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	General comments
	CANADA 


	Substantive

	
	
	The information and concepts conveyed in this standard are not provided in a logical order. In addition, it should be made completely clear that this standard is intended only to facilitate differentiation between debarked and bark-free wood, and not to address risks related to bark.
It would be prudent to obtain additional scientific information specifically related to size of adhering bark and known risks associated with the movement of wood with attached bark before adopting a standard on debarked and bark free wood.  In relation to this concern, additional text on technical justification for measures has been proposed for the scope section, and it is also proposed that certain wording on risks from bark be removed.

	General comments
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE 
	CANADA
	Substantive
	First Paragraph
	This standard provides practical guidance to National Plant Protection Organizations (NPPOs) on differentiating wood with bark, debarked wood and bark-free wood. This standard also provides guidance to NPPOs in determining tolerance levels for bark where the removal of bark is used as a phytosanitary measure.
	1) This standard is not intended to address risks related to bark, nor to provide technical justification for the use of debarking/bark freedom as a measure.  Including such text in the standard may imply that technical justification exists and may encourage implementation of such measures.  Therefore, text relating to risks presented by bark should not be included in this standard and the first sentence should be deleted.  In addition, wording of the second sentence should be modified.

2) The provisions of the standard in relation to suggesting tolerances for bark do not make a distinction as to whether removal of bark is used as a single measure or as a component of a combination of measures.  To suggest that the recommended tolerances should only apply where bark removal is the sole measure introduces unnecessary complications; in addition, the provisions of the standard do not reflect this aspect of the scope.

	SCOPE 
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Second Paragraph
	These guidelines do not consider the effectiveness of other treatments in combination with the removal of bark, nor do they provide any technical justification for them.
	As per the Canadian industry concern that the presence of a standard on debarking and bark-freedom may encourage its use as a phytosanitary measure.

	REFERENCES 
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS 
	CANADA
	Technical
	Definition for ‘bark-free wood’
	bark-free wood

Wood from which all visible bark, i.e., except ingrown bark around knots and bark pockets between rings of annual growth, has been removed
	The text of the standard (section 2.2.2) suggests that bark-free wood should ‘not retain any visible indication of bark’.  This concept should be incorporated into the definition.

	DEFINITIONS 
	CANADA
	Technical
	Definition for ‘debarking’
	debarked wood
Wood that has been subjected to any process designed to remove bark from wood. Debarked wood  is not necessarily  completely bark-free
	The format of the two definitions should be similar in that they should both refer to the wood itself.  It is confusing to have one definition that refers to bark-free wood and another that refers to a process, when the focus of the standard and these definitions is to differentiate between these two options for the bark status of a piece of wood.  Therefore, in the same sense as the definition for ‘bark free wood’, this definition should be for ‘debarked wood’.  The current term “debarking” in the Glossary should be replaced with “debarked wood”
Since the glossary states that derivatives of definitions contained in the glossary convey the same meaning, there should not be a conflict caused by defining the term ‘debarked wood’ and using the term debarking in various parts of the standard.

	
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	CANADA
	Substantive (and one editorial)
	First paragraph
	Where technically justified, some NPPOs may require debarked or bark-free wood as a requirement for import. These guidelines provide advice to NPPOs on identifying and differentiating between debarked and bark-free wood. The standard also provides guidance for the verification of compliance.
	1) This standard is not intended to address risks related to bark, nor to provide technical justification for the use of debarking/bark freedom as a measure.  Including such text in the standard may imply that technical justification exists and may encourage implementation of such measures.  Therefore, text relating to risks presented by bark should not be included in this standard and the first sentence should be deleted.  In addition, wording of the second sentence should be modified.
2) The standard does not provide a ‘system’ for the identification of compliant wood.

3) The standard does not contain guidance on measures to be applied in cases of non-compliance

	BACKGROUND
	CANADA
	Substantive

Technical
Substantive
Substantive
	Paragraph 1

Para 2

Para 4
Proposal for additional paragraph
	Wood with bark may be a pathway for the introduction and spread of certain quarantine pests. The level of risk is dependent on a wide range of factors such as the commodity type, origin and any treatment applied to the wood.  In some cases, requirements for removal of bark may be justified
Paragraph 2 (text on bark remaining after debarking) of this section should be moved to (or repeated in) section 2.1 (‘Debarking’ section) of the standard

Delete paragraph 4
This standard does not provide technical justification for the use of measures requiring that wood be debarked or be free of bark. It is intended solely to provide guidance to NPPOs that require this type of phytosanitary measures.
	Wording presented in the draft may be construed as technical justification for the use of bark-related measures.

The information presented in paragraph 2 relates to the requirements of the standard, not its background.  It is essential for this text to be in the main body of the standard
The wording on risks presented here is inappropriate for this standard 
Clarifies the intended purpose of the standard

	BACKGROUND
	CANADA
	Technical
	Third paragraph
	Some National Plant Protection Organizations (NPPOs) apply debarking or bark-freedom as a phytosanitary measure. Different interpretations by NPPOs of what constitutes debarked and bark-free wood may have an impact on the international trade in wood.
	1)  The wording in the first sentence implies that risk always exists, and could be construed as providing technical justification.

2)  The evidence to date does not support usage of the word, ‘often’

	
	
	
	
	
	

	BACKGROUND
	CANADA
	Technical
	Final paragraph
	Ingrown bark around knots (i.e. areas of bark from branches that have become encased during annual growth) and bark pockets or seams (i.e. areas of bark between rings of annual growth) are generally not considered to present a greater phytosanitary risk than may already have been determined to exist in relation to their surrounding wood (a cross-sectional line drawing of wood is provided in Appendix 1).
	This wording qualifies the risk-level relationship presented by ingrown bark and its surrounding wood.  Wood may present a risk, therefore, ingrown bark may present a similar risk.
This paragraph would be better presented as part of section 2.2, so that it is part of the requirements of the standard.

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  General Requirements
	CANADA
	Technical
	Proposed new introductory statement
	Commodity- and pest-specific standards exist and may include recommended guidelines on bark related to specific situations (e.g., ISPM No. 15 (Guidelines for Regulating Wood Packaging in International Trade))
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

This proposed introductory statement would emphasise the fact that this standard is intended primarily to facilitate the determination of what constitutes debarked and bark free wood, rather than providing specific recommendations or advocating the use of bark removal as a phytosanitary measure.  The statement alerts readers that other standards may include such recommendations (in due course).

	1.1  Regulated commodities
	CANADA
	Technical
	Para 1.1
	· Delete entire section
	Nature of standard does not warrant identification of exempted commodities

	1.2  Basis for regulating
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Entire section
	This section should be deleted and replaced with most of the first para of 2.1.1
1.2 Risk Assessment criteria related to bark.

In relation to the criteria set out in ISPM No. 11 (Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests, including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms, 2004), when assessing risks associated with bark, NPPOs should take into account the following:

-
species of tree in relation to pest epidemiology

-
bark thickness

-
for species dependent on bark, the quantity of residual bark

-
insect gallery size and configuration

-
whether pest development occurs within the bark or below the bark

-
moisture content and temperature of wood to sustain pest development

-
climatic and seasonal conditions necessary to sustain pest development throughout the harvesting, storage and transport phases

-
potential infestation of residual bark and wood

-
commodity type (round wood, sawn wood, wood chips)

-
transferability of pests from one species of wood to another.


	This standard is not intended specifically to address risks related to bark, nor to provide technical justification for the use of debarking/bark freedom as a measure.  Including such text in the standard may imply that technical justification exists and may encourage implementation of such measures.  Therefore, text relating to the basis for regulating bark should not be included in this standard and the first sentence should be deleted.  In addition, wording of the second sentence should be modified.

The existing text from section 2.1.1 is more appropriate here. 

	

	2.  Specific Requirements
	CANADA
	Technical
	Entire section
	[Proposed changes to layout]

2.1  Debarked wood
2.2 Bark-Free Wood
2.3 Tolerances

2.3.1 For debarked wood

2.3.2 For bark-free wood

2.4 Inspection

2.4.1 For debarked wood

2.4.2 For bark-free wood

2.5 Responsibilities of the exporting NPPO

2.6 Non-compliance


	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

The layout of section 2 may be more logical and easier to follow if it contained a ‘Tolerances’ section, with subsections on debarked and bark free wood respectively, and an “Inspection” section, also with subsections on debarked and bark free wood respectively.  The components for these subsections can simply be moved from their existing locations



	2.1  Debarking
	CANADA
	Substantive and Editorial 
	Section and title
	Debarked wood
Based on technical justification, debarking may be considered a sufficient phytosanitary requirement where it is significantly effective against pests that are known to be present in the country of origin and that are dependent on bark for some or all stages of their developmental cycle. Its use may be limited to certain times of the year, based on the period of emergence of pests in exporting country and further processing in the importing country, or may be combined with other measures where bark removal is not sufficient to manage the phytosanitary risk when used alone.
Debarking using conventional commercial procedures usually does not remove all of the bark from logs. It is recognized that up to approximately 3 percent of bark from coniferous wood and approximately 10 percent of bark from non-coniferous wood may remain after debarking. 
	1) This section deals with debarked wood, not the process of debarking, its title should reflect this
2) Substantive comment on technical justification as per concerns stated earlier.

3) Editorial changes for clarity
4) Paragraph added from background as per earlier comment

	2.1  Debarking
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	CANADA
	Technical

	Title


	2.1.1
Bark tolerances for debarked wood

	The tolerances related to debarked wood, not the process for debarking


	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	CANADA
	Technical


	First paragraph
	Move to section 1.2
	As noted above

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	CANADA
	Technical
	Second paragraph
	No alternative text provided  – Canada understands that IFQRG may consider the issue in October with a possible view to recommending a maximum width of adhering bark rather than suggesting ‘letter size’ as an example, and that this information may be available prior to the November SC meeting.  If so, the steward may be able to prepare alternative text based on IFQRG information 
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

The example of a sheet of paper will most likely make that the de facto standard by which import requirements are written or inspectors will take action.  The intent was to demonstrate that the shape of the bark matters as much as overall area because a larger multi-point width piece of bark may be more conducive to accommodating pests.  Perhaps it would be more appropriate for a maximum width to be suggested.

IFQRG will hopefully review this issue and may make a recommendation.

	2.1.2  Inspection to verify debarking
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Second sentence
	Inspection should verify that any tolerances set by the importing NPPO have not been exceeded. However, to provide some guidance to NPPOs where tolerances have not been established, debarking should remove at least 90 per cent  of bark on wood.
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

 “Majority” may be open to various interpretations including, for example, greater than 50 %.  In section 2.1.1, the second paragraph suggests a tolerance of 10 %, implying that debarking should remove at least 90 % of bark.  Therefore, section 2.1.2 should reflect that approach and have any ambiguities removed. 

	2.2  Bark-free wood
	CANADA
	Technical
	Relocation of the  paragraph currently contained in the Background section
	Ingrown bark around knots (i.e. areas of bark from branches that have become encased during annual growth) and bark pockets or seams (i.e. areas of bark between rings of annual growth) are generally not considered to present a greater phytosanitary risk than may already have been determined to exist in relation to their surrounding wood (a cross-sectional line drawing of wood is provided in Appendix 1).
	As suggested earlier, this information should form part of the requirements of the standard rather than the background.  Locating it in this section would be appropriate.

	2.2  Bark-free wood
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.1  Bark tolerances for bark-free wood
	CANADA
	Technical
	Section
	Bark-free wood should generally not contain any bark above the cambial layer. However, where NPPOs require bark freedom as a measure, they may also allow defined deviations from requirements for bark freedom by describing and accepting tolerances for bark remnants for example for:

- maximum size of individual bark pieces per piece of wood (e.g., if appropriate, credit card-sized, or 5 x 10 cm)
- maximum number or total bark area on each piece of wood

- maximum number of pieces of wood with bark remnants.
Illustrations of bark free wood and wood with credit card-sized adhering bark appear in Appendix 3.
	The proposed text retains the concept that “bark free” means free of all bark while providing for additional tolerances as acceptable deviations from bark freedom.

Due to changes proposed for section 2.2.2, references to credit card-sized bark and appendix 3 are proposed to be included here.

	2.2.2  Inspection to verify the wood is bark-free
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Last two sentences
	Delete last two sentences

Where NPPOs require that wood be bark-free, the commodity should not retain any visible indication of bark. In many cases, this wood may contain evidence of cambium, which may appear as a brown discoloured tissue on the surface of the wood. Furthermore bark-free wood may also contain ingrown bark and bark pockets, but in general should not contain any evidence of the layer of tissue above the cambium. 
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

The provision for tolerances for (e.g., credit card sized) pieces of bark conflicts with section 2.2.1 and the definition for “bark-free wood” which states that “Wood from which all [emphasis added] bark, except ingrown bark around knots and bark pockets between rings of annual growth, has been removed”.  The presence of any bark, therefore, would mean that the wood no longer meets the terms of the definition and can no longer be considered to be “bark free”.

The reference to tolerances should be deleted from this section, and the concept fully addressed in section 2.2.1 instead.



	2.3  Responsibilities of the exporting NPPO
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4  Non-compliance
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex 1 Generalized categorization of pests by pest risk associated with the presence of bark
	CANADA
	Substantive
	Entire annex
	Remove annex
	As per concerns raised over the standard encouraging the use of bark removal as a measure, rather than assisting with differentiating between certain types of bark removal, this annex should be removed.

If this annex is retained, it should be noted that it is presented in a very confusing way, and requires much work, as noted in the comments below.

	Appendix 1 Cross-sectional line drawing of wood
	CANADA
	Technical/Editorial
	Drawing
	Vascular cambium
	Reference to vascular should be deleted as it is not included in the proposed definition of bark

	Appendix 1 Cross-sectional line drawing of wood
	CANADA
	Technical
	Proposed addition
	Add to the drawing a depiction of ‘bark pockets’ with an appropriate caption
	The Background section refers to both ‘ingrown bark’ and ‘bark pockets’; however, the diagram contains no depiction of the latter.  It would be logical and useful to add a depiction of bark pockets to the diagram.

	Appendix 2 Illustrations of debarked wood
	CANADA
	Technical/Editorial

Technical
	Illustration

Illustration
	Vascular cambium
	Reference to vascular should be deleted as it is not included in the proposed definition of bark

A clearer picture with higher resolution would be preferred

	Appendix 3 Illustrations of bark-free wood
	CANADA
	Technical/Editorial

Technical
	Illustration

Illustration
	Vascular cambium
	Reference to vascular should be deleted as it is not included in the proposed definition of bark

Clearer picture with higher resolution would be preferred

	Appendix 3 Illustrations of bark-free wood
	CANADA
	Technical
	Title
	ILLUSTRATIONS OF BARK-FREE WOOD AND WOOD WITH CREDIT CARD SIZED ADHERING BARK
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

Reflects changes proposed for sections 22.2.1 and 2.2.2


