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Draft ISPM: requirements for the submission of phytosanitary treatments
Please use this table for sending country comments to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org). See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the table. Following these will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee
Please make sure that the cell "country name" is filled for each row of comments
	1. Section
	2. Country
	3. Type of comment
	4. Location
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	General comments
	USA
	Technical
	
	
	Any reference to need for testing different varieties of a commodity should clearly state that such testing is required only when there is a technical justification for such a requirement.  Otherwise requirements for varietal testing could be regarded as unjustified barriers to trade.
References for use of treatments internationally should be removed (e.g. Outline of requirements;  Section 1.2; section 2.1;  section 2.6 1st, 3rd and 4th dash points; etc.).  If the treatment is useful, it may be used by a few, but not all countries.  “internationally useful” and “global” application should not be a requirement. 


	1.1 General requirements
	USA
	Technical
Technical 


	1st dash point
	Add:  ……rendering pests infertile/incapable of further development ………..
	It should clearly state that BOTH efficacy data from laboratory experiments AND efficacy data under practical conditions are required (not one or the other). 
This term is needed in the case of irradiation treatment



	1.2 Feasibility and applicability
	USA
	Technical / editorial
	
	Delete first sentence of first paragraph.  The rest should say “Factors that may affect the feasibility include human health and safety, commodity quality and environmental impact.  Treatment schedules …”
	Suggest “Feasibility” and “Applicability” be addressed separately –make section 1.2 “Feasibility”.   Feasibility would address issues such as cost, availability of materials, etc.  
Make a new section 1.3 to address applicability; address that specific pest/commodity pairs for which treatments may be proposed should be addressed. 

	2.1 General considerations
	USA
	Editorial
	
	Delete both paragraphs
	neither paragraph provides information that is not already addressed elsewhere in the standard.

	2.3 Description of the phytosanitary treatment
	USA
	Editorial
Technical
	
	Delete the parentheses but keep the text.
	Items in parentheses are all essential in the description of the treatment.

 Technical comment: suggest that blueprints or photos of equipment may also be used in the description of the phytosanitary treatment. 

	2.4 Treatment targets
	USA
	Technical
	Dash points
	Propose to add a dash point stating that the configuration(s) of proposed commodities should also be considered (e.g. see ISPM No. 18 regarding the use of irradiation as a phytosanitary treatment and dose mapping). 
	The configuration(s) of commodities can affect the efficacy of the treatment. 

	2.5.1 Efficacy data on the target pest(s) under laboratory or controlled experiments
	USA
	Technical

Editorial
	Fourth para / dash points

Last para, first dash point


	3rd point: delete “(where varietal differences…for all varieties under consideration)

Delete “tolerant” and insert “resistant”
	Not technically justified.

More correct term



	2.5.2 Efficacy data on the target pest(s) under practical conditions
	USA
	Technical
Technical
	Third para
Fourth para
	Add “Where the treatment specifications differ in practical trials, details of the protocol should be provided”.
Add : “estimated infestation levels of the target pest”


	Suggested rewording. 
Pre-treatment infestation levels will have a bearing on the efficacy of the treatment. 



	2.6 Information on technical and commercial feasibility
	USA
	Editorial
Technical

Technical
	Section title 
Dash points

Last dash point


	Amend to read “Information on technical and commercial feasibility and applicability”
Add a dash point for applicability of treatment with respect to specific commodity / pest combinations.

e.g to the environment, to non-target organisms
	Consistent with wording elsewhere. 
It is not clear what the point would include.

	3. Evaluation of Submissions
	
	
	
	
	


