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	General comments
	
	
	
	
	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.

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE 
	Japan
	substantive
	Add new sentence after last sentence. 
	This standard describes the basic concept of pest risk analysis within the framework of the IPPC. It introduces the three stages of pest risk analysis – initiation, pest risk assessment and pest risk management. The initiation stage is described in detail and a summary for the other stages is provided. Referral to other ISPMs is made regarding the pest risk assessment and pest risk management stages. Generic issues of information gathering, documentation, risk communication, uncertainty and consistency are introduced. Taking into account the necessary time to conduct the analysis scientifically, this standard does not include specified timelines for the procedure.
	The time to evaluate data differs depending on quantity and quality of available data. It is difficult to set completion dates for the PRA process because it requires enough time to evaluate the risk based on scientific evidence, collect a lot of related data and decide appropriate measures.

	REFERENCES 
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS 
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	
	
	
	
	

	BACKGROUND
	
	
	
	
	

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.   PRA Stage 1: Initiation
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1  Initiation points 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.1  Identification of a pathway 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.2  Identification of a pest
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.3  Review of phytosanitary policies 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.4  Identification of an organism 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2  Determination of an organism as a pest 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.1  Plants as pests
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.2  Beneficial organisms
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.3  Organisms new to science or for which only minimal information is available
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.4  Intentional import of organisms of possible phytosanitary concern
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.5  Living modified organisms
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3  Identification of the PRA area
	
	
	
	
	

	1.4  Previous pest risk analyses
	
	
	
	
	

	1.5   Conclusion of initiation 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.   Summary of PRA Stages 2 and 3
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1   Linked standards
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2  Summary of PRA Stage 2: Pest risk assessment
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3  Summary of PRA Stage 3: Pest risk management
	
	
	
	
	

	3.   Aspects Common to All PRA Stages
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1  Uncertainty
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2  Information gathering
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3  Documentation
	Japan
	technical/substantive
	Para 3, 
delete
	The NPPO should preferably document its general PRA process and preferably be able to supply a schedule of future individual analyses with anticipated completion dates.
	This sentence should be deleted. The former part of this sentence duplicates preceding paragraphs. Concerning the latter part of the sentence, since the time to conduct PRA largely depends on the nature of the case and the quality and quantity of data provided by exporting contracting countries, it is not appropriate to impose responsibility to anticipate the completion date on the importing contracting countries. Undue delay is an issue to be addressed in cooperative effort between importing & exporting contracting countries and distinguished from documentation, which is a requirement to secure the record of PRA to avoid unnecessary disputes.

	3.4  Risk communication
	
	
	
	
	

	3.5   Consistency in PRA
	
	
	
	
	

	APPENDIX 1 Pest risk analysis flow chart
	
	
	
	
	


