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	General comments
	Japan
	
	
	
	Japan would like to take this opportunity to address concerns about the standard setting process.

Reports of SC, EWG or TP are very important for each country to review and examine the draft standards and to comment on them. However, they are not informative enough to examine for each country. The report of SC has only one or two paragraphs for record of discussion about the draft standards and even the report of EWG or TP which should have more technical and substantive discussion has only two or three pages. Japan would like to request that these reports reflect substantial discussion regarding each modification or maintenance on text of ISPM.
Furthermore, Japan recognizes IPPC’s limited resources, however, firmly believes that some actions such as holding open working groups for all countries to have the opportunity to discuss draft standards are needed as proposed at the SC(para.61, Report of SC held in May 2006). Japan welcomes such efforts by SC.
As stated in “Scope and purpose” part of SPECIFICATION No.17, it is an important element for this standard to “propose tolerances for bark in relation to the definitions of debarked and bark free wood”.  However, the proposed text provides no substantial criteria supported by scientific evidences. So EWG should re-examine this draft for further elaboration of the substantial criteria for tolerance levels for bark. Otherwise this draft should be reorganized to be included among appendices of ISPM No.15 by narrowing its scope to wood package material, to be included in ISPM No5 as a glossary supplement or to take other forms such as an information paper.

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE 
	
	
	
	
	

	REFERENCES 
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS 
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	
	
	
	
	

	BACKGROUND
	Japan
	technical/substantive
editorial
	Para 2, sentence 2,

delete
Para 5,
	Debarking using conventional commercial procedures usually does not remove all of the bark from logs. It is recognized that up to approximately 3 percent of bark from coniferous wood and approximately 10 percent of bark from non-coniferous wood may remain after debarking.
Ingrown bark around knots (i.e. areas of bark from branches that have become encased during annual growth) and bark pockets (i.e. areas of bark between rings of annual growth) are not considered to present a phytosanitary risk (a cross-sectional line drawing of wood is provided in Appendix 1). 
	Scientific evidences which support the proposed figures, that is, “3 percent” and “10 percent” should be presented. As long as any scientific data is not shown, this sentence should not be included in this standard.
Taking into account the criteria adopted by CPM-1, any appendix should not be referred in the formal texts of ISPMs, so as not to cause any confusion on its status among relevant organizations and contracting countries.

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  General Requirements
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1  Regulated commodities
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2  Basis for regulating
	Japan
	editorial
technical

	Para 3, sentence 1
Para 3, sentence 3
	Debarking as Pphytosanitary measures should not be required where there is evidence that pest risk is adequately managed or absent. This may be because of the origin (which may be a pest free area) or the order, genera or species of wood concerned. For example, tropical hardwood imported into a temperate country may not require the removal of bark. Importing NPPOs should determine whether the removal of bark is technically justified before applying it as a phytosanitary requirement.
	1- To clarify the meaning of this sentence. What “should not be required” here is not “phytosanitary measures” in general but “debarking”.

2- This example is not appropriate because it is well known that some pests which originally live in a tropical area can also survive in a temperate area. 

If any example is needed here, “For example, tropical hardwood imported into a subarctic country may not require the removal of bark” seems to be more appropriate. 

	2.  Specific Requirements
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1  Debarking
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	Japan
	editorial
	Para 2, sentence 4
	Where debarking is required as a phytosanitary measure, NPPOs may consider a tolerance where individual pieces of wood should not have bark on more than 10 percent of their total surface area. NPPOs should consider that the shape and size of pieces of bark will affect the level of risk. For example, a piece of bark the shape and size of a sheet of paper (e.g. A4 or letter-size) poses a higher risk than a long narrow strip of the same surface area. Illustrations of debarked wood meeting the general tolerances specified are shown in Appendix 2.
	Taking into account the criteria adopted by CPM-1, any appendix should not be referred in the formal texts of ISPMs, so as not to cause any confusion on its status among relevant organizations and contracting countries.

	2.1.2  Inspection to verify debarking
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2  Bark-free wood
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.1  Bark tolerances for bark-free wood
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.2  Inspection to verify the wood is bark-free
	Japan
	editorial
	sentence 5
	Where NPPOs require that wood be bark-free, the commodity should not retain any visible indication of bark. In many cases, this wood may contain evidence of cambium, which may appear as a brown discoloured tissue on the surface of the wood. Furthermore bark-free wood may also contain ingrown bark and bark pockets, but in general should not contain any evidence of the layer of tissue above the cambium. However, if a specific tolerance has not been determined, infrequent detection of very small pieces (e.g. credit card size) may be permitted, provided that these show no evidence of pests. Illustrations of acceptable bark-free wood appear in Appendix 3.
	Taking into account the criteria adopted by CPM-1, any appendix should not be referred in the formal texts of ISPMs, so as not to cause any confusion on its status among relevant organizations and contracting countries.

	2.3  Responsibilities of the exporting NPPO
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4  Non-compliance
	
	
	
	
	

	Annex 1 Generalized categorization of pests by pest risk associated with the presence of bark
	Japan
	technical
	Change the status of  the Annex1 to Appendix.
	
	1.   Considering a fact that removal of bark is effective for some species to deduce its phytosanitary risk but is not sufficient for some species in the same family, it is difficult to categorize the pest groupinto 2 types by family level.
.
2.  If the information of Annex1 is indispensable to  this standard, this annex should be included as  the appendix which is not an official part of this ISPM..

	Appendix 1 Cross-sectional line drawing of wood
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2 Illustrations of debarked wood
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 3 Illustrations of bark-free wood
	
	
	
	
	


