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[bookmark: _Hlk38797077]FOR REFERENCE
editorial style for commodity standards, JUly 2025
(Prepared by the IPPC Secretariat)
The following style is drawn from:
Commodity Standard No. 1 (International movement of fresh Mangifera indica fruit) (2021-011) as adopted by CPM-19 (2025) (also referred to herein as the “mango standard”);
the draft commodity standard for International movement of fresh Musa spp. fruit (2023-028) (hereafter referred to as the draft “Musa standard”); 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]the draft commodity standard for International movement of fresh Colocasia esculenta corms (2023-023) (hereafter referred to as the draft “taro standard”);
the draft commodity standard for International movement of Citrus fruit (2023-019) (hereafter referred to as the draft “Citrus standard”); and
the draft commodity standard for International movement of seeds of Phaseolus vulgaris (2023-008) (hereafter referred to as the draft “P. vulgaris standard”).
Generic editorial style
[bookmark: _Hlk193749173]Title and scope. The scope of ISPM 46 is commodities being moved in international trade, so the scope is trade; however, currently there is inconsistency between draft standards and between the title and the Scope section as to whether to refer to the “international movement of” or the “international trade of” the commodity.[footnoteRef:2] This issue is pending review of the draft Citrus and P. vulgaris standards by the SC in May 2026. [2:  TPCS 2025-06. In agenda item 5.3, the TPCS agreed to use “international trade of” for Scope section of draft P. vulgaris standard, although did not discuss whether to make the same change to the title. Having agreed that the scope was trade, they agreed it was not necessary to also refer to movement, as movement was inherent in the international trade of seeds. In agenda item 5.2, they had used “international movement of” in the title and Scope section of the draft Citrus standard.] 

Species, genus and race. In the table of pests, taxa may be listed to the species or genus level, depending on the taxonomic level at which they are regulated. Both the genus and individual species from a genus should be listed if they are regulated separately, as the options for phytosanitary measures might differ between individual species.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Draft Citrus standard (TPCS 2025-06, agenda item 5.2). This supersedes the previous style of preferring species level except where regulated only to the genus or regulated to race. ] 

There is precedence for listing to the level of race or strain where the regulation is to the level of race or strain (e.g. Fusarium oxysporum f. cubense Tropical Race 4,[footnoteRef:4] races and strains of Ralstonia solanacearum[footnoteRef:5]). There is also precedence for omitting a strain where there is also a submission for the species and it has the same measures.[footnoteRef:6] [4:  Draft Musa standard (TPCS 2025-02, agenda item 4.1).]  [5:  Draft Musa standard (TPCS 2024-12, agenda item 4.4).]  [6:  Draft P. vulgaris standard (TPCS 2025-06, agenda item 5.3), bean common mosaic virus.] 

For the Bactrocera dorsalis complex, list the individual species rather than the complex if the various species within the complex are regulated separately to each other, with different phytosanitary measures.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  SC 2024-11, agenda item 4.1 (mango standard); TPCS 2025-02, agenda item 4.1 (draft Musa standard).] 

In the table of pest-specific options for phytosanitary measures, there is precedence for a pest being listed to the genus level where the measure was the same for all species of the genus and the list of pests included all the main pest species of the genus (in a case where one contracting party regulated to species level but did not require specific measures, whereas another contracting party required specific measures but only regulated the pest to the level of the genus).[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Papuana species in draft taro standard (TPCS 2025-02, agenda item 4.2).] 

Viruses. For viruses, give “virus name (ACRONYM, Species name)” in the list of pests and virus name only in the list of pest-specific measures.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  SC 2025-05, agenda item 5.2; for consistency with IPPC style guide 2024 (and line with International Committee on Taxonomy of Viruses style).] 

Species names and synonyms. Apply the following general approach:[footnoteRef:10] [10:  TPCS 2025-02, agenda item 4.1; revised by TPCS 2025-06, agenda item 5.1.] 

Use the names as submitted by contracting parties, unless a different name is used in an annex to ISPM 27 (Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests) or ISPM 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests). Where two or more names have been submitted, use the most recent, accepted name of the submitted names.
In cases of doubt, the TPCS asks the submitting country to confirm that the name preferred by the panel relates to the same organism as the submitted name.
Where confusion could arise by giving only one name, the TPCS may consider, on a case-by-case basis, whether to give the superseded name in parentheses.
See Appendix 1 for detail about the development of this approach.
Include a generic footnote to the table of pests:[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Draft Musa standard and draft taro standards, SC 2025-05, agenda items 5.1 and 5.2, as edited post-SC (see Appendix 1 of these editorial notes). Replaces wording used in draft Musa and draft taro standards as edited March 2025 to incorporate approach agreed by TPCS:
Scientific names used in this table are based on the submissions by contracting parties, modified where applicable to a more recent, accepted scientific name [or for alignment with ISPM 27 (Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests) or ISPM 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests)].] 

Scientific names used in this table[, and names provided for viruses,] are based on the submissions by contracting parties[, modified where more than one name was submitted to the more recent scientific name or aligned with ISPM 27 (Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests) or ISPM 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests)].
Note that the footnote differs from that used in CS 1:[footnoteRef:12] [12:  SC 2024-11, agenda item 4.1.] 

Scientific names used in this table are based on the submissions by contracting parties or aligned with ISPM 27 (Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests) or ISPM 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests).
Species authorities. Include authority and year for pests in the list of pests, but omit authority and year for the commodity that is the subject of the standard.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  TPCS 2023-02, agenda item 4.1, for consistency with PTs.] 

Sources for checking species names and authorities. The spelling of all species names, and the accuracy of the associated authorities and dates, are checked by the IPPC editor during the editing stages.[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  TPCS 2025-06, agenda item 5.3: TPCS confirmed that it was acceptable for editor to do this, even though the pest names themselves are as submitted by contracting parties.] 

Primary sources used when editing ISPMs (as recommended by the Technical Panel on Diagnostic Protocols and listed in the Instructions to Authors of Diagnostic Protocols for Regulated Pests): 
Botany: International Plant Name Index (http://www.ipni.org);
Fungi: Index Fungorum (https://www.indexfungorum.org/) or Mycobank (https://www.mycobank.org/);
Zoology: Zoobank (https://zoobank.org);
Bacteriology: List of Prokaryotic Names with Standing in Nomenclature (https://lpsn.dsmz.de/); and
Virology: International Committee on Taxonomy of Viruses (https://ictv.global/).
Examples of other supplementary sources used during editing of ISPMs when the above are not conclusive (in no particular order):
Catalogue of Life (https://www.catalogueoflife.org/);
Global Biodiversity Information Facility (https://www.gbif.org/);
EPPO Global Database (https://gd.eppo.int/);
CABI Compendium (https://www.cabidigitallibrary.org/journal/cabicompendium);
adopted ISPMs (e.g. diagnostic protocols and phytosanitary treatments (PTs)); and
online databases maintained by taxonomic societies specializing in particular taxa.
Order of listing pests. In the list of pests, list the pests in decreasing order of biological complexity and then alphabetically (where applicable) by Phylum, Class and Order.[footnoteRef:15] For example:[footnoteRef:16] [15:  TPCS 2023-02, agenda item 4.1, as modified for draft Musa and taro standards (as edited, March 2025) to incorporate a wider range of taxonomic groups.]  [16:  Example is from draft Musa standard (as edited, March 2025).] 

Animalia
	Phylum: Arthropoda
		Class: Arachnida (Order Trombidiformes)
		Class: Insecta (Orders Diptera, Hemiptera, Lepidoptera, Thysanoptera)
	Phylum: Mollusca (Class Gastropoda)
Fungi
Bacteria
Within an Order, list families in alphabetical order.
Include subheadings (e.g. Arthropoda: Arachnida; Arthropoda: Insecta) where needed to explain the order of listing.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  Approach used for draft Musa and taro standards (as edited, March 2025): subheadings used for Musa standard but not needed for taro standard.] 

In the list of pest-specific measures, list pest groups in the same order as in the list of pests, with pest species listed alphabetically within each pest group (which may be a different order to that in the list of pests, as the pests are not grouped by family).[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Style used for draft Musa and taro standards as edited, May 2025.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk193748631][bookmark: _Hlk193730384]Codes for measures. The format is: abbreviation, followed by a non-breaking space and a number (even if there is only one option for that category).[footnoteRef:19] Abbreviations: HWIT, hot water immersion treatment; IRDN, irradiation; MB, methyl bromide fumigation; SA, systems approach; VHT, vapour heat treatment.[footnoteRef:20] [19:  In case additional options in the category are added at a later date (TPCS 2025-02, agenda item 4.2).]  [20:  As in CS 1 (mango standard).] 

Order of listing measures. In the list of pest-specific measures, list the options for phytosanitary measures in alphabetical order, regardless of whether they are a code, an abbreviation, a noun or a noun phrase.[footnoteRef:21] This style differs from the former style (used in CS 1), where codes were listed in alphabetical order (e.g. HWIT 3, 4, 5; IRDN 3; MB 1; VHT 1, 4, 6, 7)[footnoteRef:22] and options that did not have codes (e.g. export inspection, official laboratory analysis) followed after the codes in the order of their footnote indicator.[footnoteRef:23] [21:  Style used for draft Musa and taro standards as edited in March 2025. Modified from that used in CS 1 (and contrary to TPCS 2025-02, agenda item 4.2) to allow for options that are acronyms (e.g. PFA, PFPP) or an acronym combined with words (e.g. “PFA or export inspection”).]  [22:  Agreed by TPCS for draft mango standard, 2023-02-28.]  [23:  Style used for draft mango standard, June 2024 and as adopted March 2025.] 

Tables listing schedules are sequenced in alphabetical order by the abbreviation of the measure (e.g. HWIT, IRDN, MB, SA, VHT).[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Agreed by SC November 2024 for draft mango standard.] 

Position of tables. In the section on Options for phytosanitary measures, place all tables at the end of the section to avoid interrupting the text.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Editorial style used for draft mango standard, submitted to TPCS 2023-02-28.] 

References in tables. If there are multiple references for a treatment and one is a PT, only the PT is listed; adopted PTs are presented in bold.[footnoteRef:26] However, the omission of other references applies only if the scope of the treatment described in the reference (target pest, host and schedule parameters) exactly matches the scope of the PT.[footnoteRef:27] [26:  Agreed by SC May 2023, because PTs are adopted by the CPM.]  [27:  TPCS 2025-06, agenda item 5.2.] 

Abbreviations. Include a box of the abbreviations used in the tables of measures, together with a corresponding cross-reference in the body text.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  SC 2025-05, agenda item 5.1 (draft Musa standard). Original change to draft mango standard made by steward, on recommendation from editor, in response to second consultation comment #152.] 

Terminology:
Refer to “this commodity standard” not “this annex” (except in the standard ISPM references statement).[footnoteRef:29]  [29:  For consistency with DPs & PTs. ] 

Use “measures” when referring to properties or characteristics of implemented measures (e.g. such as whether they are or will be effective) and “options for phytosanitary measures” when referring to the selection, consideration or presentation of options (including whether they may be effective).[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Editorial comment on draft mango standard, submitted to TPCS 2023-02-28; amended following changes to draft standard by SC 2024-11.] 

References section. In the introductory sentence, use “refers to” not “may refer to”.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  SC 2024-11, agenda item 4.1 (because commodity standards will always refer to ISPM 46).] 

Table of contents. Omit subsections of the References section.[footnoteRef:32] Include a list of tables as a subsection, headed “Tables”.[footnoteRef:33] [32:  Because Reference subsections not needed in table of contents. Style used for CS 1.]  [33:  Because the tables form the main content of commodity standards. Agreed by secretariat lead and steward, Nov 2024, for draft mango standard presented to CPM-19 (2025) for adoption.] 



APPENDIX 1: Discussions regarding approach to synonyms
TPCS January 2023. When compiling the pest list in the initial draft mango standard, the Technical Panel on Commodity Standards (TPCS) recognized that some entries may not be the preferred name or may be synonyms of each other. They acknowledged that, as they did not as a panel have the expertise to make decisions on preferred names, this issue could be left for experts to comment upon during consultation. They did, however, resolve some of the issues with synonyms.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  TPCS 2023-01, agenda item 5.2.] 

SC-7 May 2024. The Standards Committee Working Group (SC-7) discussed the issue of preferred names and synonyms after the first consultation. The steward explained that including all synonyms of pest names was not considered feasible and so the TPCS had used the names provided by national plant protection organizations, with the assumption that those were the most commonly used, and names that aligned with PTs. Therefore, it would be the responsibility of individual countries to look up synonym names. An SC-7 member pointed out the possibility that the scientific names provided could be incorrect and the steward explained that some names had been changed during the review. To clarify this matter, the SC-7 agreed to add a statement that the scientific names used in the table of pests were based on the submissions of contracting parties.[footnoteRef:35] The statement was added as a foonote to the pest list. [35:  SC-7 2024-05, agenda item 4.1.] 

SC November 2024. At their meeting in November 2024, the SC discussed whether to include synonyms in the table, rather than as a footnote, for the three species whose name had been changed or combined to align with DPs or PTs, but they recognized that this could be setting a precedent for future commodity standards, encouraging contracting parties to submit comprehensive lists of synonyms. The SC therefore opted to remove the footnote about the three species names and replace it with a general footnote to the Species column heading:[footnoteRef:36] [36:  SC 2024-11, agenda item 4.1.] 

Scientific names used in this table are based on the submissions by contracting parties or aligned with ISPM 27 (Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests) or ISPM 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests).
TPCS January–February 2025. The TPCS noted that, although the SC had decided not to include any synonyms in the draft mango standard, the inclusion of synonyms may be necessary for some commodity standards, so it was important to retain some flexibility of approach. The TPCS also recognized that, although countries may strive to always use the latest accepted scientific names in their regulations, updates to regulations may not always keep pace with changes to species names, so it was likely that some discrepancies between submitted names and the latest accepted names would occur.
The TPCS therefore agreed the following general approach:[footnoteRef:37] [37:  TPCS 2025-02, agenda item 4.1.] 

The panel would use the names as submitted by contracting parties, unless a different name was used in an annex to ISPM 27 (Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests) or ISPM 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests) or unless there was a more recent, accepted scientific name. Where two names had been submitted, the most recent, accepted name of the two would be used.
In cases of doubt, the TPCS would ask the submitting country to confirm that the name preferred by the panel related to the same organism as the submitted name.
Where confusion could arise by giving only one name, the TPCS may consider, on a case-by-case basis, whether to give the superseded name in parentheses.
The TPCS agreed to revise its working procedures to include these points, to be presented to the SC.
The TPCS noted that annexes to ISPM 27 listed synonyms, as would the pest risk analyses conducted by contracting parties when regulating pests, so there was no need for commodity standards to also list synonyms except where essential to avoid confusion.
SC May 2025. For the draft Musa standard, the steward clarified that, where two names had been submitted for the same pest, the most recent of the two had been used in the annex.[footnoteRef:38] The SC amended the footnote to refer only to this situation and to alignment with ISPM 27 or ISPM 28: [38:  SC 2025-05, agenda item 5.1.] 

Scientific names used in this table are based on the submissions by contracting parties, modified where more than one name was submitted to the more recent scientific name or aligned with ISPM 27 (Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests) or ISPM 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests).
However, for the draft taro standard, as no alignment with ISPM 27 or ISPM 28 had been necessary, the the SC agreed that it was sufficient to say that the scientific names were based on the submissions of contracting parties, without also referring to modifications to a more recent scientific name (because the statement would be true provided one of the names submitted for a pest was used):[footnoteRef:39] [39:  SC 2025-05, agenda item 5.2.] 

Scientific names used in this table are based on the submissions by contracting parties.
The SC considered whether to say that names may have been aligned with ISPM 27 or ISPM 28, to future-proof it, but concluded that this could be confusing when no such alignment had been done. The SC agreed that the footnote [in each draft standard] could be amended in future as and when needed [during drafting].
After the SC May 2025 meeting, the editor inserted reference to virus names in the footnote of the draft taro standard, and this was accepted by the steward. The revision was needed to align with the heading row for viruses, which referred to species name not scientific name (following IPPC style and International Committee on Taxonomy of Viruses style), and to allow for the name submitted by the contracted party to be either a virus name or a species name:
Scientific names used in this table, and names provided for viruses, are based on the submissions by contracting parties.
TPCS June 2025. The TPCS reviewed the approach they had agreed in February 2025 regarding which scientific names to use in commodity standards. The TPCS agreed that there was no need to look for the most recent, accepted scientific name (other than the more recent of those names submitted), as commodity standards were based on the submissions of contracting parties.
The TPCS therefore revised its approach to scientific names of pests in commodity standards (first bullet point) as follows:
Use the names as submitted by contracting parties, unless a different name is used in an annex to ISPM 27 (Diagnostic protocols for regulated pests) or ISPM 28 (Phytosanitary treatments for regulated pests); where two or more names have been submitted, use the most recent, accepted name of the submitted names.
The TPCS recognized that it might be challenging to apply the new IPPC style for viruses – virus name (acronym; species Scientific name) – and at the same time respect the names submitted by contracting parties, many of which may pre-date the change to binomial scientific names for viruses. However, the TPCS agreed to address this as and when the issue arose during the development of the draft commodity standards.
International Plant Protection Convention	Page 3 of 7
Page 4 of 4	International Plant Protection Convention
International Plant Protection Convention	Page 3 of 4
image1.jpg
S\ [ 2T

International
Plant Protection
Convention




image2.png




image3.jpg
\?/ Food and Agriculture
Q\/ﬁ Organization of the

United Nations




