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Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2006

Draft ISPM: debarked and bark-free wood
Please use this table for sending country comments to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org). See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the table. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee

Please make sure that the cell "country name" is filled for each row of comments and contains the name of the country submitting the comments

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

	DEFINITIONS 
	EPPO
	Editorial
	Definition of debarking
	Any process intended to remove bark from wood. (Debarking does not necessarily make the wood bark-free)
	Clearer. Brackets added because this is explanation and not definition. 

	DEFINITIONS 
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Add new definition
	Include Debarked wood: Wood which results from the process of debarking, but is not necessarily bark-free.
	There is a need for such definition, as the term "debarked wood" is used throughout the text. 

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	EPPO
	Technical 
	Last sentence 
	Delete last sentence


	No measures (except for notification) are mentioned and need not be mentioned

	BACKGROUND
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 2
	Delete
	This is not background. Modified and moved to section 1 in a new introductory para

	BACKGROUND
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 4, 2nd sentence
	Delete
	Not useful. This is not the subject of this standard

	BACKGROUND
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 5 (last)
	Delete 
	This is not background. Modified and moved to section 1 in a new introductory para

	1.  General Requirements
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Add new introductory section 
	1- Debarking of logs is undertaken by industry as part of wood processing designed to remove a large majority of the bark, regardless of phytosanitary concern.

2- Debarking using conventional industrial procedures usually does not remove all of the bark from logs. It is generally recognized that up to approximately 3 percent of bark from coniferous wood-logs and approximately 10 percent of bark from non-coniferous wood-logs may remain after debarking.

3- Ingrown bark around knots (i.e. areas of bark from branches that have become encased during annual growth) and bark pockets (i.e. areas of bark between rings of annual growth) are usually not considered to present a phytosanitary risk even for bark-free wood (a cross-sectional line drawing of wood is provided in Appendix 1). 
	More explanatory

1- Sentence moved from 1.2, para 1, modified to introduce this section

2- Sentence moved from Background, para 2. Editorial modifications to fit in this new para.

3- Sentence moved from Background, para 5. Modifications to be clearer.

Some more context to explain processes, machinery, etc. would be useful in this section. 


	1.1  Regulated commodities
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Entire para
	Delete
	Not needed: wood is already defined in ISPM 5 Glossary

	1.2  Basis for regulating
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Title
	Change it to Pest risk associated with bark
	Only the last para of this section deals with basis for regulating

	1.2  Basis for regulating
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 1, 1st sentence
	Delete, moved to new 1.3
	Reorganization of this section for clarity

	1.2  Basis for regulating
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 1,2nd sentence
	Delete, moved to section 1
	Clarity

	1.2  Basis for regulating
	EPPO
	Technical
	1st para, 5th  sentence
	…therefore debarking is not always a sufficient phytosanitary measure
	Debarking may still be part of a systems approach in that case.



	1.2  Basis for regulating
	EPPO
	editorial
	2nd para 1st sentence
	Although many pest risks are reduced by debarking, in some cases, the residual bark that remains after debarking may present a risk.
	Always true. The Standard should not describe what the NPPO should consider.

	1.2  Basis for regulating
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Create a new section 1.3 with the last para of actual section 1.2.  
	1-Title of the new para 1.3 : Basis for regulating

Include 1st sentence before the existing para: Some NPPOs require debarking as a phytosanitary measure.
At the end of this section, include actual para 2.1 (modified)

Debarking may be considered a sufficient 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 relevant exporting countries and further processing in the importing country, or may be combined with another measure where it is not sufficient to manage the phytosanitary risk when used alone.

	Reorganization of this section for clarity. 

1-Only the last para of this section deals with bases for regulating

2-Better placed here

	2.1  Debarking
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Entire para
	Move to new 1.3 (see above)
	Better placed there

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	EPPO
	Substantive


	1st para, 1st sentence
	In case Contracting Parties require debarking as a phytosanitary measure, they should set tolerances…., taking into account 


	CPs are responsible for regulations. Explain how the tolerance should be set up.

 

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	EPPO
	Substantive


	1st para, after 2nd indent. 
	Add new indent: 

Shape and size of remaining bark: for example a piece of bark the shape and size of a sheet of paper (e.g. A4 or letter-size) poses a higher risk than a long narrow strip of the same surface area
	Moved from the same section, para 2, sentence 2. They are criteria to take into account to set tolerances.

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	EPPO
	Technical
	1st para, 3rd indent
	after “…on bark” insert ‘the relationship between infestation probability and …’


	Increased technical accuracy.

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	EPPO
	Technical
	1st para, 8th indent
	potential post-harvest infestation 
	It seems that pre-harvest infestation is already implicitly covered in other indents

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	EPPO
	Technical
	Para 2, sentence 1
	Replace with:  

In case Contracting Parties require debarking as a phytosanitary measure, without specifying a level of residual bark, it implies that they should expect a level of 10 percent of their total surface area for non-coniferous wood logs and 3 percent for coniferous wood logs. For sawn wood, the percentage of residual bark mentioned above should only relate to that part of the wood that has kept its natural round surface. It is noted that individual pieces of wood resulting from sawing may carry larger proportion of residual bark than the log they are originating from. 

	The levels of 10 and 3 percents are not tolerance as they are not linked to the phytosanitary risk but to the current practice of wood processing. 

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	EPPO
	Technical
	Para 2, sentence 2 and 3
	Delete sentence 2, move sentence 3 to bullet list in para 1 as the 3rd indent
	Better placed: They are criteria to take into account to set tolerances.

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	EPPO
	Technical
	Para 2, last sentence
	Deleted, Moved to 2.1.2
	Pictures are linked to inspections, not to the setting of tolerances.

	2.1.2  Inspection to verify debarking
	EPPO
	Technical 
	2nd sentence
	Delete 


	Confusing: a 10 % tolerance is suggested in 2.1.1, and here  a 49 % tolerance is implicitly suggested  ("majority of the bark)



	2.1.2  Inspection to verify debarking
	EPPO
	Technical 
	At the end
	Add new para: 

Illustrations of debarked wood meeting the general tolerances specified are shown in Appendix 2


	Sentence moved from 2.1.1 as Pictures are linked to inspections, not to the setting of tolerances. Deletion of "meeting general tolerance" because the size of remaining bark on the picture exceeds 10%

	2.2  Bark-free wood
	EPPO
	Technical 
	Title
	Requiring Bark-free wood as a phytosanitary measure
	More explicit

	2.2  Bark-free wood
	EPPO
	Technical and Editorial
	Para 1, sentence 1
	In cases where even  small pieces of bark may present a risk, NPPOs may require that the wood be bark-free as a phytosanitary measure.
	Deletion of "where technically justified": obvious, phytosanitary measures should always be technically justified

	2.2  Bark-free wood
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 1, 1st indent
	- where a risk for a specific pest  is identified and can be eliminated by complete removal of the bark


	Not clear what is meant by ‘specific pest risk’.

	2.2  Bark-free wood
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 1, 2nd indent
	wood that is subject to the application of another treatment and that treatment is insufficient to eliminate relevant  pest risks associated with bark, including re-infestation
	Only risks associated with bark can be addressed. 

	2.2  Bark-free wood
	EPPO
	Technical
	3rd  indent
	Delete “have an adverse affect on” insert ‘reduce’. 

where the presence of bark may reduce the efficacy
	Better English

	2.2.1  Bark tolerances for bark-free wood
	EPPO
	Technical
	Entire para
	Delete 
	There should not be a tolerance for bark free wood, however as total freedom is impractical, advice on inspection is helpful. 

	2.2.2  Inspection to verify the wood is bark-free
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Before 1st para
	Add new sentence

Primarily bark-free wood is obtained as the sawing produce with no natural round surface left (square edges). 

	Useful explanation 

	2.2.2  Inspection to verify the wood is bark-free
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Sentence 3
	delete
	The content may be helpful guidance but it has content which differs from earlier definition of bark free wood.

	2.3  Responsibilities of the exporting NPPO
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Whole paragraph
	Delete
	Unnecessary, self-evident and has ISPMs of its own

	2.4  Non-compliance
	EPPO
	Substantive
	Whole paragraph
	Delete
	Unnecessary, self-evident and says nothing 

	Annex 1 Generalized categorization of pests by pest risk associated with the presence of bark
	EPPO
	Technical
	Table, left column
	Change content as follow:

Removal of bark (debarked wood and bark-free wood) reduces phytosanitary risk 

Removal of bark (even in the case of bark-free wood) does not reduce phytosanitary risk


	More explicit



	Annex 1 Generalized categorization of pests by pest risk associated with the presence of bark
	EPPO
	Technical
	Table, right column, upper part
	Add an asterisk against Fungi, Lepidoptera and Siricidae


	Also true for those families

	Annex 1 Generalized categorization of pests by pest risk associated with the presence of bark
	EPPO
	Technical
	Table, right column, lower part
	1- insert “Fungi” and also insert “Cerambycidae”

2- for Isoptera, delete " not confined to wood"

	1-It is not contradictory that these types of organisms appear in both parts of the table, as each statement is true for some of each of these. 

2- not clear what that means, clarify or delete

	Annex 1 Generalized categorization of pests by pest risk associated with the presence of bark
	EPPO
	Technical
	beneath the table, explanation of the asterisk
	1-Alter “insect” to ‘organism’

2- Change "appropriate phyto measure" as noted

For some species, debarking may not be  sufficient as a single phytosanitary measure where the organism completes its life cycle either in the wood or in remaining bark. For other species, the complete removal of bark may not be  appropriate as a single phytosanitary measure where the organism completes its life cycle within the wood.
	1-Fungi are also concerned

2-In both instances some risk mitigation will be achieved

	Appendix 2 Illustrations of debarked wood
	EPPO
	Technical
	
	
	More guidance with illustrations of surface of remaining bark of 3% and 10% would be useful

	Appendix 3 Illustrations of bark-free wood
	EPPO
	Technical
	2nd photo
	delete 2nd photo 


	in line with revised para 2.2
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