Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2006

Draft ISPM: phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests – Comments from Norway
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

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

	General comments
	NO

EPPO 
	Substantive
	
	It should be clear that priorities for the evaluation of phytosanitary treatments should be based on the needs for specific commodities and not on treatments available. It is important that alternative treatments for a commodity are evaluated in parallel. 
	

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE 
	NO

EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 1; 1st sentence
	This standard presents a list of treatments that are internationally recognized. It is intended for use by NPPOs to meet phytosanitary requirements.
	It is not the import NPPO that uses the treatment, they require them usually to be done by exporter

	SCOPE 
	NO

EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 2, 1st sentence
	This standard also describes the requirements for submission and evaluation of phytosanitary treatments to be included in this standard 
	The present wording may leave the impression that CPM is the only body in the world dealing with evaluation, and that only by CPM approval can a treatment be used. The TPPT will be responsible to evaluate the treatments not the CPM.



	SCOPE
	NO

EPPO
	1-Editorial 

2-Technical 
	Para 4, 1st sentence
	1- Delete “internal”, insert “domestic”.

2- Alter ‘treatment measures’ to ‘treatments’

The scope of this standard does not include issues related to pesticide registration or other domestic requirements for approval of treatments (e.g. irradiation).
	1-Domestic is the usual terminology. 

2-‘treatment measures’ not defined and superfluous



	DEFINITIONS 
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Definition of Treatment schedule
	Alter to:

The critical parameters of a treatment which need to be met to achieve the intended outcome (i.e. the killing, removal or rendering infertile of pests) at a stated efficacy.
	"Elements" is replaced by "Parameters" that is used in the body of text. Outcome is made explicit.

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS
	NO

EPPO
	Substantive
	Para 1 new sentence
	This standard sets the framework for submission of phytosanitary treatments, their purpose, use and publication, Phytosanitary treatments approved by the CPM are included as an annex to this standard.
	The present outline omits any introduction as to why and how PTs will be developed, approved and published. The statement as drafted is similar to the analogous ISPM 27 (Diagnostics)

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Para 3 2nd sentence 
	The submission should include replicated data collected under operational conditions. Data collected under laboratory and controlled experimental conditions may also provide supporting evidence.
	It is important that trials are conducted under conditions that at least accurately mimic real conditions. Laboratory trials may not. There should be no reason for requiring data from laboratory or other controlled experimental conditions if you have good trials data.

Important that these are treatments which can be used practically, and not only theoretically in the laboratory.  

	BACKGROUND
	NO

EPPO
	1, 2 - Substantive 

3- Editorial
	Last para, sentence 3
	In practice, most countries use similar treatments for specified pests; however mutual recognition is often a complex and difficult process. Furthermore, there is currently no internationally recognized body to evaluate treatments for their efficacy nor a central repository for listing such treatments.
	1-More explicit: the main problem is that treatments are not mutually recognized, that is the reason why an international body should be set up. 

2- Addition of "internationally recognized" because there are plenty of national bodies doing such evaluation

3- "nor" is better English 

	BACKGROUND
	NO

EPPO
	Substantive 
	Last para, last sentence 
	….recognition of some phytosanitary treatments of major importance….


	The current text may give the impression that ‘all’ treatments sooner or later should be internationally recognised. That would be over ambitious, unrealistic and superfluous.

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  Criteria for Treatments
	NO

EPPO
	Substantive
	1st paragraph; 1st sentence
	Treatments for which a submission can be made to the CPM include…. 
	Need to state who to submit to. 



	1.  Criteria for Treatments
	NO


	Substantive
	1st paragraph; final sentence
	Effects on the quality or other  characteristics of the commodity should also be considered.
	Although a technical quality standard may be met the character may alter, for example the commodity may becomes brittle. 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.  General Requirements for Phytosanitary Treatments
	NO

EPPO
	Substantive
	First sentence
	Delete 1st sentence and replace by:

For the purpose of this standard, phytosanitary treatments should fulfil the following criteria and requirements:
	Section reorganized for clarity. This list only defines what a phytosanitary treatment is. Responsibilities of NPPOs or RPPOs are moved to a new para at the end. 

	2.  General Requirements for Phytosanitary Treatments
	NO

EPPO
	SUBSTANTIVE
	End
	Add new para:

NPPOs or RPPOs are responsible for submitting phytosanitary treatments to the CPM for adoption. They should only submit those proposals for adoption which they deem to be in compliance with the above criteria and requirements. 
	Responsibilities of NPPOs or RPPOs are better explained.

	3.  Specific Requirements for Phytosanitary Treatments
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Title 
	Replace ‘Specific’ by ‘Information’
	The Section is about information (whereas Sect. 2 was about treatments per se)



	3.1  Summary information
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Para 1, 4th indent
	description of the treatment (treatment type, target pest, treatment schedule, known resistance of some populations or strains of the target organism, other information)
	Useful information to be included

	3.2.1  Efficacy data under laboratory/controlled conditions
	NO

EPPO
	Substantive
	3rd paragraph; 2nd  sentence
	Delete sentence “Treatments… tested”

As a consequence rewrite 3rd sentence.

“If the scope of a treatment is to be extended to conditions not assessed in the tests then additional information should be provided to support this extrapolation.”
	We disagree with this sentence as it is far too restrictive and many treatments can be adapted for a range of different conditions (bearing in mind there are numerous physical, environmental and biological conditions that could impose limitations). The Appendix is more permissive and preferable.

	3.2.1  Efficacy data under laboratory/controlled conditions

Experimental parameters
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	7th indent
	Add to the such as “size and density of commodity”
	Broadens parameter types which should be considered. Size and dimensions is important for example for timber or irradiation.

	3.2.2  Efficacy data using operational conditions
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	2nd paragraph
	Insert ‘Supporting’ as the first word before Data

Supporting data may be presented
	Without this it may be assumed this is the only data necessary. 

	3.3  Information on commercial feasibility and applicability
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Heading
	 Criteria for feasibility and applicability
	These are criteria, not only information. 

	3.3  Information on commercial feasibility and applicability
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	2nd para, 1st sentence
	Delete 1st sentence, replace it by Criteria for the evaluation of phytosanitary treatments include
	These are criteria, not only information.

	3.3  Information on commercial feasibility and applicability
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	2nd para, 1st indent
	Add after “cost” ‘(both of typical treatment facility and operational running costs per treatment if appropriate)’
	Cost is difficult because this will usually differ substantively between different parts of the world. And costs will differ whether it is a new facility which must be constructed or if it is only the cost of doing the treatment in an existing facility. 

	3.3  Information on commercial feasibility and applicability
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	2nd para, 9th indent
	“Commercial relevance”, needs expansion by adding (i.e. is it commercially available or of potential commercial interest). 


	Clarification

	3.3  Information on commercial feasibility and applicability
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	2nd para, after last indent
	Also add a new indent

‘-consideration of the risks of the target organisms having or developing resistance to the treatment.’
	Development of resistance is an important concern.

	4.  Evaluation and Publication of Phytosanitary Treatments 
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	At the end of the para
	Include new para:

Factors for determining priorities include:

-
use of the phytosanitary treatment as an alternative treatment to methyl bromide

-
value/volume of trade affected by phytosanitary treatment

-
relevance and value to a standard under development requiring phytosanitary treatment(s)

-
frequency with which a phytosanitary treatment is linked to a trade issue (e.g. disputes or need for repeated bilateral discussions)

-
relevance and utility to developing countries

-
emergency need for the phytosanitary treatment

-
long term benefits of the phytosanitary treatment (e.g. chemicals likely to be banned or withdrawn would be low priority)

-
issues associated with deferring or rejecting the phytosanitary treatment

-
applicability to a wide range of commodities and pests.
	Para 1 moved from the Appendix 1. Better placed here. 

	Annex 2 Information required for submission of a phytosanitary treatment
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Para 1, 2nd sentence
	This cover page is designed to assist the evaluation process and the format as setout should be preferably used.
	There should be no legal obligation of the format of submission.

	Appendix 1 Criteria for prioritizing and evaluating submitted information on phytosanitary treatments
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Section 1 priorities
	Moved to main text, section 4
	Better placed there

	Appendix 1 Criteria for prioritizing and evaluating submitted information on phytosanitary treatments
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Section 2 Evaluations of Submissions, para 3, 1st sentence
	In evaluating submissions, the Technical Panel on Phytosanitary Treatments should consider criteria as outlined in the relevant sections of this Standard, as well as the following quality criteria:

	The Technical Panel should consider all criteria listed in the Standard.

	Appendix 1 Criteria for prioritizing and evaluating submitted information on phytosanitary treatments
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Section 2 Evaluations of Submissions, para 3, 2nd indent, 2nd sentence
	Delete "the availability of experts to evaluate the phytosanitary treatment"
	Not clear what this means as a criteria for evaluation

	Appendix 1 Criteria for prioritizing and evaluating submitted information on phytosanitary treatments
	NO

EPPO
	Technical
	Section 2 Evaluations of Submissions, para 3, 2nd indent, 2nd sentence
	Delete last para
	Already included in the modified introductory sentence to the bullet list (see above).








