last sentence of  final section
	Such treatments may be utilized where appropriate without further technical justification. 
Where treatment requirements for a commodity are technically justified, use of an appropriate treatment included in the manual does not require further justification.  
	Canada disagrees with this last sentence.   There needs to be a technical justification to require a treatment.  If the treatment is described in the standard, then no further justification is required related to the choice of treatment. 



	1. Criteria for Treatments
	CANADA
	Technical
	Add text under this heading 1. Criteria for treatments
	Treatments for which a submission can be made include, but are not limited to: chemical , irradiation, heat, cold, high pressure, vacuum, controlled atmosphere, etc.
	Further clarification of the entire section could be achieved by adding a sentence that describes all the different types of treatments that could be considered.  

	1.1 General requirements
	CANADA
	Technical
	Third bullet
	The expected level of efficacy should be stated (quantified or expressed statistically). Where statistical data is unavailable, other evidence that supports the efficacy (i.e. historical and/or practical information/experience) should be provided.
	It is not clear which data is being referenced.  Efficacy data?
Further clarification is requested

	1.1.1 Efficacy data from laboratory or controlled experiments
	CANADA
	Editorial
	Entire section
	delete
	Information in this section is repeated in 2.5.1, and can be deleted

	1.1.2 Efficacy data on the target pest(s) under practical conditions
	CANADA
	Editorial
	Entire section
	delete
	Information in this section is repeated in 2.5.2, and can be deleted

	1.2 Feasibility and applicability
	CANADA
	Editorial
	Entire section
	delete
	Information in this section is repeated in 2.6, and can be deleted

	2.1 General considerations
	CANADA
	Substantive and Editorial
	First paragraph
	The NPPO or RPPO should ensure that the experimental design provides a final proposed phytosanitary treatment is well documented and that the efficacy data have been generated, using appropriate experimentation, including the relevant experimental design. with a degree of efficacy appropriate for  Preferably, the treatment can be used internationally use.
	The suggested text provides greater emphasis of the actual phytosanitary treatment, not just the design.  

	2.2 Summary information and contact details
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Last sentence, 

See also Appendix 1


	The NPPO or RPPO should designate a Contact person to be responsible for the submission and their contact details should be provided.
	Please replace “responsible” with “contact”

It is not clear what this person would be ‘responsible’ for in regards to the treatment.

	2.5.1 Efficacy data on the target pest(s) under laboratory or controlled experiments
	CANADA
	Editorial
	Third paragraph, first sentence
	Where possible, data should be presented on the methods used to determine how the effective dose/treatment was determined to demonstrate the range of efficacy of the proposed treatment (e.g. dose/efficacy curves
	The proposed text provides additional clarification and is more concise.

	2.5.1 Efficacy data on the target pest(s) under laboratory or controlled experiments
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Fourth paragraph First sentence
	The data should include, but is not limited to, detailed information on the following elements:
	The items identified may not be as broad as it could be; the proposed text addresses this.

	2.5.2 Efficacy data on the target pest(s) under practical conditions
	CANADA
	Substantive
	First paragraph
	Data may should be presented from   preliminary tests to refine to show that the proposed treatment can be applied under commercial conditions (unless the treatment is intended to be applied strictly for research purposes ) and include the treatment schedule to establish the effective dose (e.g. temperature, chemical, irradiation ) under practical conditions.
	Any treatment that is submitted for international recognition must have been shown to be practical.  The IPPC cannot afford to have its TP on Phytosanitary treatments spending scant resources on reviewing data of treatments that look promising under laboratory conditions.

	2.5.2 Efficacy data on the target pest(s) under practical conditions
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Section, copy info from 1.1.2, and add an additional sentence.
	The same data requirements as listed in section 2.5.1 should also be provided for these tests. Additional information on the source of the specimens should include source, geographic location, and indicated whether or not the specimen is a field sample or from a culture collection.  Other data which is required are is listed below:
	If previous section 1.1.2 is deleted as proposed, the reference information needs to be transferred to this section. 

Addtionally, detailed information pertaining to the specimens should also be provided, proposed text addresses this.

Grammatical, the term data is used as plural.

	2.6 Information on technical and commercial feasibility
	CANADA
	Substantive
	First bullet
	- feasibility of carrying out the proposed phytosanitary treatment at a global level (includes ease of use, risks to operators, technical complexity, sophistication of equipment)
	Neither the NPPO, RPPO, nor the contact person, can or should provide information on feasibility to apply a treatment globally.  It can only identify how difficult it is to apply, how well trained applicators need to be, how sophisticated the equipment needs to be etc.

	2.6 Information on technical and commercial feasibility
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Second bullet
	- to which extent of existing use by other NPPOs have approved the treatment as a phytosanitary measure, if known.
	As a rule, NPPOs do not apply treatments, they prescribe treatments or approve treatments.  The proposed text could address this.

	2.6 Information on technical and commercial feasibility
	CANADA
	Substantive
	third bullet
OR 

Modify first bullet
	availability of expertise needed to apply the proposed phytosanitary treatment globally
OR include within first bullet

- feasibility of carrying out the proposed phytosanitary treatment at a global level (includes ease of use, available expertise, risks to operators, technical complexity, sophistication of equipment)

	The information needs to show how much expertise is required to apply the proposed treatment, not how much expertise is available.  

Global application is not relevant, since any pest that is globally distributed is not the target of phytosanitary treatments.
OR

The first and third bullet could be combined as shown.

	2.6 Information on technical and commercial feasibility
	CANADA
	Substantive
	New last bullet
	- sophistication of  the equipment required to apply the treatment
	This is an important factor in considering the technical/commercial feasibilty

	3. Evaluation of Submissions
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Entire section
	
	Question only.  Does this proposal suggest that there will be both an ISPM and a database?  Please provide further clarification as to the development of the ISPM for approved treatment… the database would be very a useful to allow access to the necessary information. (see Appendix 2, section 3 )

	Appendix 1 Cover page for a submission of a phytosanitary treatment
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Name of Person Responsible for the treatment
	Name of  Designated Contact Responsible person responsible for the treatment:


	See comment in section 2.2.

Propose the box should be Designated Contact Person

	Appendix 1 Cover page for a submission of a phytosanitary treatment
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Line:  Position or title
Include information within the proposed signature block.  See explanation
	Delete this block completely
	This information does not provide additional information to help validate the submission.  This box is not required, the info would be more appropriate within the proposed signature block

See additional comment below suggesting a signature block within “reason for submission” below.

	Appendix 1 Cover page for a submission of a phytosanitary treatment
	CANADA
	Technical
	Treatment description, 

Treatment name
	Treatment name Provide enough detail to identify the treatment; for example, cold treatment of navel oranges for Mediterranean fruit fly:
	This is repetitive.  How is this information different from the “Proposed name of treatment” at the top of the form?

	Appendix 1 Cover page for a submission of a phytosanitary treatment
	CANADA
	Technical
	Treatment description, 

Treatment Type
	Treatment type (for example, chemical, irradiation, heat, cold, pressure):
	Addition of the example… pressure

	Appendix 1 Cover page for a submission of a phytosanitary treatment
	CANADA
	Technical
	Treatment description, 

Schedule
	Schedule (include brief description such as active ingredient, dose, duration time and temperature):
	Provides additional clarification.

	Appendix 1 Cover page for a submission of a phytosanitary treatment
	CANADA
	Technical
	Reason for submission
	Reason for submission: (describe why the treatment standard is needed; where a treatment is widely used, include the countries that approve it)
	Provides additional clarification, otherwise it appears that a separate ISPM is required for each treatment.

	Appendix 1 Cover page for a submission of a phytosanitary treatment
NEW SECTION:

Signature Block
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Addition of a last section:

Signature Block
	Submitted by:  (printed name, title or position of the person making the submission, and their signature)
	Propose including this information as a ‘signature block’

This person may or may not be the same person as the designated contact person who may be contacted in case further information is required (see section 2.2 of the standard) 

	Appendix 2 - 3. Outcome of evaluation
	CANADA
	Technical
	Second sentence, first paragraph
	
	Question only.  Does this proposal suggest that there will be both an ISPM and a database?  Please provide further clarification as to the development of the ISPM for approved treatment… the database would be very a useful to allow access to the necessary information. (see Section 3 above, Evaluation of Submissions)


