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Updates from standards committee november 2025 meeting
(Prepared by TPCS Steward)

1. Background 
[1] The Standards Committee (SC) held its annual November session from 17 to 21 November. 2025. The agenda included, among other items, several topics and issues raised by the TPCS during its June face-to-face meeting in Auckland[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  TPCS June 2025 Meeting Report: https://assets.ippc.int/static/media/files/publication/en/2025/11/Final_Report_TPCS_2025_Jun.pdf ] 

[2] The main points of discussion by the SC November meeting were:
Clarification of terms “pest absence”, “pest free country” and “pest free area” in commodity standards; and
TPCS concerns regarding the inclusion of certain pests in commodity standard annexes to ISPM 46
2. Clarification of terms by SC “pest absence”, “pest free country” and “pest free area”
[3] At the Technical Panel on Commodity Standards (TPCS) in-person meeting in June 2025 in Auckland, New Zealand, the panel discussed the use of the terms “pest absence”, “pest free country” and “pest free area”. 
[4] The TPCS noted that “pest absence” could be interpreted as referring either to a pest status according to ISPM 8 (Determination of pest status in an area) or the outcome of an inspection. 
[5] The TPCS determined that “pest free country” is not an established term in ISPMs and that a “pest free area” (as per ISPM 4) may be a part or parts of a country, the entire country, or all or part of several countries. Some countries submitted “pest free country” as a measure for pests in a commodity standard but it was not clear whether “pest free country” referred to a “pest free area” (PFA) established in accordance with ISPM 4 (Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas) or a pest status of “absent” according to ISPM 8. The TPCS agreed to use “pest free area” instead of “pest free country” in commodity standards with a footnote to explain that “pest free country” included the concept of a “pest free country”. 
[6] The TPCS failed to reach consensus on whether a “pest free area” referred only to areas officially maintained in accordance with ISPM 4 or included areas where the pest status had been declared as “absent” according to ISPM 8. 
[7] The TPCS concluded that further guidance from the Standards Committee (SC) was needed on the terms “pest absence” and “pest free area”. 
SC clarification of terms
[8] The SC, at their November 2025 meeting, discussed terminology issues raised by the TPCS and determined that:
[9] Pest Absence as per ISPM 8
Pest absence is not a phytosanitary measure.
Pest absence is a technical categorization which indicates that a pest is “absent” in an area.
Pest absence is based on evidence such as surveillance data and pest records.
Simply identifying that a pest is “absent” from an area does not meet the requirements for a PFA as per ISPM 4 Requirements for the establishment of pest free areas. 
Pest absence is required in a PFA.
Declarations of pest absence in an area should be accepted by importing countries unless there is technical justification for requiring an official PFA.
[10] Pest Free Area as per ISPM 4
A PFA is a phytosanitary measure. 
A PFA is established and maintained according to ISPM 4 or ISPM 26 (Establishment of pest free areas for fruit flies (Tephritidae)), which require surveillance, regulatory controls and other phytosanitary procedures to be implemented.
The requirement for a PFA as a phytosanitary measure by an importing country should be technically justified.
SC proposals to clarify terms in adopted ISPMs 
[11] The SC proposed the following revisions to remove ambiguity in terminology from adopted ISPMs:
1. Adding the revision of the ISPM 5 definition of a “pest free area” as a subject to the work programme of the List of topics for the IPPC standards to make it clear that a PFA should be officially maintained and that maintenance is not optional.
Recommending to CPM-20 (2026) that the focused revision of ISPM 8 regarding the “pest absent” descriptions be added to the List of topics for IPPC standards, with priority 1, to resolve ambiguity with ISPM 5. The revisions discussed were to:  
remove “Absent: the entire country is pest free” as a category from ISPM 8 as it is described as the outcome of ISPM 4. The category is also covered by “Absent: pest not recorded” or “Absent: pest no longer present”.  
remove “Absent: pest eradicated” as a category from ISPM 8 as it is the outcome of an eradication programme and is covered by “Absent: pest no longer present”. 
Clarifying terms in draft commodity standards
[12] The SC discussed how requirements for “pest absence” or “pest free country” submitted by contracting parties could be addressed in draft commodity standard annexes. The following options were discussed:
Including a sentence in each annex stating that “If an exporting country has declared a pest to be absent in an area in accordance with ISPM 8, then establishing a PFA in that area should not be required, unless there is technical justification by importing countries” and excluding/removing any pest submitted with a “pest absence” requirement from the commodity standard annex.
Including a sentence in ISPM 46 stating that “If an exporting country has declared a pest to be absent in an area in accordance with ISPM 8, then establishing a PFA in that area should not be required, unless there is technical justification by importing countries”.
“Pest absence” or “pest free country” are not referred to in commodity standard annexes, including notes to tables, and pests submitted with these requirements are excluded from the annex unless an alternative measure is provided. 
Retaining pests submitted with “Pest absence” or “pest free country” in Table 1 of commodity standard annexes (i.e. pests considered to be associated with the commodity), with a note indicating the import requirement. Retaining the pest was considered by the SC to be important for risk analysis.
3. TPCS concerns regarding the inclusion of certain pests in commodity standard annexes to ISPM 46
[13] The TPCS Steward, Ms Joanne WILSON, presented an SC paper addressing the issue identified by the TPCS concerning the inclusion or exclusion of pests in commodity standards (see Annex 1).
[14] Following extensive discussion, the SC agreed on several decision points related to this issue (from draft SC November 2025 report). 
[15] The SC:
1. acknowledged the TPCS’s approach to fully exercising its existing authority, as outlined in ISPM 46, Specification TP 6 (Technical Panel on Commodity Standards) and its working procedures; 
acknowledged that the TPCS can exclude a pest from a draft annex to ISPM 46 if the evidence provided by the submitting contracting party does not demonstrate that the commodity as described in the draft annex is a pathway for the pest, noting that a contracting party may ask for a pest’s inclusion or exclusion during consultation with additional evidence; 
noted that the process for managing changes to the pests or measures listed in draft annexes to ISPM 46 that occur in response to second consultation comments needs to be considered and addressed through future changes to the Standard Setting Procedure; 
invited the CPM to encourage contracting parties to submit pests and measures for inclusion in draft annexes to ISPM 46 during the call for information, with any additional pests and measures being proposed during the first consultation;
noted the issue of contaminating pests and diversion from intended use raised in the paper from the APPPC and that this would need further consideration from the TPCS and SC; 
invited the TPCS to provide a draft list of criteria for exclusion of pests and measures in commodity standards, for consideration by the SC in May 2026; and
thanked the APPPC, COSAVE, and ICA for their papers, noted that some of the issues had been addressed in this meeting, and agreed to consider any remaining issues at a later date, once the TPCS and SC have reviewed the list of criteria for excluding pests and measures.

Recommendation to the TPCS
[11] The SC invites the TPCS to:
(1) propose one or two solutions on how to address terminology when describing import requirements for “pest absence” and “pest free country” to use in commodity standards, for consideration by the SC at its meeting in May 2026.
(2) provide a draft list of criteria for exclusion of pests and measures in commodity standards, for consideration by the SC in May 2026.


Annex 1: SC paper on “TPCS concerns of inclusion of pests in commodity standard annexes to ISPM 46” presented at SC November 2025 meeting
Introduction
The IPPC Technical Panel on Commodity Standards (TPCS) was established under Specification TP6 and operating in accordance with ISPM 46 (Commodity-specific standards for phytosanitary measures). Its role is to develop annexes to ISPM 46 that focus on specific commodities. These annexes aim to support and facilitate the safe international trade of plants and plant products by providing harmonized, technically justified phytosanitary measures that manage pest risks. 
After their third face-to-face meeting in June 2025 and the drafting of five annexes, the TPCS has identified a recurring conc ern: Some pests, proposed by contracting parties (CPs) or regional plant protection organizations (RPPOs) for inclusion in annexes, are not supported by references. For example, there may be missing evidence of the pest’s association with the commodity, or justification for regulation of the pest. Often CPs submit pests for a plant species rather than the plant part traded and do not provide documentation to justify the relevance of the pest to the traded commodity. Such submissions may be a result of CPs misunderstanding what is needed by the TPCS. 
TPCS concerns
Under ISPM 2 (Framework for pest risk analysis) and ISPM 11 (Pest risk analysis for quarantine pests), the regulation of pests by CPs should be supported by technical justification, in the form of a pest risk analysis (PRA) or comparable evaluation. These requirements are fundamental to ensuring that phytosanitary measures are scientifically sound and do not create unnecessary barriers to trade.
In multiple instances, CPs or RPPOs have submitted pests for inclusion in annexes of ISPM 46 without including technical justification, such as a pest risk analysis (PRAs), to support regulation, or, at a minimum, evidence demonstrating the pest’s association with the traded plant part. Consequently, the TPCS has, for some pests, encountered significant challenges in verifying association, and concerns have been raised regarding the reputation of IPPC international standards and their scientific rigor. 
The TPCS has, on several occasions, disagreed that certain pests submitted by CPs are associated with the traded plant part and that the commodity acts as a pathway for pest entry and spread. Despite this, the TPCS have felt compelled to include the pest in a draft annex. While the TPCS respects the sovereign right of a contracting party to regulate pests, they have internally questioned the scientific evidence linking specific pests to specific plant parts and whether the commodity serves as a pathway.
According to ISPM 46 requirements under the “inclusion of a pest” and guidance in Table 1:
“This section includes a list of pests or groups of pests that are known to be associated with the commodity described. A criterion for inclusion of a pest is that it is regulated by at least one contracting party based on technical justification.” 
This section of ISPM 46 gives the TPCS scope to exclude some pests. However, in discussions during past Standards Committee (SC) meeting, and while drafting the first commodity standard (CS01: Mangifera indica fruit) it was indicated that the TPCS do not have the authority to exclude any pests from draft standards that if they are submitted and regulated by CPs. 
ISPM 46 also states:
“Inclusion of a pest in a commodity standard does not constitute technical justification for its regulation. When determining whether to regulate a pest listed in a commodity standard, an importing country should base its decision on technical justification using either a PRA or, where applicable, another comparable examination and evaluation of available scientific information. The list of pests is not intended to be exhaustive.”
Despite this text, there is concern that the list of pests may be misused by some CPs and annexes implemented without carrying out the relevant evaluation.
In addition, the TPCS believes that the statement in ISPM 46, which says the pest list is not exhaustive, implies that not all pests need to be or should be included in the draft annexes. 
Examples of disputed inclusions
Specific examples where the TPCS has disagreed with including pests in annexes include:
no evidence was provided or found that the pest is associated with the specific host;
no evidence was provided or found that the pest is associated with the plant part for trade e.g. a root nematode that is not associated with the fruit that is traded;
the pest can only be introduced if the imported commodity is diverted from its intended use. The scope of commodity standard annexes does not include diversion from intended use.
Implications 
The TPCS believes that the inclusion of pests in annexes without an apparent or accurate PRA or other supporting evidence, undermines the principles of the IPPC. The TPCS acknowledges that it is not their role to conduct risk analysis or challenge the conclusions of CP assessments. However, the TPCS is concerned that commodity standards could inadvertently legitimize unjustified measures for pests that should not be regulated on the specific commodity, thereby negatively affecting the IPPC’s reputation, and then may:
· restrict trade unnecessarily (instead of facilitate);
· undermine the credibility of commodity standards;
· diminish the integrity of the work of the TPCS.
Options to resolve TPCS concerns
To address these challenges, the TPCS have: 
a.	Clarified minimum information for submissions.  The TPCS in June 2025, developed a new template form for submitting information for the development of annexes[footnoteRef:3]. The updated form asks for links to regulations and PRA information. The intention is to give the TPCS access to relevant information. If no access is provided, then disputed pests could be excluded. However, it is uncertain whether CPs will or can provide the necessary information. There is also a concern that excluding submissions lacking links to regulations and PRA information may discourage CPs from contributing information.  [3:  New form for commodity standards material as from 2025-06: https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/93543/] 

b.	Sought clarification from CPs on contentious pests as needed only. During drafting of the citrus and banana annexes, the TPCS requested that the IPPC Secretariat seek clarity on the regulation of some pests from submitting CPs. This approach was only partially successful.
The TPCS also proposes:
c.	Clarifying commodity descriptions. Potential improvements could be made to commodity descriptions in annexes to assist with excluding some pests. This could include describing routine post-harvest processes if applicable to the product or explicitly describing the plant parts that are not applicable to the traded commodity. For example, pests on leaves excluded when the pathway is fruit, pests associated with soil excluded when the plant part traded is grown underground (e.g. taro). The current style of the commodity description does not exclude plant parts (i.e. fruit without leaves). In addition, the TPCS could define commodity descriptions before calling for information materials to remove uncertainty for CPs.
d.	Refine TPCS procedures. The TPCS proposes to develop a transparent procedure that describes the reasons for excluding pests if the submitting contracting party does not provide:
technical justification for the pest’s regulation on the commodity as a pathway of pest entry and spread;
evidence/reference of the pest’s association with the commodity (plant part) for trade; 
or
if there is credible evidence that clearly supports the exclusion of a pest.
In addition, the TPCS proposes to include or exclude pests based on consensus. The TPCS already records decisions about pests that are excluded but are constrained by the baseline criterion of the pest being regulated by at least one CP. 
Additional information: 
Please also refer to:
ISPM 46 (Commodity-specific standards for phytosanitary measures): https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/91184/ 
Specification 6: TPCS Specification: https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/89276/ 
TPCS procedure as approved by the SC (in “IPPC Procedure Manual for Standard Setting (2023-2024), section 7.4”: https://www.ippc.int/en/publications/85024/
Recommendation
The SC is invited to:
1. acknowledge the TPCS's approach to fully exercise its existing authority, as outlined in ISPM 46, Specification TP6 and its working procedures; and
acknowledge that a pest can be excluded if there is insufficient evidence that a pest risk analysis or comparable evaluation has been conducted or, if the evidence provided by the submitting contracting party does not demonstrate an association with the specific commodity as described in the draft annex.
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