Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2006
Draft ISPM - revision of ISPM No. 2: pest risk analysis - Comments from Norway
	1. Section
	2. Country
	3. Type of comment
	4. Location
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	REFERENCES 
	NO
	Technical
	
	Add 
Convention on Biological Diversity, 1992. CBD, Montreal

Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety to the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2000. CBD, Montreal


	Relevant to LMO. Also referred to in ISPM 3 and ISPM 11

	DEFINITIONS 
	NO
EPPO
	Substantial
	Definition of PRA

	The process of evaluating biological or other scientific and economic evidence to determine whether an organism is a pest, whether it should be regulated, and the strength of any phytosanitary measures to be taken against it
	Minimizing changes to what is absolutely necessary

	BACKGROUND
	NO

EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 1 3rd  sentence
	Insert ‘technical’ to read ‘using scientific, technical and economic …
	Clarifies all of the evidence that can be used, scientific is too restrictive of meaning. 

	BACKGROUND
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Last para, 2nd indent
	Substitute “interference” to “impediment to international trade”
	Consistency with IPPC and ISPM 1 terminology

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.   PRA Stage 1: Initiation
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2  Determination of an organism as a pest 
	NO
EPPO
	Technical
	Para 2, last sentence
	it should at least have been shown to produce consistent symptoms or other significant effects on the plant and to be transmissible
	Not all pests produce visual symptoms (e.g. some viruses). The main effect of the plant can be e.g. reduction of yield.

	1.2  Determination of an organism as a pest 
	NO
EPPO
	Substantial 
	Para 4, last sentence
	Add “pesticide resistance” after “virulence”
	Important feature that may differ between subspecies/strains

	1.2  Determination of an organism as a pest 
	NO
EPPO
	Technical
	Para 5, 2nd sentence
	Add “The information on the organism…”
	With the PRA process, it is the information, not the actual organisms that should be checked

	1.2  Determination of an organism as a pest 
	NO
EPPO
	Substantial
	Last para


	Delete “alien”
	Unnecessary to introduce ill-defined term ‘alien’

	1.2.1  Plants as pests
	NO
EPPO
	Substantial 
	Para 3
	Delete 
	Unnecessary to introduce ill-defined term ‘alien’. Also, the notion that ‘pest plants’ are or may be of ‘foreign origin’ is nothing extraordinary for plants but rather common for all types of pests

	1.2.1  Plants as pests
	NO

EPPO
	Technical /

editorial
	Para 4, 2nd sentence
	Substitute “Alien plants may also affect…” to  “Some plants may cause harm to…”

Change ‘deemed to ‘determined’
	Unnecessary to introduce ill-defined term ‘alien’  . Consistent wording                                                                      

	1.2.3  Organisms new to science or for which only minimal information is available
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Para 1 1st sentence
	After “imported consignments” Insert ‘or during surveillance’
	Widens this, as these are not only found on imports and PRA may be used to justify measures within a country. 

	1.2.4  Intentional import of organisms of possible phytosanitary concern
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.5  Living modified organisms
	NO
	Technical
	Para 1 1st sentence
	
	The sentence seems to give a more restrictive definition of what a LMO is, compared to the definition of LMO in the Gossary ISPM 5

	1.2.5  Living modified organisms
	NO
	Technical
	Para 5
	
	More details on the information required for  identification of the LMO should be added, see ISPM 11 point 1.3, para 4, indents 1-5.

	1.5   Conclusion of initiation 
	NO
EPPO
	Substantive 
	1st para, 2nd sentence 
	Delete: 2…or phytosanitary measures…”
	Stage 1 conclusion is not about measures

	1.5   Conclusion of initiation
	NO
EPPO
	Technical
	2nd para
	Add: “…, as appropriate”
	Communicating such result need not be ‘mandatory’

	2.   Summary of PRA Stages 2 and 3
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2  Summary of PRA Stage 2: Pest risk assessment
	NO
EPPO
	Technical
	Para 1, 2nd and last indents 
	Delete “(exposure assessment)”


	‘Exposure assessment’ is an unnecessary novel term 

	2.2  Summary of PRA Stage 2: Pest risk assessment
	NO
EPPO
	Substantial
	Para 1, 2nd indent,

2nd bullet
	· candidates for RNQPs: assessment of whether the plants for planting are or will be the main source of pest infestation, in comparison to other sources for infestation in the area
	In line with ISPM 21, section 3.2, first para.

	2.2  Summary of PRA Stage 2: Pest risk assessment
	NO
EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 1 indent 3 bullet 2 


	delete “potential”
	The economic impact of candidates for RNQP should already be known in the Endangered area as they are already present. 

In line with ISPM 21, section 3.3.1, first sentence and section 3.3.3.1, second para

	2.2  Summary of PRA Stage 2: Pest risk assessment
	NO
EPPO
	Technical
	Para 1, last indents
	assessment results regarding entry, establishment, spread
	‘Exposure assessment’ is an unnecessary novel term

	3.   Aspects Common to All PRA Stages
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1  Uncertainty
	NO
EPPO
	Substantial
	Para 2, 2nd sentence
	Substitute “If phytosanitary measures are added or strengthened…..” by  “If adding or strengthening of phytosanitary measures are recommended……”
	PRA conclusions are recommendations, on which regulators can take decisions  

	3.2  Information gathering
	NO 
EPPO
	Substantial
	Para 1, 1st sentence
	Change “decisions” to “recommendations and conclusions” 
	‘decision’ has a notion of regulation and should be avoided

	3.2  Information gathering
	NO
EPPO
	Substantial
	Para 1
	Add as 2nd sentence: “Scientific publications as well as technical information such as sata from surveys and interceptions may be relevant.”
	To supply brief guidance to types and sources of information that can be used

	3.3  Documentation
	NO
EPPO
	Substantial
	Para 5, after 6th indent add new indent


	- elements of uncertainty and measures to compensate for uncertainty
	Consistency with sect 3.1. Recording uncertainty is important as it helps to identify what new research is necessary to assist future revision of the PRA



	3.3  Documentation
	NO
EPPO
	Technical
	Para 6, 1st indent
	Insert “…the efficacy of the proposed…”


	Efficacy is the feature that can and should be monitored



	3.4  Risk communication
	NO
EPPO
	Technical
	Para 2


	At the end of the PRA, the outcome should preferably be communicated to stakeholders and other interested parties, including other contracting parties, RPPOs and NPPOs, as appropriate.
	Avoiding incorrect use of verb in present tense.

To list addressees comprehensively.

	3.4  Risk communication
	NO
EPPO
	Technical
	End of section 3.4
	NPPOs are encouraged to communicate evidence of risks other than a pest risk (such as to animal or human health) to the appropriate authorities.
	In line with preamble of IPPC


