New Zealand’s comments on
Draft ISPM: debarked and bark-free wood
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	General comments
	
	
	
	
	It is felt that it is really not worthwhile dealing with this standard at this time. There is no scientific support for the idea of tolerances or the level of tolerances for bark which may contain pests.
It is recommended that this standard is delayed until some research data can support tolerances and their levels and until such time that IS{M 15 is reviewed.

Comments are made here so they can be used to upgrade the next version of the standard produced when the above information is available.

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE 
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	First Paragraph
	Delete “National Plant ……”
	NPPO is a Glossary term and does not need to be spelt out in full

	REFERENCES 
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS 
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	First paragraph
	Delete and rewrite
Measures for non-compliance … delete
	1) Outline is not written in the correct form. Rewrite.
2) The standard does not contain guidance on measures to be applied in cases of non-compliance

	BACKGROUND
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical and edit
	Second paragraph
3rd para
	Debarking using conventional commercial procedures usually does not remove all of the bark from logs. Using common debarking methods, up to approximately 3 percent of bark from coniferous wood and approximately 10 percent of bark from non-coniferous wood may remain after debarking
Remove “National Plan…”

“…apply bark removal (debarking and rendering bark free)…”

“….bark free are considered …” delete wood
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

More logical introduction to the statement that reflects practical limitations of debarking methods.
As above

Use terms used in 4th para

unnecessary

	BACKGROUND
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	Final paragraph
	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 generally not considered to present a greater phytosanitary risk than their surrounding wood (a cross-sectional line drawing of wood is provided in Appendix 1).
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

This wording qualifies the risk-level relationship presented by ingrown bark and its surrounding wood.  Wood may present a risk, therefore, ingrown bark may present a similar risk.

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  General Requirements
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	Proposed new introductory statement
	Commodity- and pest-specific standards exist and may include recommended guidelines on bark related to specific situations (e.g., ISPM No. 15 (Guidelines for Regulating Wood Packaging in International Trade))
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

This proposed introductory statement would emphasise the fact that this standard is intended primarily to facilitate the determination of what constitutes debarked and bark free wood, rather than providing specific recommendations or advocating the use of bark removal as a phytosanitary measure.  The statement alerts readers that other standards may include such recommendations (in due course).

	1.1  Regulated commodities
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2  Basis for regulating
	NEW ZEALAND
	Substantive
	1st and 2nd para

Final paragraph
	Reference to Table in Annex 1 – delete this and Annex 1. The 1st sentence implies the opposite to Annex 1 .. the table indicates that few pests are controlled!!

This paragraph should be deleted

	The table seems to be of extremely limited value.

This is all quite confusing and should be deleted.

(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

This paragraph may be interpreted as contradictory and conflicting with the rationale underlying the provisions of ISPM No. 15.  As ISPM No. 15 states in section 1:

“. . . The true origin of any piece of wood packaging material is difficult to determine and thus its phytosanitary status cannot be ascertained. Therefore the normal process of undertaking risk analysis to determine if measures are necessary and the strength of such measures is frequently not possible for wood packaging material because its origin and phytosanitary status may not be known. For this reason, this standard describes globally accepted measures that are approved and that may be applied to wood packaging material by all countries to practically eliminate the risk for most quarantine pests and significantly reduce the risk from a number of other pests that may be associated with that material.”
The issue conveyed by the text in question is adequately addressed by the rights and obligations contained in the IPPC itself.

	2.  Specific Requirements
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	Entire section
	Move text …

2.1 Debarking
2.2 Bark-Free Wood
2.3 Tolerances

2.3.1 For debarked wood

2.3.2 For bark-free wood

2.4 Inspection

2.4.1 For debarked wood

2.4.2 For bark-free wood

2.5 Responsibilities of the exporting NPPO

2.6 Non-compliance


	At the very least move the last part of 2.2.2to 2.2.1 so that the tolerance is discussed in the place as with the debarking section. Or completely reorganise…
The layout of section 2 may be more logical and easier to follow if it contained a ‘Tolerances’ section, with subsections on debarked and bark free wood respectively, and an “Inspection” section, also with subsections on debarked and bark free wood respectively.  The components for these subsections can simply be moved from their existing locations


	2.1  Debarking
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.1  Debarking tolerances
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	Second paragraph
	This should be delayed as noted in the general comments.
	

	2.1.2  Inspection to verify debarking
	NEW ZEALAND
	Substantive
	Second sentence
	Inspection should verify that any tolerances set by the importing NPPO have not been exceeded. However, to provide some guidance to NPPOs where tolerances have not been established, debarking should remove at least 90 per cent of bark on wood.
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

 “Majority” may be open to various interpretations including, for example, greater than 50 %.  In section 2.1.1, the second paragraph suggests a tolerance of 10 %, implying that debarking should remove at least 90 % of bark.  Therefore, section 2.1.2 should reflect that approach and have any ambiguities removed. …. If research 

	2.2  Bark-free wood
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	1st indent
3rd indent
	??
add ….pest risks from pest within the cambial layer
	What does complete removal of bark mean ?? bark-free??
This makes the matter claar.

	2.2.1  Bark tolerances for bark-free wood
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	Second sentence
	Bark-free wood should generally not contain any bark above the cambial layer. However, where NPPOs require bark freedom as a measure, they may also allow defined deviations from complete bark freedom by accepting tolerances for bark remnants for example for:
- maximum size of individual bark pieces per piece of wood (e.g., credit card-sized)
- maximum number or total bark area on each piece of wood

- maximum number of pieces of wood with bark remnants.
Illustrations of bark free wood and wood with credit card-sized adhering bark appear in Appendix 3.
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

Adds clarity by retaining the concept that “bark free” means free of all bark while providing for additional tolerances as acceptable deviations from bark freedom.
Due to changes proposed for section 2.2.2, references to credit card-sized bark and appendix 3 are proposed to be included here.

	2.2.2  Inspection to verify the wood is bark-free
	NEW ZEALAND
	Substantive
	Last two sentences
	Delete last two sentences

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. 
	The reference to tolerances should be deleted from this section, and the concept fully addressed in section 2.2.1 instead.



	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
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	Table; third row, first column
	This table could be dispensed with – it tells you so little and it takes up a page. The title is about presence of bark – but the table only mentions removal of bark. What “removal of bark” means one can only guess … debarking or bark freedom…

Removal of bark alone (i.e., as a single phytosanitary measure) is not considered sufficient to reduce phytosanitary risk
	Clarifies the intended meaning and reduces the ambiguity that is present in the current wording.

	Annex 1 Generalized categorization of pests by pest risk associated with the presence of bark
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	Footnote to table
	* For some species within the groups identified by an asterisk, debarking (rather than complete bark freedom) may not be an appropriate phytosanitary measure where the insect completes its life cycle in remaining bark. For other species within the groups identified by an asterisk, the complete removal of bark may not be an appropriate phytosanitary measure where the insect completes its life cycle within the wood.
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

The existing footnote is very confusing since both sentences essentially repeat the same concept (insects that complete their lifecycle in wood will not be affected by bark removal).  The proposed change differentiates between the two bark removal approaches, based on lifecycle biology.  Additional text also added to clarify text for the reader.

	Appendix 1 Cross-sectional line drawing of wood
	
	
	
	
	

	Appendix 2 Illustrations of debarked wood
	NEW ZEALAND
	Technical
	Title
	ILLUSTRATIONS OF BARK-FREE WOOD AND WOOD WITH ADHERING BARK
	(Concern first came to light at June 2006 meeting of the Technical Panel on Forest Quarantine)

Reflects changes proposed for sections 22.2.1 and 2.2.2

	Appendix 3 Illustrations of bark-free wood
	
	
	
	
	


