Template for comments - Draft ISPMs for country consultation, 2006
Draft ISPM - revision of ISPM No. 2: pest risk analysis
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
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific comments
	
	
	
	
	

	TITLE OF THE DRAFT
	
	
	
	
	

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SCOPE 
	
	
	
	
	

	REFERENCES 
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFINITIONS 
	
	
	
	
	

	OUTLINE OF REQUIREMENTS 
	
	
	
	
	

	BACKGROUND
	USA
	technical
	Last paragraph
	Add second sentence: “The PRA is not a linear process, but in conducting the whole analysis, it may be necessary to go back and forth between various stages. “
	Many people assume that PRA is linear process, i.e. complete steps 1, 2 and 3 without re-visiting previous information or steps.  It is frequently necessary to go back to earlier stages of a PRA as new information becomes available.

	REQUIREMENTS
	
	
	
	
	

	1.   PRA Stage 1: Initiation
	USA
	editorial
	Last sentence
	Move last sentence of 1. “For pathways, information about the commodity….” To beginning of 1.1.1
	More logical location

	1.1  Initiation points 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.1  Identification of a pathway 
	USA
	editorial
	First sentence after dash points
	Rewrite to read “These are situations where the commodity itself is not a pest; rather it serves as a pathway for pests.”
	

	1.1.2  Identification of a pest
	USA
	editorial
	Re-arrange sections 1.1.2, 1.1.3 
	Suggest to move section 1.1.3 up to become new 1.1.2 Review of phytosanitary policies, move 1.1.2 to become new section 1.1.3 Identification of a pest
	Easier arrangement as it would then go from policy, to pest, to organism

	1.1.3  Review of phytosanitary policies 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.4  Identification of an organism 
	USA
	technical
	title
	Reword to read “Identification of an organism as a potential pest”
	clarity

	1.2  Determination of an organism as a pest 
	USA
	technical
technical

technical

technical
	Second paragraph, last sentence
Dash points

Last sentence of section

End of section
	Suggest rewording “If the organism has not yet been named or fully described, then, to be determined as a pest, it should at least be identifiable and have been shown to produce consistent symptoms and to be transmissible.”
Change word “properties” to “characteristics”

Suggest rewording “Particular cases for analysis may include exotic plant species, beneficial organisms….”

Add the following sentence: “The pest potential of plants or other organisms that are modified using genetic engineering (LMOs) should be determined as in Section 1.2.5, with a focus on whether the new or altered trait increases the potential for that organism to be a pest, as compared to the non-modified organism.”


	The organisms should also be consistently identifiable. 
Better wording

This section provide guidance on determining if an organism identified in Section 1.1.4 as a possible candidate for PRA is a pest.  There are separate sections on Plants as Pests (1.2.1) and on Living Modified Organisms (1.2.5). We note that currently most of the LMOs in commerce are plants and a reader could be confused as to whether an LMO plant product should be considered under the guidance in 1.2.1 or 1.2.5.

	1.2.1  Plants as pests
	USA
	technical
technical
	First paragraph after dash points
Last sentence
	Delete this paragraph.

Delete this sentence.
	It does not provide information and could be very confusing.
It implies that there necessarily is a decision, when in fact many countries allow the import of plants for planting unless the plants are on a prohibited list.  No PRA may be conducted because none is required.  The sentence is unclear as to whether the decision is about enterability or whether or not to conduct a PRA in the first place.  In either case the sentence is unnecessary and confusing.

	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
	USA
	technical
	Last paragraph, last sentence
	Suggest rewording “If no pest risk assessment is conducted because it is deemed to be unnecessary, the basis of the decision should be recorded.”


	

	1.3  Identification of the PRA area
	
	
	
	
	

	1.4  Previous pest risk analyses
	
	
	
	
	

	1.5   Conclusion of initiation 
	USA
	editorial
editorial

editorial
	Second paragraph, last sentence
Fourth paragraph, last sentence before dash points

Fifth paragraph, last sentence before dash points


	Reword to read “The basis of the decision should be recorded.”
Delete “appear to”, instead say “That ISPM is relevant for organisms that meet the following criteria:”

Delete “appear to”, instead say “That ISPM is relevant for organisms that meet the following criteria:”
	This sentence is unclear (communicated to whom?); and is addressed under communication. 

	2.   Summary of PRA Stages 2 and 3
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1   Linked standards
	USA
	technical
technical


	Whole section
End of table
	Move the whole section and place it after Background
Add ISPM 14 “The use of Integrated Measures in a Systems Approach for Pest Risk Management.”
	It seems like Table 1 in particular might be more useful if this information was placed earlier in the standard to make clear the relationship of this standard to other PRA standards. 
It would be useful to include reference to ISPM 14 here. 

	2.2  Summary of PRA Stage 2 Pest risk assessment
	USA
	technical
	Second dash point
	Delete “entry, establishment” and say instead “introduction and spread” 
	Better wording

	2.3  Summary of PRA Stage 3 Pest risk management
	
	
	
	
	

	3.   Aspects Common to All PRA Stages
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1  Uncertainty
	USA
	technical

technical

technical 

technical 


	First paragraph, last sentence

First paragraph
	Suggest the term “asymptomatic” instead of symptomless 

Delete “natural variability in data”

Need to indicate in this section that uncertainty in the PRA should be clearly communicated and documented. 

Also would be useful to add that additional data or research may reduce uncertainty, but not variability. 


	Natural variability is different than uncertainty. Uncertainty can be reduced if provided with additional information; variability may not be reduced.

	3.2  Information gathering
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3  Documentation
	
	
	
	
	

	3.4  Risk communication
	USA
	technical
	Last sentence

	Reword to state “At the end of the PRA, evidence supporting the risk analysis, the proposed mitigations and uncertainties may be communicated to interested parties, including other contracting parties, as appropriate.” 
	More specific guidance.


	3.5   Consistency in PRA
	
	
	
	
	

	APPENDIX 1 Pest risk analysis flow chart
	USA
	technical
	Whole section
	Suggest it be redone after the standard is modified by SC.  
	This diagram is not very useful


