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DRAFT ANNEX to ISPM 27:2006 — Potato spindle tuber viroid (2006-022)
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(7)aAFHALH T LI T B EHRNTE (ISPM 28D FEE)

Draft Annex to ISPM 28:2007: IRRADIATION FOR DYSMICOCCUS NEOBREVIPES BEARDSLEY, PLANOCOCCUS
LILACINUS (COCKERELL) AND PLANOCOCCUS MINOR (MASKELL) (HEMIPTERA: PSEUDOCOCCIDAE) (2012-011)

Comm. |Para. |Comment |[Comment Explanation
no. no. |type
1 13 |Substantive |Information on the reason why 231 Gy was adopted as  |The, D.T. et a/. (2012), which paper is referred to in this draft,
minimum absorbed dose should be described. concluded dose range between 200 and 250Gy might be efficient to

sterilize Dysmicoccus neobrevipes. Ravuiwasa et al. (2009)
SERINEEF2316yELI-RILEE D5 LRI T <&, |concluded 150-250Gy is the most optimal dosage to sterilize all stages
of Planococcus minor. The reason why 231 Gy was adopted as
minimum absorbed dose should be clarified.

The, D.T. et al. (2012) & U'Ravuiwasa et al. (2009) [C&h (X, EHDIX
BA T2t h4A4HS5 L3 Dysmicocecus neobrevipes B U Planococcus
minor DRERBERAT—OF TRHEMECRLEN o= HEK RO TR
EELT. TN T N200~250Gy R U150~250GyZRIBL TS, :IEK
IR E£231GyEL-BEROHRBANBE, '

2 15|Substantive |Information on assessment of treatment schedule for The, D.T. et al (2012), which paper is referred to in this draft, describes
Planococcus lilacicinus should be described in “Other the treatment test for only Dysmicoccus neobrevipes . The reason for
relevant information”, the decision that treatment schedule of Planococcus minor can be the

same as the schedule of Dysmicoccus neobrevipes should be
A4+ HA4HT L Planococeus lilacicinus DALIER  |described.
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Substantive

Ravuiwasa K. T. et al. (2009)* referred in The, D.T. et
al. (2012) describing the treatment test for Planococcus
minor should be added as a reference of this draft.

(*Ravuiwasa K. T. et al (2009). Effect of Irradiation on
Planococcus minor. Journal of Economic Entomology
102(5): 1774-1780.)

The D.T. et al. (2012)TS|BEh TS, =EZhathA
45 13 Planococcus minor D ALIEERER (B3 D5 L
Ravuiwasa ef al. (2009)#ISEBXEIICMASE,

The, D.T. et al (2012), which paper is referred to in this draft, describes
the treatment test for only Dysmicoccus neobrevipes. It is necessary to
describe the reason why treatment schedule of Planococcus minor can
be the same as the schedule of Dysmicoccus neobrevipes .

BHLCHERThe, D.T. et al (2012) IZ. Dysmicoccus neobrevipes D FHHE51
L-BSERH TH D=6, Planococcus minor [Z2WTHREICMEM
L THhHEHETL-BHIT DWW TEREBENBE,




(8) LTIk EFDRBEHOR/NME (FRISPME)
DRAET I1SPM : MINIMIZING PEST MOVEMENT BY SEA CONTAINERS (2008-001)

. SuEstantive

1. General Comments
Japan endorses the objective of this ISPM to keep sea containers free from contamination from thé
point of view of minimizing pest movement by sea containers.

interference with international movement of commodities, Japan suggests that the iSPM be reviewed if
it is technically justified, consistent with the pest risk involved and represents the |east restrictive
standard, and if it provides a workable guideline which ensures all member countries can implement at -
the same level. i :

Also, it would be vitally important to gain full understanding and cooperation of relevant stakeholders
such as shipping companies, terminal operators, depots and consignees, etc. for proper implementation
of the ISPM.
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Considering the huge numbers of sea containers moving around the world, with a view to minimizing
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2. Points to be reviewed

Based on the above general comments, Japan would like fo suggest that the following points should |

be considered before further discussion on this draft ISPM.

2-1. Consistency between the pest risk involved and requirements

On the basis of the survey and information on pest interceptions on sea containers in accordance
with a guidance to be developed by the SC as agreed at CPM-8, the pest risk involved needs fo be
identified, and the requirements proposed in the draft ISPM need to be reviewed in terms of
consistency with the risk, The balance between measures and economic feasibility needs to be
considered.
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2-2. Workable guideline for proper implementation at the same level among all member countries
The ISPM have to provide a workable guideline which alt member countries can impiement properly
at the same level with a view to the faimess and prevention of non-compliances.

(a) Visual examination of sea containers for contamination (paragraph 24)

It would be next to impossible to strictly enforce visual examination of all sides of all sea containers
as requested in the draft ISPM because of the huge numbers of sea containers moving every day. It
might be better to focus on examining only exterior sides of containers excepting roof and underside of
the containers stored in depots.
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{b) Verification of cleanliness and preventing the contarination of clean containers (paragraph 27 to
28)

Even though visual examination and cleaning of sea containers are thoroughly conducted at depots,
there is still a possibility of recontamination during time {o departure and in transit; in other words,
verification of cleanliness of sea containers in depots does not mean the cleanliness of containers is
verified when they reach importing country. In such cases, it is difficult to identify the cause and origin of
recontamination.
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{c) Certification procedures for shipping companies (paragraph 26)

According to the drait ISPM, each shipping company certified would have its systems for cleanliness
validated by a conformance assessment body (CAB) or the NPPO. However, a common guidance {or
standard) for procedures to be foliowed by each shipping company to gain certification is not clear,
which may resutt in a concern whether proper implementation coutd be ensured among alf countries at
the same level. Therefors, it would be requested to provide a commeon guidance (or standard) to
undertake such specific procedures.
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(d) Differences of infrastructure, handling number of sea containers and NPPOs and industries’
capacities by country. '

To ensure the implementation of the ISPM at the same level by all countries, it is fequestéd to take -
account of various factors which may lead to confamination resulting from the infrastructure differences
in container terminals, the number of sea containers handled and the capacities of the NPPCs and
stakeholders involved. '
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2-3. Opinions of stakeholders in Japan

(a) Visual examination and verification of cleanliness by shipping companies
The ownership, management and movement of sea containers are quite complicated. If a shipping
company is NOT the cause of contamination or the body responsible for clean sea containers, it is
impossible to assume it is the responsibility of shipping companies for non-compliances. In the case
that sea containers are leased or owned by the consignee, they are carried to terminal with seals and
the shipping companies do not have access to examine the inside of containers.
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(b) Additional burdens for examination and verifying cleanliness
It should be noted that additional costs, personnel and time required for examination and verifying
cleanliness will be burdens on stakeholders, which require discussion when developing the ISPM.

(c) Difference of the objective from current practice for checking sea containers

It is suggested that the ISPM be considered in the light of difference of objective between the draft
ISPM and current practice for checking containers which is being conducted by the industry and
focuses on checks for damage.

(d) Respaonsibility for verification of cleanliness and preventing the contamination of clean containers
Given the point mentioned in 2-2. (b}, it may be impossible to assume it is the responsibility of
shipping companies for verifying them as clean.
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3. Suggestion

Japan would like to suggest that the draft 1ISPM be reviewed on the basis of the result of the survey
and information on pest interceptions on sea containers in order to address the above-mentioned
points. [t is also suggested that the CPM consider more feasible options than development of the :
ISPM, i.e. strengthening of further cooperation and information exchange between relevant international
organizations representing the industry and the IPPC for the purpose of proper implementation of
industry guidance by relevant stakehoiders at national level such as “Code of Practice for Packing of
Cargo Transport Unit (CTU Codes)” which is being revised by the IMO/UNECE/LO. For this purpose,
the NPPOs are requested to ligise with and encourage relevant stakeholders to implement the industry
guidance at national level.
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