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

	General comments
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE 
	
	
	
	
	

	REFERENCES 
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS 
	USA
	Technical/substantive
	“bark”

	Definition needs to include bark pockets between rings of annual growth, as in revised definition of “bark free wood”
	More precise and consistent with other definitions.
Refer to the Working Group.

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	
	
	
	
	

	BACKGROUND
	
	
	
	
	

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  General Requirements
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1  Regulated commodities
	USA
	editorial
	First dash point
	Should read “strand” instead of “stand”  (insert an “r”)
	

	1.2  Basis for regulating
	USA
	technical/substantive
	Last paragraph, second sentence
	Should include species of pests as well as wood species of concern. Could read “This may be because of the origin (which may be a pest free area), the species of pests present in the area, or the order, genera, etc.”
	

	2.  Specific Requirements
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1  Debarking
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	USA
	technical

technical
	whole section

second paragraph, first sentence


	Revise first sentence to read: “Where debarking is required as a phytosanitary measure, the NPPO may consider a tolerance.” 
	It may be useful to establish a definition for “tolerance” or include mention of required level of efficacy in discussing requirements for debarking.  Saying “required level of efficacy” is more descriptive. 
Send to Glossary, Working Group, Technical Panel for review. 

The tolerance level of “10% of total surface area” seems arbitrary.  The total amount of bark would be dependent on the actual size of the wood being imported.  Very large pieces of wood with up to 10% bark remaining would pose a higher risk than small pieces of wood with the same percentage of bark, relative to the size of the wood.  The basis for the amount of bark allowed / tolerated should be based on the risk posed by that wood. 

	2.1.2  Inspection to verify debarking
	USA
	technical
	
	
	The term “majority” should be clarified.

	2.2  Bark-free wood
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.1  Bark tolerances for bark-free wood
	USA
	editorial
	First sentence
	Delete “generally”
	

	2.2.2  Inspection to verify the wood is bark-free
	USA
	technical

editorial
	second sentence from the last
3rd sentence
	Revise to read: “However, if a specific tolerance has not been determined, detection of very small pieces…” 
Delete “in general” 
	The term “infrequent” where it says “…infrequent detection of very small pieces…” is not very clear.  How often is “infrequent”?   Suggest this should be clarified. 



	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
	USA
	1) technical

2) technical

3) editorial
	
	1) Add an asterisk to “Lepidoptera” 

2) In second part of table (removal of bark is not sufficient…), add “Cossidae”

3) Bostrychidae should be spelled Bostrichidae
	

	Appendix 1 Cross-sectional line drawing of wood
	USA
	technical
	
	
	Drawing should be modified to show bark pockets around annual rings

	Appendix 2 Illustrations of debarked wood
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 3 Illustrations of bark-free wood
	
	
	
	
	


