Compiled comments - Draft Specifications for member consultation, December 2010

Draft SPECIFICATION: ESTABLISHMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF FRUIT FLY REGULATED AREAS IN THE EVENT OF OUTBREAK DETECTION IN PEST FREE AREAS FOR FRUIT FLIES
Deadline for comments: 13 February 2011
Please use this table for sending comments on Specifications to the IPPC Secretariat (ippc@fao.org). See instructions on how to use this template at the end of the table. Following these instructions will greatly facilitate the compilation of comments and the work of the Standards Committee.

Please ensure that the cell "country name" is completed for each row of comments. PLEASE use one table for each specification.
	
	1. Section
	2. Country name
	3. Proposed rewording
	4. Explanation

	1. 
	General comments
	Australia FORMTEXT 

	
	Question the need for this standard if the “reason for the standard” section of the specification is read correctly much of the information to be provided in this standard already exists in other adopted standards (for example, ISPMs 4, 8, 9, 17, 26, etc). What other detail will a standalone ISPM provide that existing (or soon to be adopted) standards don’t provide? 

· The reason for the standard notes that Annex 1 of ISPM 26:2006 provides detailed guidance on surveillance and control of fruit fly outbreaks but does not provide guidance on how to establish and maintain fruit fly regulated areas in the event of outbreak detection in FF-PFA [sic]. ISPM 26 provides guidance at section 2.3.3 on delimiting the area and surveillance and trapping guidelines (noting that specific guidance on trapping will be discussed for adoption at CPM 6). ISPM 26 provides guidance on regulating the movement of regulated articles into an area (Section 2.2.3) and also as part of the corrective action plans provides guidance on control measures that may be applied in the affected area (Annex 1 section 3). 

· Fruit exports from these regulated areas may be directly affected and different national plant protection organizations (NPPOs) of importing countries may request different measures to be implemented. ISPM 26 is very clear in section 2.4.1 “The status of the FF-PFA or the affected part within the FF-PFA should be suspended when an outbreak of the target fruit fly occurs…”. If NPPOs are following guidance in adopted ISPMs fruit exports from these areas should be effected because the status has changed and ISPM 26 notes that the area should be suspended. What would this standard propose that would be different?

· Because of the lack of a standard on this specific topic, the criteria to establish and maintain regulated areas and ensuing phytosanitary measures for pest risk mitigation are usually diverse. ISPMs 9 and 26 (as examples) provide information on suspension, delimiting surveys, implementation of control measures, eradication programs etc,. Is it proposed that any standard would provide additional information to information already in adopted standards?

	2. 
	General comments
	Canada     
	
	There are questions regarding the need and intent of this draft specification to develop a new standard as it is felt that the proposed measures, to provide guidance on how to establish and maintain fruit fly regulated areas in the event of outbreak detection in pest free areas for fruit flies, could rather be an extension of section 2.3.3 of ISPM 26 and its related Annex 1. The consequence and response should be the same than those of a first detection of a regulated pest in an area where host crops are grown for domestic or international trade.  Adopted standards such as ISPM 4, 9, and 26 also provide appropriate guidance and information on this and should be looked at first. 

	3. 
	General comments
	South Africa
	Wherever fruit is mentioned in the document, rather refer to “fruit and vegetables” instead of just “fruit”;

Or

Rather refer to fruit and vegetables as “host material”. 
	To be consistent with the Glossary of phytosanitary terms (ISPM 5:2010) where “fruits and vegetables” is listed and defined.

The term “host material” would be more descriptive.

	4. 
	General comments
	Trinidad and Tobago     
	This specification is not needed. Trinidad and Tobago does not support this ISPM
	If there is an outbreak of fruit flies in a FFPFA, then the area should no longer  be considered a FFPFA. Until there is evidence that the problem has been corrected, the FFPFA status should not be applied.

	5. 
	Specific comments
	Australia
	
	Use of “regulated area” in the title and throughout the specification. 

While we note the report of the standards committee that a task be for the TPFF to consider the use of the term regulated area versus infected and/or affected area it should be guidance from contracting parties, via the SC, that informs this decision (also noting that the draft specification was developed by those close to the TPFF). 

Regulated area is a defined term of the IPPC and the way that the term is used in this specification will, at the very least, result in confusion. The PFA itself would be the regulated area and would become one once it was established and phytosanitary regulations or procedures were implemented to prevent the introduction and/or spread of a pest. If the current terminology was kept it would be inconsistent with terms used in already adopted standards as well as cause confusion where you would have a regulated area within a regulated area. 

As well as PFAs, there is some guidance on terminology provided in ISPMs related to ALPP, PFPP and PFPS.

Adopted ISPMs use a number of different terms when referring to an occurrence of a pest in an area:

· ISPM 4:1995 - infested and uninfested areas;

· ISPM 5: 2010 (Supplement 1) – infested areas

· ISPM 8: 1998 - outbreak

· ISPM 9: 1998 – “outbreak” and “extent of the infestation”

· ISPM 10: 1999 – infestations

· ISPM 11: 2004 - “…emergency arises on discovery of an established infestation or an outbreak…”

· ISPM 17: 2002 - outbreak and reference to management and ISPM 8

· ISPM 22: 2005 – “infested area” “exclude a certain area” (where the pest level is higher than agreed)

· ISPM 26: 2006 – “outbreak” “affected part within the FF-PFA” “affected areas” and “infested area”

· ISPM 30: 2008 –  “affected area(s)”

	6. 
	TITLE
	Australia
	Establishment and maintenance of fruit fly regulated areas in the event of outbreak detection in pest free areas for fruit flies

Managing an outbreak area within a FF-PFA.
	Use of “regulated area” in the title and throughout the specification. 

While we note the report of the standards committee that a task be for the TPFF to consider the use of the term regulated area versus infected and/or affected area it should be guidance from contracting parties, via the SC, that informs this decision (also noting that the draft specification was developed by those close to the TPFF). 

Regulated area is a defined term of the IPPC and the way that the term is used in this specification will, at the very least, result in confusion. The PFA itself would be the regulated area and would become one once it was established and phytosanitary regulations or procedures were implemented to prevent the introduction and/or spread of a pest. If the current terminology was kept it would be inconsistent with terms used in already adopted standards as well as cause confusion where you would have a regulated area within a regulated area. 

As well as PFAs there is some guidance on terminology provided in ISPMs related to ALPP, PFPP and PFPS.

Adopted ISPMs use a number of different terms when referring to an occurrence of a pest in an area:

· ISPM 4:1995 - infested and uninfested areas;

· ISPM 5: 2010 (Supplement 1) – infested areas

· ISPM 8: 1998 - outbreak

· ISPM 9: 1998 – “outbreak” and “extent of the infestation”

· ISPM 10: 1999 – infestations

· ISPM 11: 2004 - “…emergency arises on discovery of an established infestation or an outbreak…”

· ISPM 17: 2002 - outbreak and reference to management and ISPM 8

· ISPM 22: 2005 – “infested area” “exclude a certain area” (where the pest level is higher than agreed)

· ISPM 26: 2006 – “outbreak” “affected part within the FF-PFA” “affected areas” and “infested area”

· ISPM 30: 2008 –  “affected area(s)”

	7. 
	TITLE
	Canada
	Establishment and maintenance of fruit fly regulated Managing affected areas in the event of outbreak detection in pest free areas for fruit flies
	The title should be simplified and more aligned with the wording used within ISPM 26 Annex 1 section 3 Implementation of control measures in the affected area.  We suggest deleting the words “Establishment and maintenance of fruit fly” and replace them by the word “Managing”.  Remove the word “regulated” and replace it by “affected” to avoid confusion and be consistent with ISPM 26 and its Annex 1.  This should be a global change throughout the standard when the term “regulated area” is used.

	8. 
	TITLE
	EU and its 27 MSs (hereinafter referred to as 'EU') 
	See comment on task 7
	

	9. 
	REASON FOR THE STANDARD
	Australia
	“…but does not provide guidance on how to establish and maintain fruit fly regulated areas in the event of manage an outbreak when it is detectedion in FF-PFAs.”


	Use of “regulated area” in the title and throughout the specification. 

While we note the report of the standards committee that a task be for the TPFF to consider the use of the term regulated area versus infected and/or affected area it should be guidance from contracting parties, via the SC, that informs this decision (also noting that the draft specification was developed by those close to the TPFF). 

Regulated area is a defined term of the IPPC and the way that the term is used in this specification will, at the very least, result in confusion. The PFA itself would be the regulated area and would become one once it was established and phytosanitary regulations or procedures were implemented to prevent the introduction and/or spread of a pest. If the current terminology was kept it would be inconsistent with terms used in already adopted standards as well as cause confusion where you would have a regulated area within a regulated area. 

As well as PFAs there is some guidance on terminology provided in ISPMs related to ALPP, PFPP and PFPS.

Adopted ISPMs use a number of different terms when referring to an occurrence of a pest in an area:

· ISPM 4:1995 - infested and uninfested areas;

· ISPM 5: 2010 (Supplement 1) – infested areas

· ISPM 8: 1998 - outbreak

· ISPM 9: 1998 – “outbreak” and “extent of the infestation”

· ISPM 10: 1999 – infestations

· ISPM 11: 2004 - “…emergency arises on discovery of an established infestation or an outbreak…”

· ISPM 17: 2002 - outbreak and reference to management and ISPM 8

· ISPM 22: 2005 – “infested area” “exclude a certain area” (where the pest level is higher than agreed)

· ISPM 26: 2006 – “outbreak” “affected part within the FF-PFA” “affected areas” and “infested area”

· ISPM 30: 2008 –  “affected area(s)”

	10. 
	REASON FOR THE STANDARD
	Australia
	“Fruit processing and transportation both in and through outbreak areas exports from these regulated areas may be directly affected and different national plant protection organizations (NPPOs) of importing countries may request different measures to be implemented.”


	If NPPOs are following guidance in adopted ISPMs fruit exports from these areas should be effected because the status of the area (or outbreak area within the FF-PFA) has changed and ISPM 26 notes that the area should be suspended. The scope and purpose includes text highlighting that other industries (in addition to producers) would be affected by an outbreak. If this standard proposes that in some situations an outbreak would not result in the suspension of the export of fruit from an outbreak area within the FF-PFA then it is a very broad discussion that will affect a number of adopted ISPMs and the way that many countries conduct their phytosanitary regulatory programs. 

	11. 
	REASON FOR THE STANDARD
	Australia
	“Fruit exports from areas other than the outbreak area these regulated areas may be directly affected and different national plant protection organizations (NPPOs) of importing countries may request different measures to be implemented.”
	If this sentence is in relation to the export of fruit from areas other than the outbreak area then the proposed changes reflect that and clarify the point.

	12. 
	REASON FOR THE STANDARD
	Australia
	Because of the lack of a standard on this specific topic, the criteria to establish and maintain regulated areas and ensuing phytosanitary measures for pest risk mitigation are usually diverse.
	Delete. The next paragraph in the reason for the standard says the same thing.

	13. 
	REASON FOR THE STANDARD
	Australia
	The establishment and maintenance of an outbreak area within a FF-PFA regulated areas in the event of outbreak detection in FF-PFAs, requires NPPOs to usually ensues in the implementation of phytosanitary measures. A standard would allow for  to be applied to the critical stages involving fruit production for export and such measures should to be also harmonized.

	Highlighting that a ISPM should result in the harmonisation of phytosanitary measures.



	14. 
	REASON FOR THE STANDARD
	Australia
	Therefore, a standard on this topic would provide useful guidance to NPPOs of exporting countries on establishing and maintaining fruit fly regulated areas in the event of an outbreak within a FF-PFA and to NPPOs of importing countries on how to respond in a harmonized manner to outbreaks in FF-PFAs in exporting countries, thus minimising negative impacts on trade.
	Responses to an outbreak within a FF-PFA are already harmonised with ISPM 26 specifically noting that fruit exports from these areas should be suspended (from the PFA or affected area within the FF-PFA) due to its change in status.

	15. 
	REASON FOR THE STANDARD
	USA
	In the event of an outbreak detection of a target species of fruit fly in a FF-PFA, fruit exports from these regulated areas may be directly affected. National plant protection organizations (NPPOs) of importing countries may request different measures to be implemented. Because of the lack of a standard on this topic, the criteria to establish and maintain regulated areas and ensuing phytosanitary measures for pest risk mitigation are usually diverse.  Annex 1 of ISPM 26.2006. Establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies (Tephritidae) provides detailed guidance on surveillance and control of fruit fly outbreaks as part of corrective actions to be implemented in fruit fly pest free areas (FF-PFAs), but does not provide guidance on how to establish and maintain fruit fly regulated areas in the event of an outbreak, or the phytosanitary measures that should be taken by importing and exporting countries on plant products being exported from such areas. in the event of outbreak detection in FF-PFAs. Fruit exports from these regulated areas may be directly affected and different national plant protection organizations (NPPOSs) of importing countries may request different measures to be implemented. Because of the lack of a standard on this specific topic, the criteria to establish and maintain regulated areas and ensuing phytosanitary measures for pest risk mitigation are usually diverse. 

The establishment and maintenance of regulated areas in the event of outbreak detection in FF-PFAs, usually ensues in the implementation of phytosanitary measures to be applied to the critical stages involving fruit production for export and such measures should be also harmonized. When fruit flies are detected in FF-PFAs, to establish and maintain regulated areas, authorities usually apply phytosanitary measures to the critical stages of fruit production for export. These measures should be harmonized.
Therefore, a standard on this topic would provide useful guidance…
	Reorganized for more clarity.

	16. 
	SCOPE AND PURPOSE
	Australia
	This draft is proposed as an Annex to ISPM 26:2006. It will provide guidance on managing an outbreak area the establishment, maintenance and termination of regulated areas within FF-PFAs when fruit fly outbreaks are detected. The standard will provide It is intended to include guidance on phytosanitary measures, which are intended to allow for the continuation of fruit production, movement and handling, treatment, and shipping when some or all of the components of the fruit export process are located within the outbreak regulated areas within the PFA.
	See previous comments about use of regulated area. The issue of reinstatement (or termination of management of an outbreak area) is already included in ISPMs (for example, ISPM 26 (Section 2.4.2) or declaration of eradication (ISPM 9)). 

The standard should do more than intend, the language should be more positive, the standard will… 

Fruit production will continue in the area but it will be suspended from the export pathway (in accordance with the guidance provided in ISPM 26) where a PFA constitutes the phytosanitary measure. If this is intended to provide a means by which fruit produced in an outbreak area within a FF-PFA stays in the export pathway without reinstatement of the PFA status then there is a fundamental discussion that needs to occur in relation to the actual text of ISPM 26 prior to this standard moving forward.

	17. 
	SCOPE AND PURPOSE
	EPPO
	Sentence 3:

It is intended to include guidance on phytosanitary measures, which are intended to allow for the continuation of fruit production, movement and handling, treatment, and shipping when some or all of the components of the fruit export process are located within the regulated areas within the PFA, for importing countries for which PFA is only one of the options of the phytosanitary import requirements.
	To be consistent with paragraph 1 of section 2.4.1 (Suspension) of ISPM 26 (Establishment of PFAs for FF) which says : “The status of the FF-PFA or the affected part within the FF-PFA should be suspended when an outbreak of the target fruit fly occurs…”.

	18. 
	SCOPE AND PURPOSE
	South Africa
	It is intended to include provides guidance on phytosanitary measures, which are intended to allow…….
	To avoid repetition of the term ‘intended’ in that sentence.

	19. 
	SCOPE AND PURPOSE
	USA
	This draft is proposed as an Annex to ISPM 26:2006.  It will provide guidance on the establishment, maintenance and termination of regulated areas within PFAs when fruit fly outbreaks are detected.  It is intended to include guidance on phytosanitary measures, which are intended to protect other production areas and, as far as possible, can allow for the continuation of fruit production, movement and handling, treatment, and shipping when some or all of the components of the fruit export process are located within the regulated areas within the PFA.
	The main purpose of quarantine is to protect other production areas from a quarantine pest, not minimize the impacts on producers and shippers within a quarantine area.

	20. 
	TASKS
	Australia
	New Task 1: Define an outbreak specifically relating to fruit flies noting the IPPC agreed definition for “outbreak”.
	While a general IPPC definition exists for outbreak there should be some guidance on what constitutes an outbreak when talking about fruit flies. 

	21. 
	TASKS
	Australia
	1. Determine criteria to establish and terminate regulated areas and their boundaries within a FF-PFA in the event of an outbreak.


	Delete. ISPM 26 already provides guidance on when to implement a corrective action plan, delimiting surveys and when reinstatement can occur. There is a real risk of contrary/inconsistent information being developed. 

	22. 
	TASKS
	Australia
	2. Develop a standardized procedure which can be followed when establishing and maintaining and terminating a regulated an outbreak management area within a FF-PFA.
	Guidance on termination (reinstatement) already exist in ISPM 26. See previous comments regarding “regulated area”.

	23. 
	TASKS
	Australia
	3   Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures, such as surveillance, pest control, etc, that could be used for fruit production in orchards located within regulated areas.


	Fruit production will continue in the area but it will be suspended from the export pathway (in accordance with the guidance provided in ISPM 26) where a PFA constitutes the phytosanitary measure. If this is intended to provide a means by which fruit produced in a affected area within a FF-PFA stays in the export pathway without reinstatement of the PFA status then there is a fundamental discussion that needs to occur in relation to the actual text of ISPM 26 prior to this standard moving forward.

	24. 
	TASKS
	Australia
	4   Identify and describe phytosanitary security phytosanitary procedures required requirements for fruit movement and handling from and through such outbreak regulated areas.
	Use of the term “phytosanitary security” would be broader in this sense than phytosanitary procedures. See previous comments regarding the movement of fruit from the outbreak area into the export pathway. 

	25. 
	TASKS
	Australia
	5   Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures required for fruit processing in packing facilities located within/outside the regulated areas.
	If this task is designed to identify and describe phytosanitary secure means of exporting fruit from the outbreak area this would be contrary to advice provided in ISPM 26 and this task should be removed.

	26. 
	TASKS
	Australia
	6   Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures required for fruit shipping in ports located within/outside regulated areas.
	Task 4 should address this task it appears to be a duplication of a task already included.

	27. 
	TASKS
	Australia
	7   Consider the title taking into account the use of “regulated area” versus “infested area” and “affected area”.

	The TPFF (as the EWG working on this standard) should be advised what the title and reference to these areas should be, not develop a standard that may require significant changes at a later stage if they progress down the path of using these terms that may initially cause confusion and require considerable effort to correct.

	28. 
	TASKS
	Australia
	New last task: Recommend means of supporting the implementation of the standard.
	CPM 5 2010 Approved the revised national phytosanitary capacity strategy presented to the meeting at paragraph 101 in the meeting report. As part of the strategy the implementation of standards was one of the strategic areas identified as being important “develop guidelines/tips for implementation”. It may be a broader issue for discussion but the SC at least should consider and debate that, if like the generic agreed environment task, there should a similar task added to all future specifications to allow for the development of implementation support for standards (such as this one) that may have a major positive impact on developing nations.

	29. 
	Tasks
	Australia
	Insert new task: Identify and describe reporting requirements for industry affected by outbreak programs
	

	30. 
	Tasks
	Australia
	Insert new task: Identify and describe auditing requirements for outbreak programs
	

	31. 
	TASKS
	Canada
	Tasks

The expert drafting group should develop a document that will:

1. Determine criteria to establish and terminate regulated affected areas and their boundaries within a FF-PFA in the event of an outbreak.

2. Develop a standardized procedure which can be followed for the implementation of control measures in an affected when establishing, maintaining and terminating a regulated area within a FF-PFA.

3. Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures, such as surveillance, pest control, etc, that could be used for fruit production in orchards located within regulated areas.

4. Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures required for fruit movement and handling from and through such regulated areas.

5. Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures required for fruit processing in packing facilities located within/outside the regulated areas.

6. Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures required for fruit shipping in ports located within/outside regulated areas.

7. Consider the title taking into account the use of “regulated area” versus “infested area” and “affected area”.

8. Consider whether the new annex could affect in a specific way (positively or negatively) the protection of biodiversity and the environment. If this is the case, the impact should be identified, addressed and clarified in the supplement


	Under (1) of the Task section: Delete the word “regulated” and replace it with the word “affected” to be consistent with comments submitted under the Title section and with ISPM 26. Therefore, a global change should be made throughout the Task section.

Under (2) of the Task section: Replace current wording with one more consistent with ISPM 26 Annex 1 section 3 and with comments above.

Remove (7) under the Task section to be consistent with comments provided in the Title section and there is already appropriate guidance on terminology provided in adopted standards.

	32. 
	TASKS
	EPPO
	Task 1:

Determine criteria to establish and terminate regulated areas and their boundaries within a FF-PFA, using in most cases a suspension radius,  in the event of an outbreak.


	To be consistent with paragraph 2 of section 2.4.1 (Suspension) of ISPM 26 (Establishment of PFAs for FF) which says : “…In most cases a suspension radius will delimit the affected part of the FF-PFA…”



	33. 
	TASKS
	EPPO
	Task 7:

Consider the title taking into account the use of “regulated area” versus “infested area” and “affected area”.
	“Affected area” is the wording used in ISMP 26 (Establishment of PFAs for FF).

	34. 
	TASKS
	EU 
	Task 7:

Consider which of the terms the title taking into account the use of (“regulated area”, versus “infested area”, and “affected area”) is appropriate and adjust the title accordingly.
	Consistency with other ISPMs (“Affected area” is the wording used in ISMP 26 "Establishment of PFAs for FF").

	35. 
	TASKS
	South Africa
	Task 3: Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures, such as surveillance, pest control, etc that could be used for fruit production units such as orchards located within regulated areas.


	To emphasize the difference between orchards and units. The term “orchards” refers to fruit trees only, whereas “units” would cover both fruit and vegetables.



	36. 
	TASKS
	South Africa
	As new task 4: Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures such as surveillance, pest control, etc, that could be used in areas of natural vegetation where host plants are growing.


	The new task is to provide for natural vegetation that could include host species, as opposed to only formal production units as stated in the text, which could potentially form part of surveillance and eradication programmes in possible quarantine areas.



	37. 
	TASKS
	USA
	1.Determine criteria to establish, maintain, and terminate regulated areas and their boundaries within a FF-PFA in the event of an outbreak.
	For consistency with the title.



	38. 
	TASKS
	USA
	4. Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures measures required for fruit movement and handling from and through such regulated areas.
	Legislation, regulation or official procedure may be required to move and handle fruit in regulated areas.



	39. 
	TASKS
	USA
	5. Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures measures required for fruit processing in packing facilities located within/outside the regulated areas.
	Legislation, regulation or official procedure may be required for processing fruit in packing facilities.



	40. 
	TASKS
	USA
	6. Identify and describe phytosanitary procedures measures required for fruit shipping in ports located within/outside regulated areas.


	Legislation, regulation or official procedure may be required for shipping fruit from ports inside and outside the regulated area.



	41. 
	TASKS
	USA
	7. Consider the title taking into account the use of “regulated area” versus “infested area”, and “affected area” “quarantine area”. 


	The term “regulated area” and “quarantine area” are clearly defined in the Glossary. The terms “infested area” and “affected area” are not and they are a signal to all stakeholders that a problem exists and it is serious. It is better to use terms clearly defined by the IPPC on the standards. Otherwise, it could be confusing to NPPOs.



	42. 
	TASKS
	USA
	Add a new task:

Consider a process of notification between NPPOs.
	We suggest including a clear guidance on how to communicate the findings of an outbreak in a PFA. It should be a clear process of notification between major trading partners.

	
	PROVISION OF RESOURCES
	
	Comments are not expected on this section unless a country proposes to collaborate by providing funds to cover the cost of the development of the standard.
	

	
	STEWARD
	
	Comments are not expected on this section as this is decided by the Standards Committee.
	

	
	COLLABORATOR
	
	Comments are not expected on this section unless a country proposes to collaborate by providing funds to cover the cost of the development of the standard.
	

	43. 
	EXPERTISE
	Australia
	Expertise in fruit flies, establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies, implementation of corrective action plans following the detection of outbreaks regulated areas in PFAs and regulatory experience in fruit flies.
	See previous comments relating to “regulated areas”

	44. 
	EXPERTISE
	Australia
	Expertise in tropical and temperate species of fruit flies, establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies, implementation of regulated areas in PFAs and regulatory experience in fruit flies.
	Differing biology directly affects phytosanitary issues e.g. reproductive capacity, ability to migrate etc.

	45. 
	EXPERTISE
	Canada
	Phytosanitary experts with one or more of the following areas of expertise: 

· fruit flies, 

· establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies, 

· implementation of regulated areas in PFAs control measures in an affected area within a FF-PFA and 

· regulatory experience on phytosanitary regulations related to fruit flies.
	Adding wording, rearranging the sentence and adding bullets for clarity.  

3rd new bullet: remove the words “regulated areas in PFAs” and replace them with new wording to be consistent with ISPM 26 and above comments. 

4th new bullet: remove the words “regulatory experience on” and replace them with “phytosanitary regulations related to” for clarity and consistency with ISPM 5 phytosanitary terms.   

	46. 
	EXPERTISE
	USA
	Expertise in temperate and tropical zone fruit flies, establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies, implementation of regulated areas in PFAs and regulatory experience in fruit flies.
	Often, international standards have a tendency to ignore the differences between tropical and temperate zone fruit flies. 

	
	PARTICIPANTS
	
	Comments are not expected on this section as this is decided by the Standards Committee. Countries are encouraged to nominate experts when the IPPC Secretariat issues a call for nominations.
	

	
	APPROVAL
	
	Comments are not expected on this section as it records the approval process for the specification.
	

	47. 
	REFERENCES
	USA
	CDFA, 2001. Exotic Fruit Fly Regulatory Response Manual.

http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/phpps/pe/EFFRRM/fruit_fly_manual.html
	

	
	DISCUSSION PAPERS
	
	Comments are not expected on this section as this is standard text used for all specifications.
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· Each cell in this column should contain the country name.
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4. Explanation: This should always be completed if rewording is proposed and should include the justification for the proposed rewording. Such explanations are essential and should be sufficient for the Standards Committee to understand the reasoning behind the suggestion.

ExAmple of a country's comments as revision marks in the template
	1. Section
	2. Country name
	3. Proposed rewording
	4. Explanation

	General comments
	Country name
	The use of NPPO and contracting parties need to be considered throughout the document and made consistent with the IPPC.
	

	4.1.2 Measures for imported consignments
	Country name
	Requirements for imported consignments
	Aligns with section 4, 4th bullet

	4.1.2 Measures for imported consignments
	Country name
	The regulations should specify the requirements (phytosanitary measures) with which imported consignments of plants, plant products and other regulated articles should comply. These measures may be general, applying to all types of commodities, or specific, applying to specified commodities from a particular origin. Measures may be required prior to entry, at entry or post entry. Systems approaches may also be used when appropriate.
	1- Align with section 4 and modified heading
2- The commodity also should be specified.

	4.1.2 Measures for imported consignments
	Country name
	documentary checks
	clarification


