  Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2006
Draft ISPM: Establishment of areas of low pest prevalence for fruit flies (Tephritidae)
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 and contains the name of the country submitting the comments
	1. Section
	2. Country
	3. Type of comment
	4. Location
	5. Proposed rewording
	6. Explanation

	General comments
	New Zealand
	Susbst
	
	Draft well prepared.
Note that buffer zone type of ALPP is not mentioned in the background.

The structure of the draft is different from ISPM 22 and ISPM 26 …. Would have thought that one or the other would act as a guide for the basic structure. I would suggest that ISPM 26 be taken as a guide and the standard restructured along these lines.

Would wonder why the buffer zone type of ALPP is discussed before the export type of ALPP in specific requirements. Also noted in sect n2.
Would ask why there is not mention of public awareness in this draft whereas it is mentioned in ISPM 26.
Why is there no section in this draft on domestic declaration of ALPP as in section 2.2.5 for pest freedom in ISPM 26??
	The structure of ISPM 26 is clear .. and see no reason for not following this as a guide to structure.

Would have thought that the export use would be more important

Inconsistency between standards.

Consistency between stds

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE 
	
	
	
	
	

	REFERENCES 
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS 
	
	
	
	
	

	ABBREVIATIONS used in this standard
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	New Zealand
	Subst
	
	Secretariat to accomplish
	Rewrite in proper form not as a contents list.

	BACKGROUND
	New Zealand
	Edit

Subst
	Delete National Plant Prot…
Para 2 add pest free

Para 2 add .. as buffer zones

Para 4
	Just have NPPO
 …(NPPO) to protect pest free areas

…sites free of fruit flies as buffer zones

Re-order dash points eg 1 to 3, 2 to 4, 3 to 5, 4 to 1 and 5 to 2. or delete all  together as in ISPM 22.
Facilitation of trade   Delete “if fruit is pest free”
	Is a Glossary term
Consistency with section 2.2 and to make sense!

Need mention of buffer zones

Re-ordering to take note of real priorities 

(ignore example of ISPM 22)
not necessary.

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  General Requirements
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1  Determination of an FF-ALPP
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.1  Target fruit fly species
	New Zealand
	Subst
	
	Should
	Is this supposed to be the use of Shall under the new rules. Not thought to apply here.

	1.1.2  Delimitation of the area
	New Zealand
	Subst
	2n – 3rd lines
	… Buffer zone. However, geographic isolation makes it easier to maintain …
	“if it is in place” does not make sense when applied to geographic isolation. Better with two sentences.

	1.2  Procedures to establish an FF-ALPP
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.1  Establishment of the parameter used to estimate the level of fruit fly prevalence
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.2  Determining the specified level of low prevalence
	New Zealand
	Subst
	2nd sentence
	The level determined and expressed by an FTD value …
	Use word from title of section and accuracy.

	1.2.3  Efficiency of trapping devices for surveillance
	New Zealand
	Edit
	1st sentence
	efficiencies
	Of types of traps .. needs plural

	1.2.4  Surveillance system
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.5  Control measures
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3  Verification and declaration of low pest prevalence
	New Zealand
	Edit
	2nd line
3rd para 2nd indent 
	Delete “set up in accordance with” replace with “of”
Use fruiting not fructification
	Better English

	1.4  Maintenance of the FF-ALPP
	
	
	
	
	

	1.4.1  Surveillance
	
	
	
	
	

	1.4.2  Control measures
	New Zealand
	Subst
	2nd sentence
	When the fruit fly low pest prevalence level is close to being breached, the NPPO may decide to apply additional measures to ensure the low pest prevalence level is not exceeded.
	People seem to misread this sentence – so clarification necessary. Note this is BBBBreached.

	1.4.3  Corrective action plans
	
	
	
	
	

	1.5  Suspension, loss and reinstatement of FF-ALPP status
	New Zealand
	Subst
	
	Why is the order of these 1.5.1, 1.5.2, and 1.5.3 different from that of ISPM 26??
Why is Annex 1 not referred to in section 1.5.? It is referred to in section 1.4.3 – but this is a different section.
	Consistency??
The important information on reinstatement is in Annex 1 and does need to be referred to.

	1.5.1  Suspension of FF-ALPP status
	
	
	
	
	

	1.5.2  Loss of status
	
	
	
	
	

	1.5.3  Reinstatement
	
	
	
	
	

	1.6  Documentation and review
	
	
	
	
	

	1.6.1  Documentation
	New Zealand
	Subst
	3rd para
	Replace “may” with “should”
	Such data is necessary.

	1.6.2  Record keeping
	
	
	
	
	

	1.7  Quality control
	
	
	
	
	

	2.  Specific Requirements 
	New Zealand
	Susbt
	
	In this section export ALPP is put after buffer zone ALPP. This is the opposite to that in section 1.5.2. Which is the more common or more important use of ALPP for fruit flies??
	Consistency

	2.1  An FF-ALPP as a buffer zone for an FF-PFA, FFF-POP or FFF-PS
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.1  Determination of an FF-ALPP as a buffer zone 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.2  Establishment of an FF-ALPP as a buffer zone
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.2.1  Regulatory controls
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.3  Maintenance of an FF-ALPP as a buffer zone 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2  FF-ALPPs for export purposes
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.1  Determination of an FF-ALPP for export purposes
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.1.1  List of products (hosts) of interest
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.1.2  Additional information
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.2  Maintenance of an FF-ALPP for export purposes
	New Zealand
	Edit
	1st indent and last line
	Change “fructify” to “fruit”
	Better English

	Annex 1  Guidelines on corrective action plans for fruit flies in an FF-ALPP
	New Zealand
	Subst
	footnote
	It is suggested that there is some technical justification for the difference between the life cycle numbers in this draft and those in ISPM 26.
The footnote should be amended to read “… no further detection above the fruit fly low prevalence level should occur for ?? life cycles ..”
	To explain the difference
To make this clear, accurate and different from ISPM 26.

	Appendix 1  Examples of FTD values used as low pest prevalence for fruit flies
	New Zealand
	Subst
	
	Should include references to the sources of the information
	To allow officials to obtain further supporting information.


