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2006-031: Draft ISPM - Determination of host status of fruit to fruit flies (Tephritidae) 

	Comm. 
no. 
	Para. 
no. 
	Comment 
type 
	Comment 
	Explanation 
	Language 
	Country 
	Steward's Response 

	1. 
	G 
	Editorial 
	I support the document as it is and I have no comments
	  
	English 
	Nepal 
	  

	2. 
	G 
	Editorial 
	I support the document as it is and I have no comments
	  
	English 
	China 
	  

	3. 
	G 
	Editorial 
	I support the document as it is and I have no comments
	  
	English 
	Ghana 
	  

	4. 
	G 
	Substantive 
	  
	For fruit sampling, there needs to be a clear statement that this includes both the collection of infested host fruit and rearing of the suspected infestation through to the development of adult flies. Fruit is only a host if fruit flies can complete development from egg to adult in the fruit. A concept missing from the definitions for ‘natural host’ and ‘non-natural host’ is that of the developmental stage of a host fruit. This is partially picked up in paragraph 64, but need to be made explicit in the definitions as many fruit are recognised as non-hosts to fruit flies when in a specific stage of development. In numerous cases, fruit are harvested and exported at a developmental stage that is not susceptible to fruit fly infestation.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	5. 
	G 
	Substantive 
	  
	Concerns on the draft standard Determination of Host Status of Fruit Flies regarding the term “non-natural host” were raised during country consultation by the USA and Australia. Both countries stated preference for the use of the terms conditional host or conditional non-host because they better reflected the fact that fruit flies may attack (or be unable to attack) certain hosts depending on prevalent conditions. Comments from these two countries were dismissed at the time without other justification than the majority of member countries accepted the new term during consultation. The USA and Australia had raised this issue based on the fact that there are regional standards already in place which include the terms conditional host and conditional non-host, that these terms are commonly used in all the countries within these two FAO regions, that this is accepted terminology among fruit fly experts, and the terms are included in our national regulations. One of the most important goals of the IPPC is the harmonization of phytosanitary terminology in use among member countries. Therefore, the US still has some concerns with the introduction of a new term that runs contrary to this goal by creating more confusion among experts in at least two FAO regions of the world, rather than helping with the harmonization of terms. Furthermore, the definition for non-natural host does not accurately describe the status of a conditional host. The draft standard fails to describe the conditions under which a fruit may become a host for fruit flies. A more useful standard for NPPOs would include a description of situations when a known non-host fruit may become a conditional host, for example, when there is an inordinately high population of fruit flies in the area. The term non-natural host, as it is currently presented, does not account for instances where fruit fly hosts, under “specific defined conditions” may not serve as host material. For instance, the Hass avocado is a resistant variety to many species of fruit flies (the “specific defined condition” in this case is the variety of fruit). Another example is papayas, a known fruit fly host, they are considered resistant when picked at a ripeness stage of ¼ ripe or less (the “specific defined condition” being stage of ripeness). These two conditions are not related to field conditions – natural, semi-natural, or otherwise. This highlights the point that using the term and applying the concept of non-natural host will not aid NPPOs in making science-based regulatory decisions regarding host status – that is, whether a commodity serves as a host or not, the conditions under which this might occur, and whether or not that commodity should be regulated. The US considers this to be a major gap in the proposed terminology. Under the principles of minimal impact (least trade restrictive measures), equivalence and managed risk, NPPOs should consider measures that are effective but have minimal impact on trade. Regulating fruit fly host material as “conditional host” or “conditional non-host” gives NPPOs valuable options for effectively mitigating risk by recognizing instances where fruit fly hosts may be more or less resistant to infestation depending on the defined conditions. The current proposed terminology alone will stifle the ability of NPPOs to seek out science-based mitigations based on conditional non-host status because it fails to include this aspect of fruit fly host material (or the conditions which affect the suitability of host material). The term non-natural host is rather meaningless and conveys no regulatory idea. On the contrary, it may raise more questions than it is intended in the draft, i.e. What is natural? Is an agricultural ecosystem a natural environment? The term would be more fittingly used to describe the results of laboratory tests. The process of determining host status under semi-natural conditions within an agricultural ecosystem may raise such questions as to what specific conditions fit the “semi-natural conditions” description and it may ultimately be challenged by exporting countries. There may be regulatory implications to the use of the term non-natural host. Much of the recent literature uses the terms conditional host and conditional non-host to describe the conditions of non-host fruit becoming host for fruit flies or known hosts becoming non-host, all under special conditions (see Aluja and Mangan, 2008). Therefore, the USA proposes adding the following definitions to the standard to include the terms conditional host and conditional non-host: Conditional host: A fruit that is host under defined permissive conditions (e.g. stage of maturity, other physiological and physical conditions). Conditional non-host: A fruit at a specified maturity and physical condition that cannot support the development of viable adults of a fruit fly species. In addition, we suggest developing a new section in the standard or an annex to address specific conditions under which a host is susceptible or resistant to infestation by fruit fly species for regulatory decision-making purposes. Wording for the new text may include: “Research protocols such as what is described in this standard are useful for providing structures approached to determining if a host is susceptible to fruit fly infestation. However, for the purposes of regulatory decision-making, NPPOs may also need to consider the specific conditions under which a host is susceptible or resistant to infestation by a fruit fly species. Such conditions may include but are not limited to: • Specific environmental conditions • Physiological conditions of the host plant (including stage of maturity of fruit or variety of fruit) • Geographical variation • Growing conditions of the host material (including proximity to other fruit fly host material) The consideration of such conditions, where they can be accurately specified and described may help NPPOs determine appropriate measures for risk management and are in keeping with key principles of minimal impact, equivalence and managed risk. Regulating fruit fly host material as “conditional host” or “conditional non-host” gives NPPOs valuable options for effectively mitigating pest risk by recognizing instances where fruit fly hosts may be more or less resistant to infestation depending on the defined conditions. This may include determination that a host should not require more stringent measures provided specific conditions are met (e.g. ripeness, variety) that are not conducive to fruit fly infestation; or it may result in specific measures being required where conditions are conducive to fruit fly infestation. In all cases, if conditional host or conditional non-host status are the basis for measures, the conditions should be based on reliable scientific evidence and adequately described and specified in any resulting measures.” Reference: Aluja, M. and R. L. Mangan, 2008. Fruit fly (Diptera: Tephritidae) host status determination: Critical conceptual and methodological considerations. Annual Review of Entomology. 53:449-479.
	English 
	United States of America 
	  

	6. 
	G 
	Substantive 
	  
	If there is only a reference where an event is mentioned and there is no scientific basis or the bibliographic reference comes from an untrusted source or entity not recognized,it should not be taken as a basis for the establishment of phytosanitary requirements.
	English 
	Costa Rica 
	  

	7. 
	G 
	Technical 
	‘conditional non host (of fruit to a fruit fly)’ 
 A plant species or cultivar that is not a natural host of target fruit fly species, but the fruit may be infested under specific conditions that are not representative of commercial production (for example: damaged fruit, over-ripe fruit, rotting fruit, unnaturally high pest pressure).
  
	The term ‘non-natural host’ does not convey any useful idea and has no regulatory impact; importing countries will treat a ‘non-natural host (of fruit to a fruit fly)’ in the same manner as a ‘natural host (of fruit to a fruit fly)’. Australia therefore strongly recommends that the term ‘non-natural host (of fruit to a fruit fly)’ be removed from the draft standard and be replaced by ‘conditional non host (of fruit to a fruit fly)’. Australia raised its concerns with regards to the use of the term ‘non-natural host’ at the member consultation in 2012 and indicated that the APPPC RSPM no 4 Guidelines for the confirmation on non-host status of fruit and vegetables Tephritid fruit flies included ‘conditional non host’. The term ‘conditional non host’ captures the fact that some fruit are not hosts in commercial pathways and pose no significant phytosanitary risk. This fact would be verified by testing. Examples of conditional non hosts include green bananas, mature green avocado. Additionally, as well as in the NAPPO and APPPC RSPMs and by countries in these regions, the term ‘conditional host’ is used in international literature, for example: Assessment of host status of banana fruits at harvest maturity stage to the invasive fruit fly, Bactrocera invadens, (Diptera: Tephritidae) in Mozambique. D. Cugala, S. Ekesi, D. Ambasse, S. Mohamed. 2012, 2nd International Symposium of TEAM Quarantine security: assessment and mitigation of the risk of Anastrepha striata, Anastrepha fraterculus, and Ceratitis capitata (Diptera: Tephritidae) in ‘Hass’ avocado, Persea americana N. J. Liquido, J. M. Layme, L. B. Gonzales, and J. F. Velapatiño. 2010, Senasa, Peru. Quarantine security for commodities: determining the non-host status of fruits regulated for tephritid fruit flies. Liquido, Nicanor J.; Hennessey, Michael K.; Griffin, Robert L.; Velapatiño, Jorge F.3; Layme, Javier M. & Gonzales, Luis B.8th International Symposium on Fruit Flies of Economic Importance. Valencia 2010. The TPFF 2010 report states that “The Steward introduced the draft standard, indicating that it had been developed by adopting the methodology outlined within the scientific paper by Aluja and Mangan (2008), the Asia and Pacific regional standard RSPM 4:2005 Guidelines for the confirmation of non-host status of fruit and vegetables to Tephritid fruit flies, and the NAPPO regional standard RSPM 30:2008 Guidelines for the determination and designation of host status of a fruit or vegetable for fruit flies (Diptera: Tephritidae). .... The TPFF noted that there were various terms that had been used to describe host status and that it was important to standardize these terms for future use. The panel agreed to adopt the terms ‘natural host’, ‘non natural host’ and ‘non host’ from Aluja and Mangan (2008) with modifications agreedupon during the meeting. The panel discussed the concept of a fruit susceptibility gradient from poor host to good host agreed to insert this concept into the standard. The panel also developed a definition of reproductive adults.” However, the 2008 Aluja and Mangan paper (Fruit Fly (Diptera: Tephritidae) Host Status Determination: Critical Conceptual, Methodological, and Regulatory Considerations. M Aluja and R L. Mangan, Annual Review of Entomology, Vol. 53: 473 -502 (January 2008)) uses the term ‘non natural host’ only as a step in a process of determining fruit fly host status determination and uses the term ‘conditional (potential, artificial) host’ as the point in determining what the final determination is. This is clear in the abstract of the paper: “Here we review the most important evolutionary, biological, ecological, physiological, and behavioral aspects that drive host use by fruit flies, and then construct a flow diagram rooted in these fundamentals that outlines a series of steps and definitions to determine if a particular fruit or vegetable (and cultivars thereof) is a natural host, or a conditional (potential, artificial) host, or a non host.” This paper does include discussion fruit fly/host plant relationships and “proposes a series of steps and definitions to determine if a particular fruit or vegetable (and cultivars thereof) is a natural host, or alternatively (non-natural host), if it should be considered a conditional (potential, artificial) host or a non-host.” The flow chart in the paper has a step in the process of determination of ‘non-natural host’ for which bioasseys are undertaken under forced artificial conditions, with the decision path through to non-host (where there is inability to complete life cycle), or to ‘conditional host’ (life cycle completion). So even in this paper, the term ‘non-natural host’ is not an end point, but a step in the process with ‘conditional host’ requiring additional field research, risk analysis and systems approach, quarantine treatment or economic/political and regulatory concerns. This is confirmed by a later Mangan paper of 2010 which again refers to the term ‘conditional hosts’: “Based on earlier tests, we classified host status as either natural hosts or conditional hosts, and fruit fly species were classified as natural pests or conditional pests.” (Designing practical laboratory procedures for determining host status of commodities to fruit flies using various Anastrepha species as examples. Mangan, RL & Tarshis Moreno, A. 8th International Symposium on Fruit Flies of Economic Importance. Valencia 2010.) In neither paper, is ‘non-natural host’ an endpoint as it is in the draft standard. The terminology in the two regional standards on host status should be the reference for the terminology in the draft IPPC standard. Therefore Australia believes there is no justification for the use of the term ‘non-natural pest’ in the draft standard.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	8. 
	10 
	Editorial 
	This standard provides guidelines for the determination of host status of fruit to fruit flies (Tephritidae) and describes three categories of host status of fruit to fruit flies.
	Text deleted because it is redundant
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	9. 
	10 
	Editorial 
	This standard provides guidelines for the determination of host status of fruit to fruit flies (Tephritidae) and describes three categories of host status of fruit to fruit flies.
	Text deleted because it is redundant
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	10. 
	16 
	Editorial 
	ISPM 11. 2013. Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests, including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms. Rome, IPPC, FAO.
	Correction for the actual title.
	English 
	EPPO, Estonia, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	11. 
	16 
	Editorial 
	ISPM 11. 2013. Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests, including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms. Rome, IPPC, FAO. 
	Current Title of ISPM 11. 2013
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	12. 
	16 
	Editorial 
	ISPM 11. 2013. Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests, including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms. Rome, IPPC, FAO. 
	Current title of ISPM 11, 2013
	English 
	COSAVE 
	  

	13. 
	16 
	Editorial 
	ISPM 11. 2013. Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests, including analysis of environmental risks and living modified organisms. Rome, IPPC, FAO.
	Correction for the actual title.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	14. 
	22 
	Editorial 
		host status (of fruit to a fruit fly)
	Classification of a plant species or cultivar asÂ being a natural host, non-natural host or non-host for a fruit fly



	Better english
	English 
	EPPO, Estonia, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	15. 
	22 
	Editorial 
		host status (of fruit to a fruit fly)
	Classification of a plant species or cultivar as being a natural host, non-natural host or non-host for a fruit fly



	Better english.

	English 
	European Union 
	  

	16. 
	22 
	Technical 
		host status (of fruit to a fruit fly)
	Classification of a plant species or cultivar being a natural host, non-natural host or non-host for a fruit flyÂ species.


 
	More precise and consistency with [23], [24] and [25].

	English 
	EPPO, Estonia, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	17. 
	22 
	Technical 
		host status (of fruit to a fruit fly)
	Classification of a plant species or cultivar being a natural host, non-natural host or non-host for a fruit fly species.



	More precise and consistency with [23], [24] and [25].
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	18. 
	23 
	Substantive 
		natural host (of fruit to a fruit fly)
	A plant species or cultivar that has been scientifically found  to be infested by the target fruit fly species under natural conditions and able to sustain its development to reproductive adults


  
	"Scientifically" was deleted because for a natural host a scientific demonstration is not needed if there is technical data supporting this host status. The term "reproductive" was added because If there is information indicating that a particular fruit is not naturally infested in the field, then it is necessary to determine whether sexually mature gravid females will lay eggs, if the fruit allows eggs to hatch and sustains larval development, if such larvae are able to pupate, and most important, if emerging adults are able to reach sexual maturity and produce viable progeny (Aluja)
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	19. 
	23 
	Substantive 
		natural host (of fruit to a fruit fly)
	A plant species or cultivar that has been scientifically found  to be infested by the target fruit fly species under natural conditions and able to sustain its development to reproductive adults


  
	"Scientifically" was deleted because for a natural host a scientific demonstration is not needed if there is technical data supporting this host status. The term "reproductive" was added because If there is information indicating that a particular fruit is not naturally infested in the field, then it is necessary to determine whether sexually mature gravid females will lay eggs, if the fruit allows eggs to hatch and sustains larval development, if such larvae are able to pupate, and most important, if emerging adults are able to reach sexual maturity and produce viable progeny (Aluja)
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	20. 
	23 
	Substantive 
	  
	natural host (of fruit to a fruit fly)
	A plant species or cultivar that has been scientifically found to be infested by the target fruit fly species under natural conditions and able to sustain its development to viable adults



	Canada initially disagreed with the removal of the term 'reproductive' from the previous version of the draft standard, and in order to be be consistent with paragraph 148, we now recommend the use of 'viable' adults. In the majority of biological studies, the quality/suitability of a host is assessed by the evaluation of a number of factors, including the capacity of emerging adults to reproduce and their fecundity. In host determination trials that would follow the guidelines of the proposed draft standard, we consider that in order to be qualified as a natural host, a fruit should allow the development of viable adults.
	English 
	Canada 
	  

	21. 
	24 
	Substantive 
	 
	non-natural host (of fruit to a fruit fly)
	A plant species or cultivar that is not a natural host but has been scientifically demonstrated to be infested by the target fruit fly species and able to sustain its development to reproductive adults under the semi-natural field conditions set out in this standard


 
	If there is information indicating that a particular fruit is not naturally infested in the field, then it is necessary to determine whether sexually mature gravid females will lay eggs, if the fruit allows eggs to hatch and sustains larval development, if such larvae are able to pupate, and most important, if emerging adults are able to reach sexual maturity and produce viable progeny (Aluja).
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	22. 
	24 
	Substantive 
		non-natural host (of fruit to a fruit fly)
	A plant species or cultivar that is not a natural host but has been scientifically demonstrated to be infested by the target fruit fly species and able to sustain its development to reproductive adults under the semi-natural field conditions set out in this standard


  
	If there is information indicating that a particular fruit is not naturally infested in the field, then it is necessary to determine whether sexually mature gravid females will lay eggs, if the fruit allows eggs to hatch and sustains larval development, if such larvae are able to pupate, and most important, if emerging adults are able to reach sexual maturity and produce viable progeny (Aluja).
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	23. 
	24 
	Substantive 
		non-natural host (of fruit to a fruit fly)
	A plant species or cultivar that is not a natural host but has been scientifically demonstrated to be infested by the target fruit fly species and able to sustain its development to adults under the semi-natural field conditions have been manipulated by human intervention as set out in this standard


  
	The definition of non-natural host should be sufficiently clear that do not allow to leave questions or allow different interpretations, the semi-natural term is not yet clear and may be misinterpreted, the right thing would be to define semi-natural as manipulated by human
	English 
	Costa Rica 
	  

	24. 
	25 
	Substantive 
	 
	non-host (of fruit to a fruit fly)
 
	A plant species or cultivar that has not been found to be infested by the target fruit fly species and is not able to sustain its development to reproductive adults under natural conditions or under the semi-natural field conditions set out in this standard
 


 
	If there is information indicating that a particular fruit is not naturally infested in the field, then it is necessary to determine whether sexually mature gravid females will lay eggs, if the fruit allows eggs to hatch and sustains larval development, if such larvae are able to pupate, and most important, if emerging adults are able to reach sexual maturity and produce viable progeny (Aluja).
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	25. 
	25 
	Substantive 
	 
	non-host (of fruit to a fruit fly)
 
	A plant species or cultivar that has not been found to be infested by the target fruit fly species and is not able to sustain its development to reproductive adults under natural conditions or under the semi-natural field conditions set out in this standard
 


 
	If there is information indicating that a particular fruit is not naturally infested in the field, then it is necessary to determine whether sexually mature gravid females will lay eggs, if the fruit allows eggs to hatch and sustains larval development, if such larvae are able to pupate, and most important, if emerging adults are able to reach sexual maturity and produce viable progeny (Aluja).
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	26. 
	25 
	Technical 
		non-host (of fruit to a fruit fly)
 
	A plant species or cultivar that has either not been found to be infested bythe target fruit fly species orand is not able to sustain its development to adults under natural conditions or under the semi-natural field conditions set out in this standard
 



	Rewording proposed to avoid any confusion.
  
	English 
	Canada 
	  

	27. 
	27 
	Substantive 
	This standard describes requirements for determining the host status of a particular fruit to a particular fruit fly species and designates three categories of host status: natural host, non-natural host and non-host. 
	It is not clear what the purpose of the category 'non-natural' host is in terms of trade. It may be a waste of resources to carry out the field surveillance if it will be treated as a host by importing countries.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	28. 
	29 
	Technical 
	1. accurate identification of the fruit fly species, test target fruit and, for field trials, control fruit from a known natural host
	To clarify that we are refering to the fruit for which host status should be determined
	English
	Uruguay 
	  

	29. 
	29 
	Technical 
	1. accurate identification of the fruit fly species, test target fruit and, for field trials, control fruit from a known natural host
  
	To clarify that we are refering to the fruit for which host status should be determined

	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	30. 
	30 
	Editorial 
	1. specification of parameters for adult and larval fruit fly surveillance and experimental design under semi-natural field conditions (i.e. field cages, greenhouses or bagged fruit-bearing bagged branches) to determine host status and specify the conditions of the fruit (including physiological) to be evaluated
	more correct
	English 

	Australia 

	  

	31. 
	30 
	Editorial 
	1. specification of parameters for adult and larval fruit fly surveillance and experimental design under semi-natural field conditions (i.e. field cages, greenhouses or fruit-bearing bagged branches) to determine host status and specify the conditions of the fruit (including physiological) to be evaluated
	Only this section refers to adult surveillance. Furthermore it was removed from other sections of the previous version
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	32. 
	30 
	Editorial 
	1. specification of parameters for adult and larval fruit fly surveillance and experimental design under semi-natural field conditions (i.e. field cages, greenhouses or fruit-bearing bagged branches) to determine host status and specify the conditions of the fruit (including physiological) to be evaluated
	Only this section refers to adult surveillance. Furthermore it was removed from other sections of the previous version
 
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil
	  

	33. 
	31 
	Editorial 
	1. observation of fruit fly survival at each stage of its development
	clarity as to what development it refers to - presumably its the flies but could be the fruit
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	34. 
	32 
	Editorial 
	1. establishment of procedures for holding and handling the fruit to rear fruit flies for host status determination
	accuracy as to why dealing with the fruit
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	35. 
	34 
	Substantive 
	Laboratory tests may be useful for demonstrating non-host status, but field trials are necessary to demonstrate that a fruit is a host to a fruit fly.
	the outline should summarize only major sections of the core text, and the discussion on laboratory testing is not a major section.
	English 
	EPPO, Estonia, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	36. 
	34 
	Substantive 
	Laboratory tests may be useful for demonstrating non-host status, but field trials are necessary to demonstrate that a fruit is a host to a fruit fly. should not be used as the basis for the determination of host status. 
	Deleted text is repeated in paragraph 61. On the other side laboratory tests are not under the scope of this standard. Laboratory test results would not be used to determine the host status categories according with the definitions in this standard
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	37. 
	34 
	Substantive 
	Laboratory tests may be useful for demonstrating non-host status, but field trials are necessary to demonstrate that a fruit is a host to a fruit fly. should not be used as the basis for the determination of host status. 
	Deleted text is repeated in paragraph 61. On the other side laboratory tests are not under the scope of this standard. Laboratory test results would not be used to determine the host status categories according with the definitions in this standard
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	38. 
	34 
	Substantive 
	Laboratory tests may be useful for demonstrating non-host status, but field trials are necessary to demonstrate that a fruit is a host to a fruit fly.
	The outline should summarize only major sections of the core text, and the discussion on laboratory testing is not a major section.
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	39. 
	36 
	Editorial 
	Fruit flies are economically important pests and the application of phytosanitary measures is often required to allow movement of their host fruit in trade (ISPM 26:2006; ISPM 30:2008; ISPM 35:2012). The host status of fruit is an important element of Pest Risk Analysis (PRA) (ISPM 2: 2007; ISPM 11:20042013). Categories of and procedures for determining host status should therefore be harmonized.
	Annex 4 of ISPM 11 was adopted in 2013.

	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	40. 
	36 
	Editorial 
	Fruit flies are economically important pests and the application of phytosanitary measures is often required to allow movement of their host fruit in trade (ISPM 26:2006; ISPM 30:2008; ISPM 35:2012). The host status of fruit is an important element of Pest Risk Analysis (PRA) (ISPM 2: 2007; ISPM 11:20042013). Categories of and procedures for determining host status should therefore be harmonized. 
	Current version of ISPM 11
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	41. 
	36 
	Editorial 
	Fruit flies are economically important pests and the application of phytosanitary measures is often required to allow movement of their host fruit in trade (ISPM 26:2006; ISPM 30:2008; ISPM 35:2012). The host status of fruit is an important element of Pest Risk Analysis (PRA) (ISPM 2: 2007; ISPM 11:20042013). Categories of and procedures for determining host status should therefore be harmonized. 
	Current version of ISPM 11
  
	English 
	COSAVE 
	  

	42. 
	36 
	Editorial 
	Fruit flies are economically important pests and the application of phytosanitary measures is often required to allow movement of their host fruit in trade (ISPM 26:2006; ISPM 30:2008; ISPM 35:2012). The host status of fruit is an important element of Pest Risk Analysis (PRA) (ISPM 2: 2007; ISPM 11:20042013). Categories of and procedures for determining host status should therefore be harmonized.
	Annex 4 of ISPM 11 was adopted in 2013.
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	43. 
	36 
	Editorial 
	Fruit flies are economically important pests and the application of phytosanitary measures is often required to allow movement of their host fruit in trade (ISPM 26:2006; ISPM 30:2008; ISPM 35:2012). The host status of fruit is an important element of Pest Risk Analysis (PRA) (ISPM 2: 2007; ISPM 11:20042013). Categories of and procedures for determining host status should therefore be harmonized.
	Annex 4 of ISPM 11 was adopted in 2013.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	44. 
	37 
	Substantive 
	When host status is uncertain there is a particular need to provide harmonized guidance to NPPOs for determining the host status of fruit to fruit flies. 
	Add this sentence to the start of para 39 as it is linked to uncertainty that is discussed at para 39
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	45. 
	38 
	Substantive 
	It is important to note that host status may change over time because of changes in biological conditions.
  
	What are these changes? What is the timescale being considered? If such changes are unlikely to occur, delete. Otherwise include advice on how to check for changes in host status.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	46. 
	38 
	Substantive 
	It is important to note that host status may change over time because of changes in biological conditions. 
  
	It is important to describe examples to clarify the concept of "changes in the biological condition" especially to properly orient the NPPO should provide evidence for market access (paragraph.38).
	English 
	Costa Rica 
	  

	47. 
	39 
	Editorial 
	Historical evidence, pest interception records and scientific literature may provide sufficient information on host status, in which case further larval field surveillance or field trials are not required. However, historical records and published reports may sometimes be unreliable, for example:
	More precise, and consistency with [52] and [58].

	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	48. 
	39 
	Editorial 
	Historical evidence, pest interception records and scientific literature may provide sufficient information on host status, in which case further larval field surveillance or field trials are not required. However, historical records and published reports may sometimes be unreliable, for example:
	More precise, and consistency with [52] and [58].
  
	English 
	Estonia, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	49. 
	39 
	Editorial 
	Historical evidence, pest interception records and scientific literaturegenerally  may provide sufficient information on host status without the need for, in which case further surveillance or field trials are not required. However, historical records and published reports may sometimes be unreliable, for example: 
	clearer English
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	50. 
	39 
	Editorial 
	Historical evidence, pest interception records and scientific literature may provide sufficient information on host status, in which case further larval field surveillance or field trials are not required. However, historical records and published reports may sometimes be unreliable, for example:
	More precise, and consistency with [52] and [58].
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	51. 
	39 
	Substantive 
	When host status is uncertain there is a particular need to provide harmonized guidance to NPPOs for determining the host status of fruit to fruit flies. ﻿Historical evidence, pest interception records and scientific literature may provide sufficient information on host status, in which case further surveillance or field trials are not required. However, historical records and published reports may sometimes be unreliable, for example:
	sentence from para 37 linked to the rest of this para
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	52. 
	41 
	Substantive 
	1. Collection records may be incomplete, incorrect or dubious (e.g. host status based on the catch from a trap placed on a fruit plant, or based on damaged fruit, or failure to prevent cross contamination). 
	Inclusion of another significant source of erroneous and unreliable host records.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	53. 
	41 
	Technical 
	1. Collection records may be incomplete, incorrect or dubious (e.g. host status based on the catch from a trap placed on a fruit plant, or based on damaged fruit or simply finding larvae inside fruit).
	Sometines records are based on the detection of an insolated case of infested fruit
	English 
	Costa Rica 
	  

	54. 
	42 
	Editorial 
	1. Important details may have been omitted (e.g. cultivar, and stage of maturity, physical condition of fruit at the time of collection or the sanitary condition of the orchard).
	Consistency with the other elements of this enumeration.
	English 
	EPPO, Estonia, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	55. 
	42 
	Editorial 
	3.Important details may have been omitted (e.g. cultivar, and stage of maturity, physical condition of fruit at the time of collection or the sanitary condition of the orchard).
	Consistency with the other elements of this enumeration.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	56. 
	42 
	Technical 
	1. Important details may have been omitted (e.g. cultivar and stage of maturity, physical condition of fruit at the time of collection, origin of the fruit (plant or ground) or the sanitary condition of the orchard).
	This information is also often omitted
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	57. 
	42 
	Technical 
	1. Important details may have been omitted (e.g. cultivar and stage of maturity, physical condition of fruit at the time of collection, origin of the fruit (plant or ground) or the sanitary condition of the orchard).
	This information is also often omitted
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	58. 
	42 
	Technical 
	3. Important details may have been omitted (e.g. cultivar and stage of maturity, physical condition of fruit at the time of collection or the sanitary condition of the orchard). 
	Question to the steward: ´Should "physical" be replaced by "developmental" ? (See also our comments on [64], [75], [115] and [157].)
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	59. 
	43 
	Substantive 
	1. Survival Development of larvae into reproductive adults may not have been verified.
	This has to be verified to determine host status
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	60. 
	43 
	Substantive 
	1. Survival Development of larvae into reproductive adults may not have been verified.
	This has to be verified to determine host status
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	61. 
	45 
	Technical 
	Surveillance by fruit sampling is the most reliable method to determine natural host status. Surveillance of natural infestation by fruit sampling does not interfere with the natural behaviour of fruit flies and takes into account high levels of variability in the fruit, fruit fly behaviour and periods of activity. Fruit sampling includes the collection of infested fruit and the rearing of the infestation within the fruit to determine if the fruit is a host to the fruit fly ie the fruit can sustain fruit fly development to adult flies
	Need to provide clarity as to the purpose of rearing flies from furit and the end-point of the trial.
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	62. 
	46 
	Editorial 
	When evidence for host status is not conclusive, fField trials under semi-natural conditions, with a detailed experimental design and specified statistical confidence, may be performed. Semi-natural field trials allow fruit flies to exhibit natural oviposition behaviour, and because the fruit remains attached to the plant it does not degrade during the trials. However, fieldÂ trialsÂ underÂ semi-natural conditionsfield trials can be resource-intensive and may be compromised by environmental variables.
	Field trials cannot be semi-natural as such, and can be warranted by a range of different situations not limited to the one described in the first sentence.
  
	English 
	EPPO, Estonia, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	63. 
	46 
	Editorial 
	When evidence for host status is not conclusive, fField trials under semi-natural conditions, with a detailed experimental design and specified statistical confidence, may be performed. Semi-natural field trials allow fruit flies to exhibit natural oviposition behaviour, and because the fruit remains attached to the plant it does not degrade during the trials. However, field trials under semi-natural conditionsfield trials can be resource-intensive and may be compromised by environmental variables.
	The 'Background' section should contain rationales for the standard and measures, but should not contain requirements.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	64. 
	46 
	Technical 
	When evidence for host status is not conclusive through surveillance and historic trade﻿, field trials under semi-natural conditions, with a detailed experimental design and specified statistical confidence, may be performed. Semi-natural field trials allow fruit flies to exhibit natural oviposition behaviour, and because the fruit remains attached to the plant it does not degrade rapidly ﻿during the trials. However, semi-natural field trials can be resource-intensive and may be compromised by environmental variables and artificial conditions.
	(first two insertions) important clarity. Also need to be clear that data obtained under semi-natural conditions may be skewed due to artificial constraint of the flies and unrealistic pest densities resulting in erronous host associations.
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	65. 
	47 
	Substantive 
	Results of field trials carried out in a certain area should may be extrapolated to comparableother areas if the target fruit fly species and the physiological condition of the fruit are similar., for example fruit fly host status determined in one area doesn't need to be repeated in a separate but similar area
	The example provides clarity on the purpose of the para that repeated field trials are not needed for each area
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	66. 
	47 
	Technical 
	Results of field trials carried out in a certain area may be extrapolated to comparable areas if the target fruit fly species and the physiological condition of the fruit are similar. 
	This sentence might be better placed somewhere else.

	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	67. 
	50 
	Substantive 
	A. When existing biological or historical information provides sufficient evidence that the fruit does not support infestation1 and development to adults, no further surveys or field trials should be required and the plant should be categorized as a non-host. 
  
	Missing from these possibilities is that existing information indicates that the host is a non-natural host. Confusing this issue, however, is the lack of definition around what a “non-natural” host is (see general comments). If the conclusion is that a non-natural host of fruit flies poses no phytosanitary risk in trade, then it should be an option to progress to this conclusion based on existing information.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	68. 
	50 
	Substantive 
	A. When existing biological or historical information provides sufficient evidence that the fruit does not support infestation1 and development to reproductive adults, no further surveys or field trials should be required and the plant should be categorized as a non-host.
	This should be used to determine host status

	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	69. 
	50 
	Substantive 
	A. When existing biological or historical information provides sufficient evidence that the fruit does not support infestation1 and development to reproductive adults, no further surveys or field trials should be required and the plant should be categorized as a non-host.
	This should be used to determine host status
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	70. 
	50 
	Technical 
	A. When existing biological or historical information provides sufficient evidence that the fruit does not support infestation1 and development to adults, no further surveys or field/laboratory trials should be required and the plant fruit should be categorized as a non-host.
	It is the fruit that is the host of the fruit fly, not the plant (or it could be taken for example that nursery stock is covered)
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	71. 
	50 
	Technical 
	A. When existing biological or historical information provides sufficient evidence that the fruit does not support infestation1 and development to adults, no further surveys or field trials should be required and the plant fruit species or cultivar should be categorized as a non-host.
	Fruit species or cultivar should be used because for fruit flies the fruit is relevant, on the other side for consistency he same terminology should be used in paragraphs 50 to 57.
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	72. 
	50 
	Technical 
	A. When existing biological or historical information provides sufficient evidence that the fruit does not support infestation1 and development to adults, no further surveys or field trials should be required and the plant fruit species or cultivar should be categorized as a non-host.
	Fruit species or cultivar should be used because for fruit flies the fruit is relevant, on the other side for consistency he same terminology should be used in paragraphs 50 to 57.
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	73. 
	51 
	Substantive 
	B. When existing biological and historical information provides sufficient evidence that the fruit supports infestation and development to reproductive adults, no further surveys or field trials should be required and the plant should be categorized as a natural host.
	This should be used to determine host status
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	74. 
	51 
	Substantive 
	B. When existing biological and historical information provides sufficient evidence that the fruit supports infestation and development to reproductive adults, no further surveys or field trials should be required and the plant should be categorized as a natural host.
	This should be used to determine host status
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	75. 
	51 
	Technical 
	B. When existing biological and historical information provides sufficient evidence that the fruit supports infestation and development to adults, no further surveys or field trials should be required and the plant fruit species or cultivar should be categorized as a natural host.
	See comment in paragraph 50
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	76. 
	51 
	Technical 
	B. When existing biological and historical information provides sufficient evidence that the fruit supports infestation and development to adults, no further surveys or field trials should be required and the plant fruit species or cultivar should be categorized as a natural host.
	See comment in paragraph 50
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	77. 
	52 
	Substantive 
	C. When the evidence is inconclusive, appropriate larval field surveillance by fruit sampling or field trials are necessaryshould be used to determine susceptibility to infestation. Surveillance and trials may lead to one of the following results:
	Use of may/should/must in ISPMs.
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	78. 
	52 
	Substantive 
	C. When the evidence is inconclusive, appropriate larval field surveillance by fruit sampling or field trials are necessary to determine susceptibility to infestation. Surveillance and trials may lead to one of the following results:

	this para states that if data from biological or historical evidence are inconclusive then larval field surveys (ie field trials) need to be undertaken. If field surveys find larvae then the fruit is a natural host. But a natural host, by the definition in [papra 23] requires the formation of an adult fly. This is inconsistent with [para 53] and [para 54].
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	79. 
	52 
	Substantive 
	C. When the evidence is inconclusive, appropriate larval field surveillance by fruit sampling or field trials are necessaryshould be used to determine susceptibility to infestation. Surveillance and trials may lead to one of the following results:
	Use of may/should/must in ISPMs.
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	80. 
	52 
	Substantive 
	C. When the evidence is inconclusive, appropriate larval field surveillance by fruit sampling or field trials are necessaryshould be used to determine susceptibility to infestation. Surveillance and trials may lead to one of the following results:
	Use of may/should/must in ISPMs.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	81. 
	52 
	Technical 
	C. When the evidence is inconclusive, appropriate larval field surveillance by fruit sampling (picked fruit) or field trials are necessary to determine susceptibility to infestation. Surveillance and trials may lead to one of the following results:
	The term 'larval field surveillance' should be explained. Is this looking for live larvae as a determinator for natural host status or are we to collect suspect fruit (which must be picked from the tree, not picked up from the ground) and rear them to adult eclosion in the laboratory? Also can detect oviposition sites, hence eggs and pupa might be found
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	82. 
	52 
	Technical 
	C. When the evidence is inconclusive, appropriate larval field surveillance by fruit sampling or field trials are necessary to determine host statussusceptibility to infestation. Surveillance and field trials may lead to one of the following results:
	What is to be determined is the host status, not the susceptibility to infestation.
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	83. 
	52 
	Technical 
	C. When the evidence is inconclusive, appropriate larval field surveillance by fruit sampling or field trials are necessary to determine host statussusceptibility to infestation. Surveillance and field trials may lead to one of the following results:
	What is to be determined is the host status, not the susceptibility to infestation.

	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	84. 
	53 
	Substantive 
	C1. If infestation is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling): the fruitplant should therefore be categorized as a natural host. 
	May detect eggs or pupa as well as larvae. It is the fruit that is the host, not the plant.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	85. 
	53 
	Substantive 
	C1. Infestation is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling) and such larvae develop into reproductive adults: the plant should therefore be categorized as a natural host.
	It is essential for the determination of host status the development of larva into reproductive adults
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	86. 
	53 
	Substantive 
	C1. Infestation is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling) and such larvae develop into reproductive adults: the plant should therefore be categorized as a natural host.
	It is essential for the determination of host status the development of larva into reproductive adults
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	87. 
	53 
	Technical 
	C1. Infestation with development to adults is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling): the plant should therefore be categorized as a natural host.
	See [50] and [51], and [55] to [57]. Or: "Infestation is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling) and the fruit fly does develop to adult stage" (cf. [55]).
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	88. 
	53 
	Technical 
	C1. Infestation is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling): the plant fruit species or cultivar should therefore be categorized as a natural host.
	See comment in paragraph 50
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	89. 
	53 
	Technical 
	C1. Infestation is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling): the plant fruit species or cultivar should therefore be categorized as a natural host.
	See comment in paragraph 50
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	90. 
	53 
	Technical 
	C1. Infestation with development to adults is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling): the plant should therefore be categorized as a natural host.
	See [50] and [51], and [55] to [57]. Or: "Infestation is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling) and the fruit fly does develop to adult stage" (cf. [55]).
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	91. 
	53 
	Technical 
	C1. Infestation with development to adults is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling): the plant should therefore be categorized as a natural host.
	See [50] and [51], and [55] to [57]. Or: "Infestation is found after larval field surveillance (fruit sampling) and the fruit fly does develop to adult stage" (cf. [55]).
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	92. 
	54 
	Editorial 
	C2. When nNo infestation is found after conducting appropriate larval field surveillance, and no further information indicates that the fruit has the potential to become infested: the plant may therefore be categorized as a non-host. 
	in line with paras 50 and following
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	93. 
	54 
	Substantive 
	C2.  NWhen no infestation is found after conducting appropriate larval field surveillance, and no further information indicates that the fruit has the potential to become infested: the fruitplant may therefore be categorized as a non-host.
	Eggs and pupa may be found as well as larvae. The fruit is the host, not the plant
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	94. 
	54 
	Technical 
	C2. No infestation is found after conducting appropriate larval field surveillance, and no further information indicates that the fruit has the potential to become infested: the plant fruit species or cultivar  may therefore be categorized as a non-host.
	See comment paragraph 50
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	95. 
	54 
	Technical 
	C2. No infestation is found after conducting appropriate larval field surveillance, and no further information indicates that the fruit has the potential to become infested: the plant fruit species or cultivar  may therefore be categorized as a non-host.
	See comment paragraph 50
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	96. 
	55 
	Editorial 
	C3. When nNo infestation is found after larval field surveillance, but available biological or historical information indicates that the fruit has the potential to become infested: additional field trials under semi-natural conditions may be needed to assess whether the target fruit fly can develop to adult stage on the particular fruit species or cultivar. 
	consistent with para 50 and following
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	97. 
	55 
	Substantive 
	C3. No infestation is found after larval field surveillance, but available biological or historical information indicates that the fruit has the potential to become infested: additional field trials under semi-natural conditions may be needed to assess whether the target fruit fly can develop to adult stage on the particular fruit species or cultivar. 
  
	If “available biological or historical information indicates that the fruit has the potential to become infested” is there a need to carry out a field based larval survey in the first place? Why not make it easier and commence a field cage trial straight away? If the conclusion shown in C3a ([56]) occurs then does that mean the “available biological or historical information” was in error? This draft needs to give advice on how to address the reported error/s and show that the results from field cage trials have proven that these previously recorded observations were wrong.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	98. 
	55 
	Substantive 
	C3. No infestation is found after larval field surveillance, but available biological or historical information indicates that the fruit has the potential to become infested: additional field trials under semi-natural conditions may be needed to assess whether the target fruit fly can develop into reproductive adult stage on the particular fruit species or cultivar.
	This should be considered to determine host status
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	99. 
	55 
	Substantive 
	C3. No infestation is found after larval field surveillance, but available biological or historical information indicates that the fruit has the potential to become infested: additional field trials under semi-natural conditions may be needed to assess whether the target fruit fly can develop into reproductive adult stage on the particular fruit species or cultivar.
	This should be considered to determine host status
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	100. 
	56 
	Substantive 
	C3a. If the target fruit fly species does not develop into reproductive adult stage, the fruit should be categorized as a non-host.
	This should be considered to determine host status
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	101. 
	56 
	Substantive 
	C3a. If the target fruit fly species does not develop into reproductive adult stage, the fruit should be categorized as a non-host.
	This should be considered to determine host status
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	102. 
	56 
	Technical 
	C3a. If the target fruit fly species does not develop to adult stage, the fruit species or cultivar should be categorized as a non-host.
	See comment in paragraph 50
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	103. 
	56 
	Technical 
	C3a. If the target fruit fly species does not develop to adult stage, the fruit species or cultivar should be categorized as a non-host.
	See comment in paragraph 50

	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	104. 
	57 
	Substantive 
	C3b. If the target fruit fly species does develop into reproductive adult stage, the fruit should be categorized as a non-natural host.
	This should be used to determine host status
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	105. 
	57 
	Substantive 
	C3b. If the target fruit fly species does develop into reproductive adult stage, the fruit should be categorized as a non-natural host.

	This should be used to determine host status
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	106. 
	57 
	Technical 
	C3b. If the target fruit fly species does develop to adult stage, the fruit species or cultivar should be categorized as a non-natural host.
	See comment in paragraph 50
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	107. 
	57 
	Technical 
	C3b. If the target fruit fly species does develop to adult stage, the fruit species or cultivar should be categorized as a non-natural host.
	See comment in paragraph 50
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	108. 
	58 
	Technical 
	
 
Figure 1. Steps for fruit fly host status determination. 
  
	Replace "Infestation found" by "Infestation found with development to adults" (for the explanation, please see [53].
  
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	109. 
	58 
	Technical 
	
 
Figure 1. Steps for fruit fly host status determination. 
  
	Replace "Infestation found" by "Infestation found with development to adults" (for the explanation, please see [53].
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	110. 
	58 
	Technical 
	
 
Figure 1. Steps for fruit fly host status determination. 
  
	Replace "Infestation found" by "Infestation found with development to adults" (for the explanation, please see [53].
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	111. 
	60 
	Editorial 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval field surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations, or through trials under semi-natural field conditions Field trials under semi-natural conditions may be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by larval field surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host.
	- More precise and consistency (see for example [58]). - Repetition. - Repetition. - More precise and consistency (see for example [58]).
  
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	112. 
	60 
	Editorial 
	Host status may can often be determined from historical production records, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval targeted surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestationsmay be required., or through In cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host, trials conducted trials under semi-natural field conditions may be required. Field trials under semi-natural conditions may be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host. 
	better English
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	113. 
	60 
	Editorial 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval field surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations, or through trials under semi-natural field conditions Field trials under semi-natural conditions may be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by larval field surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host.
	- More precise and consistency (see for example [58]). - Repetition. - Repetition. - More precise and consistency (see for example [58]).
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	114. 
	60 
	Editorial 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval field surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations, or through trials under semi-natural field conditions Field trials under semi-natural conditions may be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by larval field surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host.
	1) More precise and consistency (see for example [58]). 2) Repetition. 3) Repetition. 4) More precise and consistency (see for example [58]).
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	115. 
	60 
	Substantive 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations, or through trials under semi-natural field conditions Field trials under semi-natural conditions mayshould be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host. 
	Consistency with [34] and [52].
  
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	116. 
	60 
	Substantive 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations, or through trials under semi-natural field conditions Field trials under semi-natural conditions may be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host. Results from field trials conducted under semi-natural need to be interpreted with caution as the conditions of the experiment and the physiological condition of host fruit may not be representative of normal conditions.
	Any experiment conducted under artificial conditions must be treated with caution. For example fruit that is a non-host at certain physiological condition may become a host under these artificial conditions where unnaturally high pest pressures of due to overripening on fruit.
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	117. 
	60 
	Substantive 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations, or through trials under semi-natural field conditions Field trials under semi-natural conditions mayshould be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host. 
	Consistency with [34] and [52].
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	118. 
	60 
	Technical 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations and development to adults, or through trials under semi-natural field conditions Field trials under semi-natural conditions may be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host. 
	Please see paragraph [53] for the explanation.
  
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	119. 
	60 
	Technical 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations, or through field trials under semi-natural field conditions. Field trials under semi-natural conditions may be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host.
	For consistency. The term "scientifically" was deleted because surveillance data could be sufficient without a scientific demonstration
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	120. 
	60 
	Technical 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations, or through field trials under semi-natural field conditions. Field trials under semi-natural conditions may be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host.
	For consistency. The term "scientifically" was deleted because surveillance data could be sufficient without a scientific demonstration
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	121. 
	60 
	Technical 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations and development to adults, or through trials under semi-natural field conditions Field trials under semi-natural conditions may be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host. 
	Please see paragraph [53] for the explanation.
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	122. 
	60 
	Technical 
	Host status may be determined from historical production, trade or interception data indicating natural infestations. Where historical data do not provide clear determination of host status, larval surveillance by fruit sampling should be conducted.through surveillance by fruit sampling to gather evidence of natural infestations and development to adults, or through trials under semi-natural field conditions Field trials under semi-natural conditions may be conducted in cases where host status has not been scientifically determined by surveillance, or when there is a particular need to determine if a fruit is a non-natural host or a non-host. 
	Please see our comment on paragraph [53] for the explanation.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	123. 
	61 
	Editorial 
	Artificial conditions are inherent in laboratory tests in which fruit flies are presented with harvested fruit that often undergoes rapid physiological changes and thereby may become more susceptible to infestation. The detection of infestation in laboratory tests for the determination of host status may therefore be misleading. In addition, it has been widely documented that under artificial conditions, females of polyphagous species will lay eggs in almost any substrate presented to them and, in most cases, the larvae will develop into adults. Laboratory tests may be useful for demonstrating non-host status, but field trials are necessary are not reliable for demostratingto demonstrate that a fruit is a host.
	Not all fruit undergoes rapid physiological change better English
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	124. 
	61 
	Substantive 
	Artificial conditions are inherent in laboratory tests in which fruit flies are presented with harvested fruit that undergoes rapid physiological changes and thereby may become more susceptible to infestation. The detection of infestation in laboratory tests for the determination of host status may therefore be misleading. In addition, it has been widely documented that under artificial conditions, females of polyphagous species will lay eggs in almost any substrate presented to them and, in most cases, the larvae will develop into adults. Laboratory tests may be useful for demonstrating non-host status, but field trials are necessary to demonstrate that a fruit is a host.
	See comment in paragraph 34. Laboratory tests results would not be used to determine host categories according the definitions of this standard
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	125. 
	61 
	Substantive 
	Artificial conditions are inherent in laboratory tests in which fruit flies are presented with harvested fruit that undergoes rapid physiological changes and thereby may become more susceptible to infestation. The detection of infestation in laboratory tests for the determination of host status may therefore be misleading. In addition, it has been widely documented that under artificial conditions, females of polyphagous species will lay eggs in almost any substrate presented to them and, in most cases, the larvae will develop into adults. Laboratory tests may be useful for demonstrating non-host status, but field trials are necessary to demonstrate that a fruit is a host.
	See comment in paragraph 34. Laboratory tests results would not be used to determine host categories according the definitions of this standard
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	126. 
	61 
	Technical 
	Artificial conditions are inherent in laboratory tests in which fruit flies are presented with harvested fruit that undergoes rapid physiological changes and thereby may become more susceptible to infestation. The detection of infestation in laboratory tests for the determination of host status may therefore be misleading. In addition, it has been widely documented that under artificial conditions, females of polyphagous species will lay eggs in almost any substratefruit presented to them and, in most cases, the larvae will develop into adults. Therefore,Â lLaboratory tests may be sufficientuseful for demonstrating non-host status, but areÂ innapropriateÂ forÂ demonstratingÂ naturalÂ orÂ nonÂ naturalÂ hostÂ status.field trials are necessary to demonstrate that a fruit is a host.
	1) This modification is proposed because if the sustrate does not allow their feeding, the larvae are not going to develop to adults. 2) More precise and more correct final sentence: the last sentence should be logical conclusion of this paragraph.
  
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	127. 
	61 
	Technical 
	Artificial conditions are inherent in laboratory tests in which fruit flies are presented with harvested fruit that undergoes rapid physiological changes and thereby may become more susceptible to infestation. The detection of infestation in laboratory tests for the determination of host status may therefore be misleading. In addition, it has been widely documented that under artificial conditions, females of polyphagous species will lay eggs in almost any substratefruit presented to them and, in most cases, the larvae will develop into adults. Therefore, lLaboratory tests may be sufficientuseful for demonstrating non-host status, but are innapropriate for demonstrating natural or non natural host status.field trials are necessary to demonstrate that a fruit is a host.
	1) 'fruit' seems more appropriate in the context than 'substrate'. 2) The paragraph should focus on discusing laboratory tests, not on alternatives. 3) 'sufficient' is more precisely capturing the issue at stake than 'useful'.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	128. 
	64 
	Technical 
	2.  the physicaldevelopmental and physiological variability of the fruit in the growing area
	More precise wording. See also EU comment on [42], [75], [115] and [157].
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	129. 
	65 
	Technical 
	1. target fruit fly incidence over the entire growing area, and relevant harvest and export periods 
	relevant to surveillance but not to field trials
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	130. 
	71 
	Editorial 
	1. the placing of field trials in the fruit production areas. 

	Deletion of the full stop.
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	131. 
	71 
	Editorial 
	1. the placing of field trials in the fruit production areas. 
  
	Deletion of the full stop.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	132. 
	72 
	Editorial 
	1. all field trials should comply with sound statistical practice.
  
	Addition of a full stop.
  
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	133. 
	72 
	Editorial 
	1. all field trials should comply with sound statistical practice.
  
	Addition of a full stop.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	134. 
	72 
	Technical 
	1. all field trials should comply with sound statistical practice
2. past chemical usage in the trial area
	past chemical usage can impact on the results
 
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	135. 
	74 
	Editorial 
	Larval field surveillance by fFruit sampling is the most reliable method to determine natural host status. The status of a natural host can be determined based on confirmation of natural infestation by sampling fruit during the harvest period. 
	unnecessary
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	136. 
	74 
	Technical 
	Larval field surveillance by fruit sampling is the most reliable method to determine natural host status. The status of a natural host can be determined based on confirmation of natural infestation and development to adults by sampling fruit during the harvest period.
	For the explanation, please see [53].
  
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	137. 
	74 
	Technical 
	Larval field surveillance by fruit sampling is the most reliable method to determine natural host status. The status of a natural host can be determined based on confirmation of natural infestation by sampling fruit during the harvest period. 
	This is assessing only for larval infestation and not the ablility of a fruit to host fruit flies to the adult stage (refer to definition given in [23])
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	138. 
	74 
	Technical 
	Larval field surveillance by fruit sampling is the most reliable method to determine natural host status. The status of a natural host can be determined based on confirmation of natural infestation and development to adults by sampling fruit during the harvest period.
	For the explanation, please see [53].
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	139. 
	74 
	Technical 
	Larval field surveillance by fruit sampling is the most reliable method to determine natural host status. The status of a natural host can be determined based on confirmation of natural infestation and development to adults by sampling fruit during the harvest period.
	For the explanation, please see comment on [53].
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	140. 
	75 
	Technical 
	Fruit samples should be representative of the range of production areas and environmental conditions, as well as ofÂ developmentalÂ andÂ  physiological and physical stages.
	1) More precise wording. 2) More logical order and consistency with other paragraphs (see for example [64]). The same modification should be proposed in [42]?, [64], [115] and [157].
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	141. 
	75 
	Technical 
	Fruit samples should be representative of the range of production areas and environmental conditions, as well as of developmental and  physiological and physical stages.
	1) More precise wording. 2) More logical order and consistency with other paragraphs (see for example [64]). See also our comment on paragraphs [42], [64], [115] and [157].
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	142. 
	77 
	Editorial 
	The objective of field trials is to determine host status under specified conditions of a fruit that has been determined to not toÂ be a natural host. Trials may include the use of field cages, greenhouses (including glass, plastic and screen houses) and fruit-bearing bagged branches.
	Better english
  
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	143. 
	77 
	Editorial 
	The objective of field trials is to determine host status under specified conditions of a fruit that has been determined to not be a natural host. Trials may include the use of field cages, greenhouses (including glass, plastic and screen houses) and bagged fruit-bearing bagged branches. 
	clearer
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	144. 
	77 
	Editorial 
	The objective of field trials is to determine host status under specified conditions of a fruit that has been determined to not to be a natural host. Trials may include the use of field cages, greenhouses (including glass, plastic and screen houses) and fruit-bearing bagged branches.
	Better english.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	145. 
	83 
	Editorial 
	1. Period of time, the number of repetitions per growing season and the number of replicates should account for the variability of target fruit flies and fruit over time and over the production area. They should also account for early and late harvest conditions and be representative of the proposed area from where the fruit will be moved. The number and weight of the fruit required and replicates per trial to determine effectiveness, and appropriate confidence level, should be specified. 
	Clearer.
  
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	146. 
	83 
	Editorial 
	1. Period of time, the number of repetitions per growing season and the number of replicates should account for the variability of target fruit flies and fruit over time and over the production area. They should also account for early and late harvest conditions and be representative of the proposed area from where the fruit will be moved. The number and weight of the fruit required and replicates per trial to determine effectiveness, and appropriate confidence level, should be specified. 
	Clearer.
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	147. 
	83 
	Editorial 
	2.  Period of time, the number of repetitions per growing season and the number of replicates should account for the variability of target fruit flies and fruit over time and over the production area. They should also account for early and late harvest conditions and be representative of the proposed area from where the fruit will be moved. The number and weight of the fruit required and replicates per trial to determine effectiveness, and appropriate confidence level, should be specified.
	Commas added for clearer text.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	148. 
	83 
	Technical 
	1. Period of time, the number of repetitions per growing season and the number of replicates should account for the variability of target fruit flies and fruit over time and over the production target area. They should also account for early and late harvest conditions and be representative of the proposed area from where the fruit will be moved. The number and weight of the fruit required and replicates per trial to determine effectiveness and appropriate confidence level should be specified. 
	Should include other areas where hosts grow, for example may have gardens within/adjacent to production areas which can be good indicators of host status
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	149. 
	84 
	Editorial 
	1. The number of eggs oviposited by on fruit controls and the resulting immatures or adults should be determined.
	To clarify
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	150. 
	84 
	Editorial 
	1. The number of eggs oviposited by on fruit controls and the resulting immatures or adults should be determined.
	To clarify
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	151. 
	84 
	Substantive 
	1. The number of eggs oviposited intoby controls fruit and the resulting immatures or adults should be determined.

	The eggs can’t be oviposited by controls as there are no control flies. The reference to eggs should also probably be removed also because you cannot determine how many eggs were laid without dissection of the fruit, which would then impact the survival of resulting immature or adults.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	152. 
	89 
	Editorial 
	3. The use of wild populations for the field trials is desirable. If wild flies cannot be obtained in sufficient numbers, the colony used should be no older than three generations at the initiation of the trial, whenever possible, and it should be maintained on natural hosts to ensure normal oviposition behaviour. 
	line 2; the phrase 'colony used should be no older' is replaced with ' colony used should not be older'
  
	English 
	Nigeria 
	  

	153. 
	89 
	Editorial 
	1. The use of wild populations for the field trials is desirable. If wild flies cannot be obtained in sufficient numbers, the colony used should be not be older than three generations at the initiation of the trial, whenever possible, and it should be maintained on natural hosts to ensure normal oviposition behaviour.
	Better English
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	154. 
	89 
	Editorial 
	1. The use of wild populations for the field trials is desirable. If wild flies cannot be obtained in sufficient numbers, the colony used should be no older than three generations at the initiation of the trial, whenever possible, and it should be maintained on natural hosts to ensure normal oviposition behaviour whenever possible. 
	Some species of questionable commercial status (Bactrocera halfordiae) are reared from native hosts which are only available during a very short fruiting season and are thereby difficult to source and use to maintain a colony.
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	155. 
	89 
	Editorial 
	3.  The use of wild populations for the field trials is desirable. If wild flies cannot be obtained in sufficient numbers, the colony used should be not be older than three generations at the initiation of the trial, whenever possible, and it should be maintained on natural hosts to ensure normal oviposition behaviour.
	Better English.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	156. 
	89 
	Substantive 
	1. The use of wild populations for the field trials is desirable. If wild flies cannot be obtained in sufficient numbers, the colony used should be no older than three generations at the initiation of the trial, whenever possible, and it should be maintained rotated at least once throughon natural hosts to ensure normal oviposition behaviour. 
	Populations could be raised on substrate which can result in a change of behaviour, so it is important that one generation at least is raised on the natural host to ensure natural behavious
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	157. 
	89 
	Technical 
	1. The use of wild populations for the field trials is desirable. If wild flies cannot be obtained in sufficient numbers, the colony used should be no older than three generations at the initiation of the trial, whenever possible, and it should be maintained on natural hosts to ensure normal oviposition behaviour.Ã‚Â Flies used in experimental replicates should all come from the same population and generation (i.e. cohort).
	Comment to the global steward: which sentence between [89] and [107] should remain in this text? They seem contradictory.
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	158. 
	89 
	Technical 
	1. The use of wild populations for the field trials is desirable. If wild flies cannot be obtained in sufficient numbers, the colony used should be no older than three generations at the initiation of the trial, whenever possible, and it should be maintained on natural hosts to ensure normal oviposition behaviour. As an alternative, laboratory flies could be used in a field cage and allowed to acclimatise to local conditions for a short time, then these flies could be injected into the field cages used for host status assessment. 
	While the use of wild populations are ideal, they are most often very difficult to achieve due to difficulties in rearing wild insects in the laboratory. Perhaps many of the difficulties that might be encountered here could be covered by installing a field cage with laboratory flies in the field and allowing the flies therein to acclimate to local conditions for a short time. These flies could then be injected into field cages place over test fruit trees for host status assessment.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	159. 
	89 
	Technical 
	1. The use of wild populations for the field trials is desirable. If wild flies cannot be obtained in sufficient numbers, the colony used should be no older than three five generations at the initiation of the trial, whenever possible, and it should be maintained on natural hosts to ensure normal oviposition behaviour.
	Change is proposed since just after the fifth generation fruit fly population will be stable to be used in the field trials
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	160. 
	89 
	Technical 
	1. The use of wild populations for the field trials is desirable. If wild flies cannot be obtained in sufficient numbers, the colony used should be no older than three five generations at the initiation of the trial, whenever possible, and it should be maintained on natural hosts to ensure normal oviposition behaviour.
	Change is proposed since just after the fifth generation fruit fly population will be stable to be used in the field trials
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	161. 
	89 
	Technical 
	3.  The use of wild populations for the field trials is desirable. If wild flies cannot be obtained in sufficient numbers, the colony used should be no older than three generations at the initiation of the trial, whenever possible, and it should be maintained on natural hosts to ensure normal oviposition behaviour.
	EU requests the steward to reconsider and clearly explain in the text for which experimental entities (controls ?, replicates ?, both ?) cohorts should be used, and to recommend to SC whether to insert that text in para [89] or [107] or both.
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	162. 
	91 
	Editorial 
	1. Pre-oviposition, oviposition and mating periods should be determined before the field trials so that sexually mature, mated female flies are exposed to the fruit at the peak of their reproductive potential.
	Words are not useful or necessary.
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	163. 
	91 
	Editorial 
	5.  Pre-oviposition, oviposition and mating periods should be determined before the field trials so that sexually mature, mated female flies are exposed to the fruit at the peak of their reproductive potential.
	Words are not useful or necessary.
 
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	164. 
	93 
	Substantive 
	1. The number of mated female flies required per fruit should be determined according to fruit size and field trial conditions. The number of fruit flies per replicate trial should be determined according to fruit fly biology, amount of fruit to be exposed, and other field trial conditions. The number of gravid females to be used should be adequate to ensure 250-500 viable eggs are laid per 500 g of fruit 
	It is important have a reference to calculate the female quantity to be used.
 
	English 
	Colombia 
	  

	165. 
	93 
	Substantive 
	1. The number of mated female flies required per fruit should be determined according to fruit size and field trial conditions and existing fruit fly poulation index (FTD). The number of fruit flies per replicate trial should be determined according to fruit fly biology, amount of fruit to be exposed, and other field trial conditions. 
	It is a factor to be taken into account to avoid bias and simulate natural conditions

	English 
	Costa Rica 
	  

	166. 
	93 
	Technical 
	1. Only mated female flies should be used in the actual trials where possible. The number of mated females flies required per fruit should be determined according to fruit size, female fecundity and field trial conditions. The number of fruit flies per replicate trial should be determined according to fruit fly biology, amount of fruit to be exposed, and other field trial conditions. 
	To emphasis that only females should be used and not males.
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	167. 
	95 
	Substantive 
	1. An individual female fly should preferably be used only once.
	We consider it is essential the female be used only once due to they have only one oviposition peak, additionally their handling may affect their activity.
	English 
	Colombia 
	  

	168. 
	95 
	Technical 
	1. An individual female fly should preferably be used only once.
	Individual flies should only be used once, never more than that
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	169. 
	97 
	Editorial 
	In repeated field trials , fruit flies should be of a similar physiological age and should have been exposed to the same conditions.
	A blank needs to be deleted before the comma.
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	170. 
	97 
	Editorial 
	In repeated field trials , fruit flies should be of a similar physiological age and should have been exposed to the same conditions.
	A blank needs to be deleted before the comma.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	171. 
	97 
	Technical 
	In repeated field trials , fruit flies should be of a similar physiological age and have been reared undershould have been exposed to the same conditions.
	important point
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	172. 
	99 
	Technical 
	The following requirements apply to the fruit used in field trials. The fruit should be:
1. Fruit to be tested to be still growing on tree and at the appropriate stage of maturity
 
	It is understood, from previous sections of this draft, that fruit being tested for host status in field cages must be on tree (that is not harvested). This statement should be added However at para 124, Control fruit can be harvested and hung on branches in the field cage. Why can’t test fruit be treated the same way? Para 130 shows that you have to harvest test fruit from the tree soon after exposure to the flies anyway. If test fruit are unharvested shouldn’t control fruit be similarly unharvested?
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	173. 
	100 
	Editorial 
	1. of the same species and cultivar as the fruit to be tradedmoved 
	the phrase 'to be moved' is not clear. Surely this is about fruit to be traded
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	174. 
	100 
	Substantive 
	1. of the same species and cultivar as the fruit to be moved 
  
	Consistent with ISPM principles, assessment should be conducted at the species level. Assessment at a lower taxonomic unit, such as cultivar, should only be considered necessary if there is a justified suspicion that the host status varies.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	175. 
	101 
	Editorial 
	1. from the same production area, or an area representative of it, as the fruit to be tradedmoved 
	'moved' is unclear. Its the fruit to be traded

	English 
	Australia 
	  

	176. 
	104 
	Editorial 
	1. of a specified commercial grade regarding colour, size, and physiological condition
	Comma to be deleted (last term of an enumeration).
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	177. 
	104 
	Editorial 
	1. of a specified commercial grade regarding colour, size, and physiological condition
	Comma to be deleted (last term of an enumeration).
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	178. 
	104 
	Editorial 
	5.  of a specified commercial grade regarding colour, size, and physiological condition
	Comma to be deleted (last term of an enumeration).
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	179. 
	107 
	Substantive 
	Known natural hosts at known stage of maturity are required as controls for all field trials. These may be of different species or genera from the target fruit fly species. Fruit should be free of prior infestation (e.g. by bagging or from a pest free area). Fruit flies used in control and experimental replicates should all come from the same population and generation (i.e. cohort).
	hosts to be used in trials must be at appropriate stage of maturity Controls are fruit not flies.
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	180. 
	107 
	Technical 
	Known natural hosts are required as controls for all field trials. These may be of different species or genera from the target fruit fly species. Fruit should be free of prior infestation (e.g. by bagging or from a pest free area). Fruit flies used in controls and experimental replicates should all come from the same population and generation (i.e. cohort).
	1) Obvious error. 2) Last sentence: see (89], including the question of keeping the added "s" to "controls".
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	181. 
	107 
	Technical 
	Known natural hosts are required as controls for all field trials. These may be of different species or genera from the target fruit fly species. Fruit should be free of prior infestation (e.g. by bagging or from a pest free area). Fruit flies used in control and experimental replicates should all come from the same population and generation (i.e. cohort). 
	This sentence makes no sense and the para is about host fruit.
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	182. 
	107 
	Technical 
	Known natural hosts are required as controls for all field trials. These may be of different species or genera from the target fruit fly species. Fruit should be free of prior infestation (e.g. by bagging or from a pest free area). Fruit flies used in control and experimental replicates should all come from the same population and generation (i.e. cohort).
	1) Obvious error. 2) See EU comment re para [89].
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	183. 
	113 
	Substantive 
	1. in the case of natural infestation controls, confirm that wild female flies were ovipositing in the area where the fruit is grown during the trial period.
  
	what are 'natural infestation controls'? Whatever this sentence trying to say, it is not clear and needs revision. delete para 113, it belongs in section 1 following para 75. However according to Figure 1. [ para 58] there is no trial component involving controls in section 1 Natural host status determinal using surveillance by fruit sampling
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	184. 
	115 
	Editorial 
	For this standard, field trials include the use of field cages, greenhouses and fruit-bearing bagged branches or greenhouses. Trials may be conducted in sequence; however, it may be more practical to conduct them simultaneously while the fruit is available. Trials should be appropriate for evaluating how the physical and physiological condition of the fruit may affect host status.
	For consistency with [116] and [125].
  
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	185. 
	115 
	Editorial 
	For this standard, field trials include the use of field cages, greenhouses and fruit-bearing bagged branches or greenhouses. Trials may be conducted in sequence; however, it may be more practical to conduct them simultaneously while the fruit is available. Trials should be appropriate for evaluating how the physical and physiological condition of the fruit may affect host status.
	For consistency with [116] and [125].
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	186. 
	115 
	Editorial 
	For this standard, field trials include the use of field cages, greenhouses and fruit-bearing bagged branches or greenhouses. Trials may be conducted in sequence; however, it may be more practical to conduct them simultaneously while the fruit is available. Trials should be appropriate for evaluating how the physical and physiological condition of the fruit may affect host status.
	For consistency with [116] and [125].
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	187. 
	115 
	Substantive 
	For this standard, field trials include the use of field cages, greenhouses and or fruit-bearing bagged branches. Trials may be conducted in sequence; however, it may be more practical to conduct them simultaneously while the fruit is available. Trials should be appropriate for evaluating how the physical and physiological condition of the fruit may affect host status. 
	They are different options
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	188. 
	115 
	Substantive 
	For this standard, field trials include the use of field cages, greenhouses and or fruit-bearing bagged branches. Trials may be conducted in sequence; however, it may be more practical to conduct them simultaneously while the fruit is available. Trials should be appropriate for evaluating how the physical and physiological condition of the fruit may affect host status. 
	They are different options
  
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	189. 
	115 
	Technical 
	For this standard, field trials include the use of field cages, greenhouses and fruit-bearing bagged branches. Trials may be conducted in sequence; however, it may be more practical to conduct them simultaneously while the fruit is available. Trials should be appropriate for evaluating how the physicaldevelopmental and physiological condition of the fruit may affect host status. 
	More precise wording. See also EU comment on [42], [64], [75] and [157].
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	190. 
	124 
	Substantive 
	1. For controls, fruit from known natural hosts can be hung on branches of plants. (not on the branches with test fruit). These must be in a separate enclosure, greenhouse or bagged branch to ensure it is not a choice test. ﻿
  
	The host status test needs to be done as a no choice test. If both test fruit and control fruit (a known host) are available in greenhouse/cage/enclosed branch the presence of the control fruit could influence the flies behaviour either by providing a more suitable oviposition site in favour of the test fruit or over stimulating oviposition behaviour resulting in the flies using test fruit to oviposit despite normally rejecting it
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	191. 
	127 
	Technical 
	1. A replicate should be a bag or cage, preferably on one plant at the experimental unit.
  
	Note to the global Steward: this would be contradiuctory with [115]. This should be reworded, the notion of experimental unit explained, or the sentence deleted.
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	192. 
	127 
	Technical 
	10.  A replicate should be a bag or cage, preferably on one plant at the experimental unit.
	Note to the global Steward: this would be contradictory with [115]. This should be reworded, the notion of experimental unit explained, or the sentence deleted.
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	193. 
	128 
	Substantive 
	1. Fruit fly mortality should be monitored and recorded, and the experimental design should clearly explain how this issue will be adressed and dead flies immediately replaced with live flies from the same population and generation (i.e. cohort) to maintain the same fruit fly incidence. 
	Canada considers the last part of the sentence to be too prescriptive for the intent of this standard and instead suggests that the experimental design addresses the procedures to implement in the case of fruit fly mortality
	English 
	Canada 
	  

	194. 
	129 
	Substantive 
	1. For greenhouse trials, tThe fruit should be grown under commercial conditions or in containers of a size that allows normal plant and fruit development. 
	This condition should be met for all field trials
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	195. 
	129 
	Substantive 
	1. For greenhouse trials, tThe fruit should be grown under commercial conditions or in containers of a size that allows normal plant and fruit development.
	This condition should be met for all field trials

	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	196. 
	130 
	Substantive 
	1. After the designated exposure period for oviposition, the fruit should be removed kept from the plant and weighed and the number and weight of fruit recorded. 
	In order to get better development of the insect it is important keep the fruit in natural condition the most of the time.
	English 
	Colombia 
	  

	197. 
	132 
	Substantive 
	3. Fruit Handling for Fruit Fly DevelopmentEmergence 
	better descriptor
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	198. 
	132 
	Technical 
	3. Fruit Handling for Fruit Fly Emergence 
  
	What precautions will be recommended for postharvest storage rot control for these experiments? Fruit harvested for export are often treated with fungicides prior to export to extend shelf life. Untreated test fruit may rot prior to the development of pest fruit flies and therefore bias the results. Untreated test fruit may rot more quickly than the control fruit and also cause biased results.
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	199. 
	133 
	Editorial 
	Fruit collected under natural conditions (surveillance by fruit sampling) and semi-natural conditions (field trials), as well as control fruit, should be kept until larval development is complete. This period may vary with temperature and host status. Fruit handling and holding conditions should maximize fruit fly survival and be specified in the sampling protocol or experimental design of field trials design.
	for clarity
  
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	200. 
	133 
	Editorial 
	Fruit collected under natural conditions (surveillance by fruit sampling) and semi-natural conditions (field trials), as well as control fruit, should be kept until larval development is complete. This period may vary with temperature and host status. Fruit handling and holding conditions should maximize fruit fly survival and be specified in the sampling protocol or experimental design of field trials design.
	For clarity.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	201. 
	133 
	Technical 
	Fruit collected under natural conditions (surveillance by fruit sampling) and semi-natural conditions (field trials), as well as control fruit, should be kept untiladult emergence larval development is complete. This period may vary with temperature and host status. Fruit handling and holding conditions should maximize fruit fly survival and be specified in the sampling protocol or experimental field trial design. 
	The end point isn't larval development but adult emergence.
  
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	202. 
	137 
	Editorial 
	Furthermore, conditions should facilitate accurate collection of larvae, and pupae, and adults emerging from the fruit. 
	to clarify as a pupa does not emerge from the fruit
	English 
	Australia 
	  

	203. 
	141 
	Substantive 
	· the medium may be sieved at intervals before all larvae have left the fruit and at the end of the holding period 
	The third instar larvae and immature pupae handling could to increase the mortality and /or to cause abnormalities.
	English 
	Colombia 
	  

	204. 
	142 
	Substantive 
	· at the end of the holding period, the fruit should be dissected before being discarded, to determine the presence of live and dead larvae or pupae – if live larvae are present, the fruit should be kept until all mature larvae have exited. According to the fruit decay stage could be necessary to take the third instar larvae to the adequate pupation medium and the other instars to put inside a suitable fruit.  
	The fruit could be decayed before the larvae complete their development.

	English 
	Colombia 
	  

	205. 
	142 
	Substantive 
	· at the end of the holding period, the fruit should be dissected before being discarded, to determine the presence of live and dead larvae or pupae – if live larvae are present, the fruit should be kept until all mature larvae have exited
	Canada considers the second part of the sentence to be too prescriptive and recommends deleting it
	English 
	Canada 
	  

	206. 
	146 
	Editorial 
	Data from larval surveillance and field trials may be analysed quantitatively to determine, for example: 
	A blank is missing after "quantitatively".
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	207. 
	146 
	Editorial 
	Data from larval surveillance and field trials may be analysed quantitatively to determine, for example:
	Editorial, an space was inserted
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	208. 
	146 
	Editorial 
	Data from larval surveillance and field trials may be analysed quantitatively to determine, for example:
	Editorial, an space was inserted

	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	209. 
	146 
	Editorial 
	Data from larval surveillance and field trials may be analysed quantitatively to determine, for example: 
	A blank is missing after "quantitatively".
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	210. 
	146 
	Editorial 
	Data from larval surveillance and field trials may be analysed quantitatively to determine, for example: 
	A blank is missing after "quantitatively".
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	211. 
	147 
	Editorial 
	1. levels of infestation (e.g. number of larvae per fruit, number of larvae per kilogram of fruit, percentage of infested fruit) at a specific confidence level
	More precise and consistency with the third example.
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	212. 
	147 
	Editorial 
	1. levels of infestation (e.g. number of larvae per fruit, number of larvae per kilogram of fruit, percentage of infested fruit) at a specific confidence level
	More precise and consistency with the third example.
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	213. 
	147 
	Editorial 
	1. levels of infestation (e.g. number of larvae per fruit, number of larvae per kilogram of fruit, percentage of infested fruit) at a specific confidence level
	More precise and consistency with the third example.
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	214. 
	148 
	Technical 
	1. development time of larvae and pupae, and number of viable reproductive adults
	More appropriate term and for consistency with other changes proposed
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	215. 
	148 
	Technical 
	1. development time of larvae and pupae, and number of viable reproductive adults
	More appropriate term and for consistency with other changes proposed
	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	216. 
	151 
	Editorial 
	The NPPO should keep appropriate records of larval field surveillance and field trials to determine host status, including:
	More precise and consistency with [58].
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	217. 
	151 
	Editorial 
	The NPPO should keep appropriate records of larval field surveillance and field trials to determine host status, including:
	More precise and consistency with [58].
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	218. 
	151 
	Editorial 
	The NPPO should keep appropriate records of larval field surveillance and field trials to determine host status, including:
	More precise and consistency with [58].
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	219. 
	153 
	Editorial 
	1. scientific name of the plant species orÂ nameÂ ofÂ the cultivar
	Cultivars don't have a scientific name.
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	220. 
	153 
	Editorial 
	2.  scientific name of the plant species or name of the cultivar
  
	Cultivars don't have a scientific name.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	221. 
	156 
	Editorial 
	1. origin and rearing of the fruit fly colony used for the field trials
	More precise and consistency with [89].
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	222. 
	156 
	Editorial 
	1. origin and rearing of the fruit fly colony used for the field trials
	More precise and consistency with [89].
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	223. 
	156 
	Editorial 
	5.  origin and rearing of the fruit fly colony used for the field trials
	More precise and consistency with [89].
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	224. 
	157 
	Technical 
	6.  physicaldevelopmental and physiological condition of the fruit tested for infestation by fruit flies
	More precise wording. See also EU comment on [42], [64], [75] and [115].
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	225. 
	161 
	Technical 
	1. additional information, including photographs, that may be specific to the fruit fly, the fruit or host status, list of known hosts.
	It is other informatio to keep
  
	English 
	Uruguay 
	  

	226. 
	161 
	Technical 
	1. additional information, including photographs, that may be specific to the fruit fly, the fruit or host status, list of known hosts.
	It is other informatio to keep

	English 
	COSAVE, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil 
	  

	227. 
	165 
	Substantive 
	APPENDIX 1: Bibliography

	Sandards Committee will be asked in which case (specifically in an Appendix) may form part of a Standard.
	English 
	EPPO, Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	228. 
	165 
	Substantive 
	APPENDIX 1: Bibliography
  
	EU requests the SC to decide in which cases a bibliography may form part of a Standard.
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	229. 
	178 
	Editorial 
	Hennessey, M.K. 2007. Guidelines for the determination and designation of host status of a commodity for fruit flies (Tephritidae). Orlando, FL, USDA-CPHST. 
	"Tephritidae" should not be in italics.
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	230. 
	178 
	Editorial 
	Hennessey, M.K. 2007. Guidelines for the determination and designation of host status of a commodity for fruit flies (Tephritidae). Orlando, FL, USDA-CPHST. 
	"Tephritidae" should not be in italics.
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	231. 
	178 
	Editorial 
	Hennessey, M.K. 2007. Guidelines for the determination and designation of host status of a commodity for fruit flies (Tephritidae). Orlando, FL, USDA-CPHST. 
	"Tephritidae" should not be in italics.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	232. 
	179 
	Editorial 
	NAPPO RSPM No. 30. 2008. Guidelines for the determination and designation of host status of a fruit or vegetable for fruit flies (Diptera: Tephritidae). Ottawa, NAPPO. 
	"Diptera: Tephritidae" should not be in italics.
  
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	233. 
	179 
	Editorial 
	NAPPO RSPM No. 30. 2008. Guidelines for the determination and designation of host status of a fruit or vegetable for fruit flies (Diptera: Tephritidae). Ottawa, NAPPO. 
	"Diptera: Tephritidae" should not be in italics.
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	234. 
	179 
	Editorial 
	NAPPO RSPM No. 30. 2008. Guidelines for the determination and designation of host status of a fruit or vegetable for fruit flies (Diptera: Tephritidae). Ottawa, NAPPO. 
	"Diptera: Tephritidae" should not be in italics.
  
	English 
	European Union 
	  

	235. 
	182 
	Editorial 
	Santiago, G., Enkerlin, W. Reyes, J & Ortiz, V. 1993. Ausencia de infestación natural de moscas de la fruta (Diptera: Tephritidae) en aguacate “Hass” en Michoacán, México. Agrociencia serie Protección Vegetal, 4(3): 349–357. 
	A blank is missing before "Tephritidae".
  
	English 
	EPPO 
	  

	236. 
	182 
	Editorial 
	Santiago, G., Enkerlin, W. Reyes, J & Ortiz, V. 1993. Ausencia de infestación natural de moscas de la fruta (Diptera: Tephritidae) en aguacate “Hass” en Michoacán, México. Agrociencia serie Protección Vegetal, 4(3): 349–357. 
	A blank is missing before "Tephritidae".
  
	English 
	Algeria, Slovenia 
	  

	237. 
	182 
	Editorial 
	Santiago, G., Enkerlin, W. Reyes, J & Ortiz, V. 1993. Ausencia de infestación natural de moscas de la fruta (Diptera: Tephritidae) en aguacate “Hass” en Michoacán, México. Agrociencia serie Protección Vegetal, 4(3): 349–357. 
	A blank is missing before "Tephritidae".
  
	English 
	European Union 
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