South Africa NPPO: Comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2005

Draft ISPM: REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SUBMISSION OF PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES

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

ALL COMMENTS IN SQUARE BRACKETS ARE INCORPORATED IN THE REGIONAL COMMENTS FROM THE ENGLISH SPEAKING AFRICAN COUNTRIES

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

	DEFINITIONS 
	South Africa
	Technical
	[What is an internationally acceptable level of “efficacy”? ]
	
	-  The concept and levels of efficacy should be clearly explained or defined before any test can be undertaken with regard to treatments.



	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	South Africa
	Editorial
	3rd Paragraph 
	-  “Technical feasibility and commercial applicability”.
	- greater clarity

	Background
	South Africa
	Editorial
	3rd Paragraph
	-  Add “s” to “(NPPO)”.
	- grammar

	1.1 General requirements
	South Africa
	Editorial
	1st bullet 

1st bullet 

2nd bullet: w.r.t. “international practice”

5th bullet
	-  after the word “treatment”, add “(s)”

-  after the word “removing”, remove the word “of”

-  Data should be based on scientifically sound methods and should have been published in a peer-reviewed journal.

-  delete “trade or other” and the example
	· additional option(s)

· grammar

· accepted international practices are not described/defined

-      greater clarity

	1.1.1  Efficacy data from laboratory or controlled experiments
	South Africa
	Editorial
	1st bullet

1st bullet


	[- add “(s)” after “pest”]
[- add “etc.” after “field strain”]
	-  grammar

-  appears less restrictive

	1.2  Feasibility and applicability
	South Africa
	Editorial
	Re “environmental impact”: does this imply that an environmental impact study must be conducted?
	
	- if so, add relevant requirements in point 2

	2.1 General consideration
	South Africa
	Editorial
	1st sentence
	-  “A proposal justifying the inclusion of a phytosanitary treatment as an ISPM phytosanitary treatment…”
	- grammar

	2.2 Summary information and contact details
	South Africa
	Editorial
	3rd sentence
	[- Add after “person”:  /organisation/laboratory/scientist]
	- greater clarity

	2.5  Efficacy data in support of the submission
	South Africa
	Editorial
	-  Addition to end of paragraph
	-  Remove “cited” and replace with “presented”
	-  greater clarity

	2.5.2  Efficacy data on the target pest(s) under practical conditions
	South Africa
	Editorial
	-  Last paragraph
	-  Move to 2.6
	- placed in incorrect section as it does not refer to efficacy aspects

	2.6  Information on technical and commercial feasibility
	South Africa
	Editorial
	-  After last bullet

-  Add another bullet
	-  Add last paragraph of 2.5.2

-  Environmental impact of treatment if any
	-  appropriate section

-  referred to environmental impact issues raised in 1.2 

	4.  Revision
	South Africa 
	Substantive
	-  In order to maintain confidence, ISPM needs a mechanism to investigate “break down” of the standards when and if they occur.
	
	- any discrepancy with regard to a specific treatment will lead to an investigation into the technique and possible revision thereof.

	Appendix 1
	South Africa
	Editorial
	-  Addition after “Name of person”

-  Delete “ Treatment name”
	-  [Add “Name of organisation”]
- [ Place “Treatment Name” in top block]
	-  Refers to 2.1 and Appendix 2.2

-  Unnecessary duplication

	Appendix 2
	South Africa
	Editorial
	- Add a new point 4: Monitoring and Revision of Standards
	-  The technical panel will review standards if there is a “break down” in efficacy and will make recommendations to ISPM on any amendments they consider necessary.
	- To support the new point 4 added in the text of the standard


