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Foreword 
 

During my Review of the Queensland Fruit Fly (Qfly) incursion I was regularly reminded of a 

number of factors the most important of which is maintaining Tasmania’s pest free area status 

especially for the fruit growing industry and its international markets. Preventing Qfly from 

entering Tasmania is, and must continue to be, essential not only for producers, distributors and 

retailers of fresh fruit, but also for the Tasmanian economy and community.  

The 2018-2019 Qfly response was the largest biosecurity response in Tasmania’s history.  In this 

respect, Biosecurity Tasmania must, and does, play an important and effective role in regulating 

fresh fruit imported into, and grown within, our State. Essential to this is the need for Biosecurity 

Tasmania to lead emergency events associated with incursions of any pests into Tasmania 

including Qfly.  

Similarly important is the need for recognition that Tasmania is part of a federal system requiring 

participation in, and compliance with, standards and agreements entered into nationally. These 

arrangements are complex and time consuming but essential to ensuring maintenance of 

Tasmania’s pest free area status and how and why Biosecurity Tasmania must respond to 

incursions should they arise. On this occasion, while, and as outlined in this Report, there are 

areas identified for improvement, Biosecurity Tasmania responded responsibly leading to many, 

although not yet all, of Tasmania’s key international trading partners re-commencing 

importation of fruit from Tasmania. 

However, Biosecurity Tasmania cannot, and should not, be expected to respond to pest 

incursions on their own. The Federal Government must, and did, play a role as should our inter-

state colleagues, relevant industry associations and their members.    

This Review identified a number of ‘lessons learnt’. It is important that these lessons and the 

events experienced not be forgotten. To facilitate this, regular simulations of relevant pest 

incursions and responses must take place and involve emergency services more broadly, industry 

associations, their members and the community. 

There is no doubt that a number of producers were negatively impacted by the Qfly incursion 

despite government-initiated compensation packages. While there are likely to be lessons 

learned from any pest incursion, as there were on this occasion, I have not sought to blame 

anyone; instead I make recommendations aimed at improvements and lowering the risks for all 

parties should future incursions arise. It is incumbent on all parties to learn from this event and 

work together to understand the risks involved, prevention and response arrangements in place 

and their inherent resource limitations. 

 

Mike Blake 
11 November 2019 
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Executive summary 
Overall conclusion 

The response was successful in eradicating Qfly from Tasmania, returning the State to a pest free 
area status and recognition that reinstatement of this status for the Northern Control Area was 
gained for domestic markets, South Korea, New Zealand, Japan, the USA and Taiwan. 
 
Economic impacts 
 
According to the ABS, the Tasmanian fruit industry is worth approximately $197 million per 
annum at the farm gate1, multiplying to nearly three times this amount at retail point. Favourable 
conditions have ensured the volume of production far exceeds domestic consumption for fresh 
produce in Tasmania.  
 
Total exports for fruit fly host commodities for the 2017-18 season were $40 million whilst 
exports to fruit fly sensitive markets were estimated to be $20.3 million (ABS). These figures 
indicate that the ongoing maintenance of the FF-PFA will continue to be beneficial to the 
Tasmanian economy. 
 
Approach taken to this Review and in writing this Report 

The Review involved seeking and obtaining written submissions, holding public forums and 

meetings with local government councils, individuals, organisations, representatives from 

member associations and from DPIPWE including Biosecurity Tasmania. 

Significant documentation, including standards and policy material, was examined.  Appendix B 

lists all of the information examined as part of this Review. 

In preparing this Report, all suggestions and evidence provided were taken into account, some 

of which may have been sensitive or confidential and on occasion contradictory. As a result, 

this Report does not go into detail about the suggestions or evidence collected. Instead, 

individual chapters as these relate to the Review TofR provide only brief commentary leading 

to recommendations for improvements. 

Introduction and background 

The introduction and background section, unless otherwise stated, provides material sourced 

from DPIPWE and its inclusion provides context about the Qfly and its risk to Tasmania. It is 

deliberately lengthy providing information about: 

• why it is important to keep the fruit fly out of Tasmania 

• characteristics of the Qfly 

• the importance of maintaining Tasmania’s pest free area status and requirements 

needing to be satisfied to ensure this continues 

• the National Fruit Fly System 

 
1 ABS Catalogue No.7503.0. The value of fruit noted above does not include wine grapes, which are worth an 
additional $29.8 million. 
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• import regulations including details about the Inter-state Certification Assurance 

Scheme and 

• the Tasmanian Fruit Fly System including details about quarantine regulations, pre-

border and border activities, post-border surveillance and response plans. 

The 2018-19 Qfly response 

This section aims to provide factual information about how the response itself was managed, 

without commentary on the efficacy or otherwise of the response. The views of all submitters 

and contributors to the Review, suggestions and evidence provided have been taken into 

account as noted in the section headed Approach taken to this Review. The themes that 

emerged are addressed in Chapters 1 – 6. 

This section outlines: 

• where and when the incursions occurred 

• sources of these incursions 

• details about the outbreak declaration and zoning 

• governance of the response  

• response objectives  

• industry participation and Tasmania’s interoperability arrangements 

• the actual incursion response, including movement restrictions and treatment 

protocols 

• grower assistance packages including that the total direct assistance to fruit growers 

was $3.49m 

• that eradication of the Qfly was achieved – pest free area status was declared on 9 

January 2019 for the Northern Tasmania Control Area and on 30 March 2019 for the 

Furneaux Islands Control Area 

• reinstatement of the Control Areas to PFA status was achieved. The Northern Control 
Area had all restrictions lifted on 9 January 2019. The detection of a single male Qfly on 
Flinders Island meant resumption of the eradication response on the island was 
necessary and slightly delayed the reinstatement of the Furneaux Control Area which 
occurred on 30 March 2019 

•  recognition of the reinstatement of the PFA status for the Northern Control Area was 
gained for:  

o domestic markets on the 9 January 2019 
o South Korea on the 15 January 2019 
o New Zealand on the 29 January 2019 
o Japan on the 7 February 2019 
o USA on the 15 May 2019 
o Taiwan on 17 May 2019. 

The Australian and Tasmanian Governments are continuing to work for recognition of 
Tasmania’s PFA status by China and Indonesia and 

• what is reinstatement and who makes the decision.  
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Actions taken since the incursion 

This section also aims to provide factual information about actions taken by DPIPWE, again 

without commentary on the efficacy or otherwise of these actions. However, this information is 

included in this Report because continuous improvement is essential in these complex activities 

and so the fruit growing sector can assess any implications relevant to them.  

Since the response to the incursions, there have been a range of improvements to the national 

system and commitments to further action including as this relates to the National Fruit Fly 

Management System. This section outlines: 

• that work is underway to address problems with traceability 

• arguments for earlier re-instatement 

• reforms arising from the staged implementation of the Biosecurity Act 2019 and 

associated regulations 

• emergency management preparedness  

• incursion prevention funding 

• fumigation protocols 

• improved communications in a response and 

• industry engagement. 

Chapter 1: Lessons applicable to national and state arrangements 

Biosecurity Tasmania has a clear understanding of the roles required by Federal, State and 

Territory biosecurity and other personnel when a Qfly incursion occurs including recognition 

that in these circumstances State officials must be cognisant of their federal responsibilities. 

This understanding was less clear by others. 

Biosecurity Tasmania has a role to play in ensuring common understanding of respective 

responsibilities including decisions about: 

• why and where outbreak zones are needed and their size; 

• when, and by who, it is possible to declare an incursion has been suitably addressed and 

why this was prolonged. 

It is essential that Biosecurity Tasmania ensures these arrangements and responsibilities are 

more broadly understood and to pursue identified improvements nationally. 

Federal arrangements in place for the management of pest and other biosecurity outbreaks are 

comprehensive but complex with multiple committees and other arrangements in place. This 

includes agreements, policies, standards and protocols which, understandably and perhaps 

unfortunately, can take some time to negotiate in particular where risks and circumstances in 

States or Territories differ.  

Chapter 2: Industry engagement and communication 

During the Qfly incursion and since then, there was/has been effective engagement between 

industry and Biosecurity Tasmania. However: 
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• engagement by Biosecurity Tasmania with individual growers appeared more 

problematic with a range of issues identified by them;  

• the effectiveness or otherwise of engagement between relevant industry sectors, and 

by them with their members, was more difficult to assess and conclude upon.  

Areas for improvement were identified by industry bodies for consideration by Biosecurity 

Tasmania and areas where joint work is already underway was noted including in the 

development of a Qfly Response Manual and a fruit grower database.  

Other industry related matters drawn attention to during this Review, and my responses to 

these, are outlined in Chapter 2 and not repeated here. Recommendation 4 is aimed at 

Biosecurity Tasmania addressing these matters. 

However, Biosecurity Tasmania should not be expected to, and probably cannot, implement 

these recommendations on their own; industry and growers must be willing participants in 

partnership with government(s) in preparing for and dealing with these incidents when they 

arise.  

This is not to say that industry associations did not get involved on this occasion, they did. 

However, some formality about these arrangements is needed including that all parties must 

be separately accountable for actions they may or may not take. 

Chapter 3: Community information and communications 

It was not surprising to find suggestions that community information and communications 

should have been handled better. This observation is not new, criticism about the adequacy or 

effectiveness of communications is often a finding of Reviews of this type. We can always 

communicate better. 

The question is, what to do about this and what might have been learnt from this incident? 

Learnings should include: 

• Qfly incidents are unlikely to be life threatening and time will generally be available to 

develop a suitable communications strategy. So, don’t rush this, develop a relevant 

communication focused plan; 

• Biosecurity Tasmania experts and communications experts should lead this and should, 

together with industry representatives, develop such a strategy which must be well 

targeted to the particular area in Tasmania concerned, be simple and direct; and 

• The strategy needs to consider the most suitable media(s) for attracting the attention of 

the community.  

Chapter 4: Improvements identified 

For various reasons, climate change implications possibly one of them, Tasmania should 

anticipate that pest outbreaks like Qfly will happen again. With this in mind, two matters 

require attention: 

• Firstly, protection prior to a pest like the Qfly entering into Tasmania. Areas not already 

addressed and where clarity would assist protection outside Tasmania might include 

further exploration of the benefits and risks associated with methyl bromide fumigation 
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and/or irradiation treatments. No recommendation is made other than that Biosecurity 

Tasmania continue to explore these and other options aimed at minimising Qfly risk and 

informing research and practice. 

• Secondly, protection once an incursion is identified. This was the area that probably 

received most commentary during this Review which led to consideration of whether or 

not the Emergency Management Act was relevant to the Qfly incident. 

Recommendation 6 is aimed at improvements needed. 

Chapter 5: Other related matters 

Two ‘other’ matters that were raised on more than one occasion during this Review, were: 

• Compensation to growers and that this changed during the period of the Qfly 

incursions. No recommendations are made and it is noted that compensation is now 

explicitly dealt with in the new Biosecurity Act and industry bodies are aware of these 

new provisions. 

• Raising levies to fund support for growers when incidents like the Qfly incursion take 

place. This is a matter for industry and no recommendation is made.  

Chapter 6: Recommendations for the Tasmanian Fruit Fly Strategy 2017-2050 

The Tasmanian Fruit Fly Strategy 2017-2050 (the Strategy) titled “Maintaining Tasmania’s 

freedom from fruit fly” is well thought out including strategic actions covering the period 2018-

2023. The Qfly incursions may have put back implementation of some of these actions. 

The following are highlighted: 

• The Strategy needs to be cautious in what it promises to deliver. For example, it 

includes an observation that ‘This includes the capacity to target 100% of incoming air 

passenger arrivals at major airports in the State for inspection by Detector Dog Teams.’ 

Suggestions made during this Review indicated that Biosecurity Tasmania takes a risk-

based approach to such detection arrangements and, the strategy might articulate how 

Biosecurity arrangements, without raising expectations, deal with non-major airports 

such as Flinders, Devonport, Burnie and at private airstrips and at port facilities 

including cruise ships. 

• The proposed conduct of ‘five-yearly tactical reviews and validations of the strategy’, 

articulated in both the strategy itself and in the Strategic actions as being done ‘by 

2018-2023’. Biosecurity Tasmania may wish to revisit this timeframe especially in view 

of the significant growth in tourism numbers in Tasmania and the seemingly growing 

community concerns about climate change risk.  DPAC’s Climate Change Office might be 

a useful source of reference for this. Having made the latter point, the proposed ‘by 

April 2020 temperature studies’ are supported. 

• The Strategy deals appropriately with the need for a strong partnership with industry 

and stakeholder involvement without mention of trading partners. Perhaps this is so 

because relationships with trading partners is managed Federally. The Strategy might 

outline how Biosecurity Tasmania will keep this front of mind on behalf of local growers. 

• The Strategy is suitably visionary – maintain Tasmania’s fruit fly pest free status.   
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Recommendations 
This Review made the following recommendations: 

1. Biosecurity Tasmania develop publicly available material outlining respective Federal and State 

responsibilities when pest (not just Qfly) incursions occur and that this information be actively 

communicated to relevant persons and parties. 

2. DPIPWE continues to pursue identified improvements with the national fruit fly system with 

Federal, State and Territory governments.  

3. Biosecurity Tasmania: 

a. review submissions received focussing on recommendations made and adopt them, or 

explain why not, and work with industry in their implementation; 

b. spend time with growers, or through their representative bodies, outlining actions 

needed by them when incursions of this nature arise and why;  

c. continue to work with industry in the development of material and processes that will 

assist responses to pest outbreaks in future; and 

industry groups develop arrangements whereby they can better work together, and better with 

Biosecurity Tasmania, when responding to incidents of this nature. 

4. Biosecurity Tasmania: 

a. work with industry to develop and implement suitable, cost effective, simulation 

activities; 

b. when developing the simulations referred to, ensure these address responsibilities and 

activities required interstate; 

c. should incursions of this nature occur again, make suitable arrangements with industry 

and growers for contact with Biosecurity officers; 

d. outline to industry and growers their approach to incursion risk at airports and other 

points of entry and build upon their risk-based approach when developing simulations 

referred to; and 

e. ensure their discussions with industry include the roles played by retailers and 

expectations of this sector.   

5. Biosecurity Tasmania:   

a. be responsible for leading the development of a communications plan when Qfly type 

incidents arise; and   

b. working with communications experts and industry, develop a communications policy 

for application in the event of a Qfly incursion. 

6. That: 

a. responses to Qfly incursions be initiated by the responsible Minister, and/or the 

Minister responsible for emergency services; 

b. the incursion be led by the State Controller (in this case the head of Biosecurity 

Tasmania); 

c. Biosecurity Tasmania and others responsible for emergency management in Tasmania 

clarify triggers in the TEMP as this relates to biosecurity incidents; 

d. Biosecurity Tasmania develop policies, in consultation with the SES and Police, on when 

to introduce road blocks and vehicle inspections; and 

e. responses to biosecurity incidents be well planned in advance of response action. 
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Abbreviations, figures and tables 
 

Abbreviations 

ABC Australian Broadcasting Corporation 

ABS Australian Bureau of Statistics 

AFFTAC Australian Fruit Fly Technical Advisory Committee 

AGMIN Agriculture Ministers’ Forum 

APVMA Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority 

BIMS Biosecurity Incident Management System 

Code National Fruit Fly Code of Practice 

COP Code of Practice 

CSIRO Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation 

CTEP Cold Treatment Equipment Program 

DPAC Department of Premier and Cabinet  

DPIPWE Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

FF-PFA Fruit Fly - Pest Free Area 

FGT Fruit Growers Tasmania 

GAP Grower Assistance Program 

GTAP Grower Transitional Assistance Program 

HIA Horticulture Innovation Australia 

ICA Interstate Certification Assurance 

IGAB Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity 

IP Infected Premises 

IPPC International Plant Protection Convention 

ISPM International Standards for Phytosanitary Measures 

LCC Local Control Centres 

Medfly Mediterranean Fruit Fly 

NATA  National Association of Testing Authorities 

NBC National Biosecurity Committee 

NFFC National Fruit Fly Council 

NFFMP National Fruit Fly Management Protocols 

PFA Pest Free Area 

PFGAP Post Farm Gate Assistance Program 

PHA Plant Health Australia 

PHC Plant Health Committee 

Qfly Queensland Fruit Fly  

SCC State Coordination Centre 

SES State Emergency Service 

SIT Sterile Insect Technology 

Standard Tasmanian Fruit Fly Operations Standard 

TEMP Tasmania Emergency Management Plan 

TFGA Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association 

The Act Plant Quarantine Act 1997 

TofR Terms of Reference 

TT-Line TT-Line Company Pty Ltd  
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Review Terms of Reference 
 
On 17 March 2019 the Minister for Primary Industries and Water announced the Terms of Reference 

(TofR) for the independent review of Tasmania’s response to the recent Queensland Fruit Fly (Qfly) 

incursion and noting it is important that we consider the lessons from the Qfly response in Tasmania 

to ensure we are best placed to manage the risk and respond to future incursions. 

The TofR for the Review will consider the Qfly response including the lessons learnt to ensure that 

Tasmania is best placed to manage the risk which Qfly poses to our horticultural industries in terms 

of: 

1. Lessons from the incursion applicable to national and state arrangements. 

2. Industry engagement and communication. 

3. Community information and communications.  

4. Improvements to the biosecurity emergency response system to protect Tasmania from 

any future incursions.  

5. Any other related matters that will inform future incursion responses.   

In addition, the Review will consider, and where necessary, make recommendations for any 

revisions to the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment’s (DPIPWE) 

Tasmanian Fruit Fly Strategy 2017-2050.  

Responses to these TofR have been dealt with as outlined in the following table: 

Review TofR Pages 

Lessons from the incursion applicable to national and state arrangements Ch 1, p46 

Industry engagement and communication Ch 2, p47 

Community information and communications Ch 3, p50 

Improvements to the biosecurity emergency response system to protect Tasmania 
from any future incursions 

Ch 4, p51 

Any other related matters that will inform future incursion responses Ch 5, p54 

Recommendations for revisions to the DPIPWE’s Tasmanian Fruit Fly Strategy 
2017-2050 

Ch 6, p55 
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Approach taken to this Review 
 

Requests for submissions 
On 16 March 2019 advertisements were placed in local newspapers and other media calling for 

submissions to this Review resulting in the receipt of 13 responses. All submissions were helpful 

in informing the work that followed. Appendix A provides a list of those persons/organisations 

that responded. However, individual responses have not been, and are not planned, at the time 

of preparing this Report, to be, made public.  

 

To assist with submissions and provision of information about this Review, DPIPWE set up a 

specific DPIPWE website at www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au. 

 

Public forums and individual meetings 

Public forums were held at Devonport, Flinders, Huonville and George Town. 

The Reviewer met individually with representatives from industry, growers, retailers, 

distributors, Biosecurity Tasmania and DPIPWE.  

To assist with these forums, DPIPWE had prepared for the Reviewer an appropriate summary 

of the submissions received which was used as introductory material presented at each forum 

where members of the public attended. This summary was also used at individual meetings 

where applicable. 
 

Other information gathered and reviewed 
Appendix B lists all of the information examined as part of this Review. 

 

  

http://www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/
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Approach taken to writing this Report 

The submissions made to this Review and information gathered as part of the Reviewer’s visits 

around Tasmania, provided substantial and useful but sometimes contradictory information 

especially when the Reviewer had regard to relevant Qfly related documentation available at 

Biosecurity Tasmania and processes they follow when dealing with pest incursions of this sort.  

This Report will be of relevance to Tasmania’s and Australia’s international and local trading 

partners, not just to growers, grower associations and other related parties or entities including 

governments (Federal, State, Territory and Local). In this respect, it is the Reviewer’s overall 

conclusion that the 2018 Qfly incursion was successfully handled with the pest eradicated. This 

should provide all parties with confidence in the manner in which the Qfly was dealt with not 

just on this occasion but the likelihood that this will be similarly well dealt with should there be 

another incursion. 

As a result, and while all suggestions and evidence provided have been taken into account, 

some of which may have been sensitive or confidential, this Report does not go into detail 

about the suggestions or evidence collected. Instead, individual chapters as these relate to the 

Review TofR provide only brief commentary leading to recommendations for improvements. 
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Introduction and Background 
 
The 2018-2019 Queensland Fruit Fly (Qfly) response was the largest biosecurity response in 
Tasmania’s history.  The response was successful in eradicating Qfly from Tasmania and returning 
the State to a Pest Free Area (PFA) status.  
 

Why keep fruit fly out of Tasmania? 
 
Tasmania’s fruit fly pest free area (PFA) status is recognised nationally and internationally giving 
our producers a significant competitive advantage in key markets. Tasmania’s access to the 
premium markets in Japan, South Korea, USA, Taiwan and China is dependent on our PFA status.  
 
According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), the Tasmanian fruit industry is worth 
approximately $197 million per annum at the farm gate2, multiplying to nearly three times this 
amount at retail point. Favourable conditions have ensured the volume of production far exceeds 
domestic consumption for fresh produce in Tasmania.  
 
There is a strong reliance on export markets and consequently large investments have been 
made, by both the public and private sectors in Tasmania, to acquire and maintain access to 
international markets. The differing markets that Tasmania has access to, or is pursuing, each 
have specific requirements and returns. The conditions recognised and accepted by international 
markets regarding Tasmania’s Fruit Fly (FF-PFA) are of particular significance, given the resources 
needed to maintain this status.  
 
Total exports for fruit fly host commodities for the 2017-18 season were $40 million whilst 
exports to fruit fly sensitive markets were estimated to be $20.3 million (ABS). These figures 
indicate that the ongoing maintenance of the FF-PFA will continue to be beneficial to the 
Tasmanian economy.  
 
Fruit flies are a pest of major economic importance within Australia and abroad, causing 
extensive impact on domestic and international horticultural markets.  Primary fruit fly affected 
commodities produced in Tasmania are apples, pears, cherries, and stone fruit. Tasmania’s fruit 
industries have built their export markets primarily on Tasmania’s area freedom from fruit flies. 
This freedom has contributed significantly to the continued growth in related industries including 
expansion in the stone fruit and cherry sectors.   
 
The cost of fruit fly to producers where it exists on the mainland is substantial. That cost includes:  
 

• loss of product due to infestation;  

• restricted market access;  

• the costs of ongoing insecticide use;  

• the loss of any market premium that goes with being fruit fly free; and 

• the cost of post-harvest treatments. 
A number of strategies have been designed and are employed by Biosecurity Tasmania to 
prevent the entry, spread and establishment of these pests. Although Mediterranean Fruit Fly 

 
2 ABS Catalogue No.7503.0. The value of fruit noted above does not include wine grapes, which are worth an 
additional $29.8 million. 
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(Medfly) has the greater risk of establishment in Tasmania if it arrived here, the species of Fruit 
Fly that poses the highest risk of entry and related adverse trade consequences for Tasmania is 
Qfly. 
 
Tasmania is the only jurisdiction with whole of State freedom from both Qfly and Medfly. The 
successful eradication of Qfly, leading to the successful reinstatement of our Qfly-PFA status in 
March this year, has returned the State to that position.  
 

Queensland Fruit Fly Characteristics 
 
Qfly and Medfly belong to the Tephritidae family, with over 4,000 other species found in almost 
every fruit growing region globally. Approximately 98% of these species are not of economic 
importance. Qfly and Medfly are the most significant fruit fly pests in Australia.   
 

Current Distribution 
 
The distribution of Qfly pre-European settlement is thought to have been restricted to 
Queensland and Northern New South Wales (Froggatt, 1910). Qfly currently occurs endemically 
along the east coast of mainland Australia and can occur for parts of the year in Victoria (Refer 
to Figure 1).  

There are also periodic outbreaks in South Australia and Western Australia, although populations 
are not established there. Through use of temperature modelling it has been determined that 
the chance of Qfly permanently establishing in Tasmania is marginal.      

 
Figure 1: Distribution of Australian fruit flies of economic 
concern (Dominiak & Daniels, 2012) 

Tasmania’s cooler climate and a strong stance on biosecurity has ensured that Qfly has not 
established in the state thus far. Under the right conditions e.g. on mainland Australia, Qfly is 
able to produce multiple generations in a single season given the right temperatures.  
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In most of Tasmania only one local generation is possible, with two generations possible in 
warmer areas such as Bass Strait Islands and possibly in parts of North East Tasmania. This in turn 
increases chances for the population’s successful overwintering in a cool period (Fletcher, 1987). 
A successful response to an incursion early in the fruit growing season is critical to minimising 
the risk of Qfly overwintering.  
 

General Lifecycle Stages 
 
The lifecycle of the Qfly has four main stages that are outlined in Figure 2 below.   
 

 
Figure 2: The Lifecycle of a Queensland Fruit Fly3. 

There are specific conditions for Qfly that must be fulfilled to progress to the next lifecycle stage: 
 

• Females typically won’t lay eggs in immature hard green fruit; 
• Larvae can only survive in a precise temperature range; the fruit in which they are inside 

acts as an insulator for a broader range of temperatures; 
• Qfly will disperse before they mate, and mate at dusk; 
• Qfly and Medfly have specific heat requirements for flight; and 
• Adult flies may remain in an immature state in order to survive over winter periods. 

 
Survival of fruit flies is based on temperature, moisture and suitable and timely host fruit 
availability. Consideration of this, and of the specific conditions required to activate the lifecycle, 
allow biosecurity responses to target weak points in the lifecycle of the Qfly. 
 

 
3 Developed by Biosecurity Tasmania’s entomologists and sourced from the DPIPWE website. 
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Pest Free Areas and Risk 
 
Tasmanian horticultural industries have a strong reliance on PFA status for both Qfly and Medfly 
for international exports. Tasmania holds a unique position within the export market due to its 
temperate climate. The State generally has a long cold winter followed by a long mild growing 
season. A major benefit of the temperate Tasmanian climate is that particular pests experience 
great difficulty establishing populations at low temperatures. Coupled with the State’s island 
status and risk-based quarantine controls, Tasmania has the status of being relatively disease 
and pest free. This status allows access to a number of premium price international markets 
where stringent import regulations are in place.   
 
As Australia is confronted with a changing climate, Tasmania’s fruit industry is in a key position 
to benefit from the opportunities this inevitability presents. Using modelling techniques, it has 
been established that Tasmania’s temperature increase has been and will be slower than that of 
mainland Australia. A strong biosecurity mitigation plan coupled with a climate that won’t be as 
affected by the onset of climate warming for several decades at least, places Tasmania in a 
position to be leaders in climate-resilient horticultural practices.   
 
The establishment of PFA status for fruit flies falls under the International Standards for 
Phytosanitary Measures (ISPM). A PFA as defined by the International Plant Protection 
Convention as: 
  

“An area in which a specific pest does not occur as demonstrated by scientific evidence 
and in which, where appropriate, this condition is being officially maintained” (ISPM No. 
5). 

 
Areas initially free from fruit flies may remain naturally free from them due to the presence of 
quarantine measures, physical barriers or climatic conditions. Strategies to maintain freedom 
include movement restrictions in regards to horticultural products and surveillance in 
accordance with ISPM No. 8: Determination of pest status in an area. A need was recognised for 
additional guidance on establishment and maintenance of PFAs specifically for fruit flies leading 
to the development of ISPM No. 26 Establishment of Pest Free Areas for Fruit Flies (Tephritidae) 
2015. 
 
For Tasmania to achieve and maintain the status of being a FF-PFA, there are a number of 
requirements that must be achieved and maintained as seen below.  
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Public Awareness Program 
 

For an area to achieve compliance with the relevant standards it must have the support 
and cooperation of the public, the local community and all relevant stakeholders. An 
ongoing system for awareness and education must be in place and may include: 
 

• educational activities and support materials at schools and community centres; 

• publications through print or electronic media about pests and pest free areas; 

• signs and checkpoints at entry into the area; 

• disposal bins for host fruit fly host produce; 

• security of trapping systems; and 

• where applicable, penalties for non-compliance. 
 

Documentation and Record Keeping 

All relevant documentation relating to the phytosanitary standards and maintenance 
procedures must be adequately documented, reviewed and updated regularly. 
Information regarding outbreaks, occurrences, detections and surveys should be retained 
and presented to the relevant authorities within the importing country upon request. 
 

Pest Surveillance and Regulatory Control 

Practicing effective surveillance and compliance programs such as trapping, fruit 
sampling, regulatory control and corrective actions are a key component of maintaining 
a pest free status. The programs must remain fit for purpose through regular review and 
documentation. Key personnel must be appointed to take responsibility for these actions. 

 
Surveys using permanent trapping grids were integral in establishing Tasmania’s fruit fly 
pest free status.  
 
Areas being surveyed can be categorised as either high or low risk, the former includes 
ports of entry from land and sea and the latter are generally commercial fruit growing 
regions. DPIPWE has been responsible for the continuous application and management 
of these surveys since 1987.  
 
The mitigation strategies have in part been aligned with mainland regions in similar 
circumstances. Fruit fly host material may enter the state only if it is certified to have 
come from a mainland fruit fly free area, otherwise it must be certified as treated with 
an approved disinfestation treatment or conform to a level of maturity that prevents 
infestation prior to harvest. 
 
Historically, interstate trade has been the cause for fruit fly movement between 
Australian states. Tasmania experienced two notable occurrences in 1899 and 1921 
where breeding populations of Medfly were detected and eradicated in Launceston. In 
the modern day, the number of passengers entering Tasmania via air and sea, and 
number of postal items presents a risk that is just as significant.  

 
Effective biosecurity mitigation has reduced the risk of incursion through commercial 
pathways. This is largely through government regulatory schemes such as the interstate 
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certification assurance (ICA) program acting as a measure to determine whether specific 
regulations have been met.   

 

The National Fruit Fly Management System 
 

The effective management of fruit flies is a national priority for all Australian governments and 
the agricultural industry given the implications for Australia’s production capacity; domestic 
movement of food; and Australia’s export success.  
 
In order to access export markets both internationally and domestically, Tasmania operates 
within the international and national biosecurity systems. In doing so, Tasmania honours 
international protocol obligations in the operation of the Tasmanian biosecurity system 
discussed later in this Introduction. Australian Government policy and national agreements are 
also taken into account.   
 
Australia’s national fruit fly management system is complex and considerable effort has been 
extended by its stakeholders to develop an efficient system that has effective measures to detect 
fruit flies of concern and prevent/manage their impact, with a particular focus on defending 
areas like Tasmania which hold PFA status. This differentiation of PFAs has been recognised in 
international trade since 1996.  
 

Governance 
 

The partnership underpinning Australia’s fruit fly management system has been organised along 
traditional lines of responsibility - with state and territory governments building the collective 
infrastructure to demonstrate and protect regional pest status (e.g. surveillance systems), to 
permit domestic trade (e.g. the Interstate Certification Assurance (ICA) Scheme) and to build 
systems and lead activities in response to detections and outbreaks.  

 
State and territory agriculture departments, or their equivalents, are responsible for: 
 
• administering legislative controls on the movement of fruit fly host produce;  
• the delivery of pest monitoring, surveillance and corrective action programs targeted 

towards the establishment and validation of fruit fly management systems; 
• reporting of events, pest status and policy changes to domestic trading partners and the 

Australian Government; and 
• undertaking routine audit and verification of management systems of certified enterprises. 
 
The Australian Government is responsible for product certification for international trade and 
the provision of advice to state and territory governments on potential impacts of domestic 
measures on current and future international trade. The Australian Government negotiates 
trading conditions with international trading partners and provides assurance of the integrity of 
domestic systems to those markets.  
 
Formal governance of the National biosecurity system flows from the Agriculture Ministers 
Forum (AGMIN) through Agriculture Senior Officials Committee to the National Biosecurity 
Committee. In addition, a number of other bodies are involved in the management of the 
National Fruit Fly system as outlined in Appendix D. 
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 The National Biosecurity Committee (NBC) 
 

The NBC is made up of representatives of all State, Territory and Federal Government biosecurity 
agencies and representatives from Plant Health Australia and Animal Health Australia. NBC works 
collaboratively to improve Australia’s biosecurity system. Through its subordinate committees, 
Plant Health Committee (PHC) and the Sub-committee on Domestic Quarantine and Market 
Access, NBC is responsible for the framework for policy and system development for the 
management of the National Fruit Fly system.  
 
As well as some formal agreements e.g. the Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity (IGAB), 
there are institutional arrangements within this framework for developing policies, agreeing 
approaches, resolving disputes etc. For plant biosecurity, including Qfly, these are made up of: 

 
• PHC – comprising the Chief Plant Health Managers of the Governments of Australia; 

and it’s 
• Subcommittee on Domestic Quarantine and Market Access – comprising Technical and 

domestic trade experts from national jurisdictions. 
 

As noted, as well as Government representatives, Plant Health Australia and Animal Health 
Australia sit at the NBC table.  
 

Plant Health Australia (PHA) 

PHA was established in 2000 as a not-for-profit company to act as the national 
coordinator of the government-industry partnership for plant biosecurity in Australia. It 
is funded by its Government and Industry membership. PHA runs a range of programs on 
behalf of its membership including programs focused on Qfly and exotic fruit fly species. 
PHA hosts the National Fruit Fly Council.  

 

 National Fruit Fly Council (NFFC) 

The NFFC is a jointly funded group tasked with developing national approaches to the 
management of Qfly and MedFly. The major funding groups are State and Territory 
Government jurisdictions and Horticulture Innovation Australia (HIA). The members on 
the NFFC are a mixture of Government, Industry and PHA representatives. Tasmania’s 
Chief Plant Health Manager sits on the NFFC. 

 
The NFFC is responsible for the development and implementation of the National Fruit Fly 
Strategy, a national initiative aimed at improving Australia’s management of fruit fly, the world’s 
most economically significant horticultural pest.  
 
Since 2015, the NFFC has worked with governments, growers and fruit fly management 
community groups to help coordinate fruit fly management efforts on a national scale. Included 
in its remit has been the maintenance of the National Fruit Fly Code of Practice.  
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National Fruit Fly Code of Practice (COP) and the National Fruit Fly Management Protocols – 

Management Principles 

The Australian Fruit Fly Technical Advisory Committee, a subcommittee of PHC, has led 

the revision of the COP resulting in the development of the National Fruit Fly 

Management Protocols (NFFMP). This document was endorsed by all Australian States 

and Territories and the Australian Government through the PHC in May 2018 and 

supersedes the COP. Further work continues on the Protocols with Tasmania seeking 

additions specific to Tasmania.  

The NFFMP provide an outline of the principles applied within Australia to manage fruit 

flies of economic concern in Australia. In particular, it outlines the roles and 

responsibilities, legislated components and management principles that underpin the 

phytosanitary requirements of export markets for trade of fruit fly host produce and for 

the safe movement of fruit fly host produce between domestic markets. 

 

Import Regulations 
 

State and Territory Governments set import requirements and regulations in relation to imports 

of plants and plant products to mitigate biosecurity risk to their respective jurisdictions.   

The Inter-state Certification Assurance (ICA) Scheme  
 

To move commercial consignments of plants, fruit or vegetables interstate, they need to be 
certified as free of pests, diseases and weeds in compliance with jurisdictional import 
requirements. Depending on the product, a Mainland exporter may need to get a Plant Health 
Certificate or Plant Health Assurance Certificate.  
 
To obtain these certificates, the exporter can either get a government inspector to certify that 
the goods meet quarantine conditions or obtain accreditation for their business under the ICA 
Scheme. 
 
The ICA Scheme is a quality assurance scheme. PHC and its sub-committees have responsibility 
for the Scheme.   
 
The ICA Scheme is recognised nationally and allows accredited businesses to self-certify their 
products as meeting all specified requirements. Previously government inspectors were 
responsible for all aspects of certification. This can quickly become an expensive and time 
consuming process for businesses. For producers who frequently move goods interstate or 
between quarantine zones, accreditation is often a better option in terms of time, flexibility and 
money. 
 
The system relies on collaboration between all governments (and industry). Each jurisdiction 
retains its sovereign authority and implements the ICA Scheme within its own legislative and 
policy framework. Importantly, not all ICAs are accepted by all jurisdictions. This may be based 
on specific jurisdictional characteristics but does produce greater complexity in the system. 
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Plant Health Assurance Certificates are used as evidence that the Quality Assurance 
arrangements required under the ICAs are complied with. The integrity of the Scheme and 
validity of the Certificate is the responsibility of the exporting Government jurisdiction. 
 
The ICA currently most used for importing fruit fly host material into Tasmania internationally or 
interstate relates to methyl bromide fumigation, ICA-04. 
 

The Tasmanian Fruit Fly System 
 
Tasmania is the only jurisdiction with whole of State freedom from Qfly and Medfly. Primary 
activities of the system are preventative-based and are focused on regulated host produce 
import requirements, a surveillance program, quarantine barrier inspections, preparedness 
planning, and compliance activities across the system.  
 

Quarantine regulations to mitigate the risk of fruit fly entry to Tasmania 

Qfly is declared as a List A pest under the Plant Quarantine Act 1997 (the Act). This Act is 
the key legislation that applies if there is a Qfly incursion. The Act provides for a number 
of actions to be taken to manage Qfly including: its listing, restrictions around possession, 
movement, handling of plant material, control programs, powers of inspectors, 
importation, establishing quarantine, infected and control areas, and penalties for 
breaches of the Act. People are required by law to report promptly any signs of fruit fly 
on their property. 
 
Central to maintaining import supplies of fruit and vegetables are a range of import 
requirements that are enforced as conditions and restrictions on the import of prescribed 
matter under section 68 of the Act. For example, fruit and vegetables are only allowed 
entry into the State subject to one or more of these requirements being met, dependent 
upon the commodity.   
 
These requirements are listed in the publicly available Plant Biosecurity Manual 
Tasmania.  Requirements include interstate area freedom and certification requirements, 
post-harvest treatments such as methyl bromide fumigation, cold treatment, irradiation 
and heat treatment and other risk mitigation measures such as produce maturity 
requirements. 

 

Pre-border and border activities 

A critical component of Tasmania’s Biosecurity System is the regulation of imports of 

plants and plant products that may introduce pests and diseases under the Act and the 

Plant Quarantine Regulations 2017.  

All fruit, vegetables, plants and plant products entering Tasmania must be accompanied 

by Approved Plant Health Documentation from the state of origin, certifying that they 

meet the entry conditions for Tasmania. Notification of imports of fruit or vegetables, 

plants or plant products, seeds and grain for sowing and seed blends must be lodged with 

Biosecurity Tasmania no later than 24 hours prior to arrival in Tasmania. At present, the 

system is manual and resource intensive. 

https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/biosecurity-tasmania/plant-biosecurity/plant-biosecurity-manual
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/biosecurity-tasmania/plant-biosecurity/plant-biosecurity-manual
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The inspection regime at the time of the incursion, and which has been in place for 

decades, was: 

• Inspections of freight per annum entering Tasmania through Burnie, Bell Bay and 
Devonport;  

• Pre-border activities also include clearance checks of vehicles and goods in 
Melbourne at the time of embarkation on the TT-Line ferries for fruit fly host 
material and assurance through the ICA Scheme; and 

• For fruit and vegetables, ‘600 count’ inspections, this is where a selection of fruit 
and vegetables are physically inspected as a representative sample, as a final 
‘check’ on the efficacy of the system from farm through treatment.  

 

At the barrier, uniformed officers and dog detector teams conduct incoming passenger 

surveillance at ports and airports based on level of risk. Officers with dogs and x-ray 

machines are used at a range of entry points including mail centres and airports. 

Commercial food distribution and freight centres are also targeted for surveillance.  

Over the years, occasional detections of live fruit fly larvae in imported fruit have been 

made at wholesale or retail outlets. Responses to these detections involve trace-back and 

trace forward activities, increased monitoring, and rejection (destruction or re-export) of 

entire fruit consignments. 

 

Post-border surveillance 

Approximately 1,000 Qfly and Medfly ‘fruit fly traps’ are currently distributed throughout 
the 'high risk' (ports where fruit and vegetables arrive from other states and urban areas) 
and 'low risk' (where fruit fly hosts are grown) regions of Tasmania. Traps are inspected 
weekly from 1 October to 30 April and fortnightly from 1 May to 30 September each year.   

 

Diagnostics 
 

Tasmania maintains a plant pest and disease diagnostic capability. Plant Diagnostic Services 
(within Biosecurity Tasmania) operates three entomology laboratories (in Hobart, Launceston 
and Devonport), and also operates in Hobart a plant virology laboratory, plant pathology 
laboratory and molecular diagnostics laboratory. These laboratories operate together under a 
single Quality Management System. The plant virology laboratory is also National Association of 
Testing Authorities (NATA) accredited, with a process in place to add other laboratories to this 
accreditation over time. These processes ensure the laboratories operate to strong standards 
which are subject to rigorous auditing. 
 

Response plans 
 

The Tasmanian Fruit Fly Operations Standard describes in detail Tasmania’s Fruit Fly 
management principles, operational areas and standard operating procedures to maintain pest 
free area status, including all aspects of eradicating outbreaks. This Standard was developed in 
2013 and was used to successfully eradicate the 2018 Queensland fruit fly outbreaks. 
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Alongside the Tasmanian Fruit Fly Operations Standard sits a suite of Biosecurity Emergency 
Response Plans. Nationally developed documents such as PlantPlan, the Biosecurity Incident 
Management System and the Biosecurity Emergency Response Planning Guide provide national 
reference materials ensuring consistent and contemporary approaches to Biosecurity Incursion 
responses. Biosecurity Tasmania has developed numerous operational plans, operating 
procedures and other documents that have been used in recent years including the Qfly 
response. 
 

The Tasmanian Fruit Fly Strategy (Maintaining Tasmania’s Freedom from Fruit Fly 2017-

2050)   
 

With recognition of the increasing risk of Qfly to Tasmania, the Strategy was developed in 2017. 
Unfortunately, the 2018 incursion of Qfly occurred before the implementation of many of the 
actions within the Strategy. This is dealt with further in Chapter 6 of this Report. 
 

Conclusions 
 

No conclusions are made based on this introduction. As noted in footnote 1, this information is 
provided as background material prepared by DPIPWE largely unedited.  
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The 2018-19 Qfly response 
 
This section aims to provide factual information about how the response itself was managed, 
without commentary on the efficacy or otherwise of the response. The views of all submitters 
and contributors to the Review, suggestions and evidence provided have been taken into 
account as noted in the section headed Approach taken to this Review. The themes that emerged 
are addressed in Chapters 1 - 6. 
 

Initial Incursions 
 
On 18 January 2018, Biosecurity Tasmania entomologists identified fruit fly larvae in home grown 
apricots from a residence at Lady Barron on Flinders Island after a community member reported 
suspicion of infestation. Diagnostics confirmed the larvae to be Qfly (Bactrocera tryoni). The 
presence of larvae in home grown fruit is an outbreak trigger, under the National COP, initiating 
a formal response.  
 
An Incident Management Team was immediately established and a Control Centre established 
on Flinders Island. Subsequently, two further infected premises (IP) were identified at Loccotta 
and Cooma on Flinders Island. 
 
On 23 January 2018, an infected premise was also identified in Acacia Hills near Spreyton. Given 
the locality and escalation of the response, a State Coordination Centre (SCC) was set up in 
Launceston. Further infected properties were identified at Sassafras on 14 February 2018 and at 
George Town on 19 February 2018. 
 
Consequently, under the direction of the State Coordination Centre as a result of these outbreak 
triggers, Local Control Centres (LCC) were set up in Devonport and George Town in addition to 
the LCC operating at Whitemark on Flinders Island.  
 

Flinders Island 2018-19 
 

On the 13 December 2018, a single adult fruit fly trapped at Lady Barron on Flinders Island was 
confirmed as Qfly.  
 
The detection was made as part of the ongoing surveillance program that followed the initial 
fruit fly incursion earlier in the year. Due to the location of the detection it is possible the fruit 
fly overwintered on the island. This is yet to be confirmed (further molecular tests are being 
conducted by CSIRO), but it was well recognised that the risk of overwintering flies was greater 
for Flinders Island than elsewhere in the State.  
 

Control measures and surveillance activities were already in place on the island and eradication 
activities resumed.  
 
The Flinders Island response continued without any further detections until reinstatement on 
30 March 2019.   
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The Source of the Tasmanian Incursion 
 

Biosecurity Tasmania has determined that the pathway for fruit fly entering Tasmania was fruit, 
imported in October or November of 2017, that was infected with fruit fly larvae, despite it 
having been certified fumigation processes on the Mainland.  

This is supported by several post border detections including infested mangoes from Queensland 
found in a store on Flinders Island, infested nectarines found at a Devonport store, and an 
infested grapefruit at a Hobart store. 

 
The breakdowns in supply chain biosecurity was a complex event, with conditions on the 
Mainland in that growing season conducive to an increased risk profile.  

 

Outbreak Declaration and Zoning 
 
The Tasmanian Fruit Fly Operations Standard (the Standard) describes actions to be taken upon 
detection of Qfly. The triggers resulting in an outbreak being declared are designed to be 
indicators that a local breeding population of Qfly potentially exists.   
 
Table 1: Qfly Operational Triggers and corresponding Management Actions 

Target Fruit Fly Species Action Required 

1-4 male flies trapped within 1 km within a 2 
week period. 

Supplementary traps set up and searches for 
larvae in host plants are undertaken. 

5 male flies trapped within 1 km within a 2 
week period. 

Outbreak is declared and eradication 
procedures commence. 

1 gravid female is detected. Outbreak is declared and eradication 
procedures commence. 

1 or more larva(e) detected in locally grown 
fruit. 

Outbreak is declared and eradication 
procedures commence. 

 

Operational terminology 

The 2018-19 Qfly response used a zoning approach described in the Standard. The 
approach of the Standard is designed to contain a pest while activities are taken to 
eradicate the pest and to provide a buffer to protect Pest Free Area status of remaining 
production areas. 
 

The Standard provided the technical standards required of the response to Qfly. 

Outbreak Zones  

An Outbreak Zone is a management area for intensive operations not declared under 
the Plant Quarantine Act 1997.  It is a circular area of 200 m radius from each discovery 
point i.e. the trap site where flies have been detected or the tree where larva(e) have 
been found. These may be a single discovery point or the epicentre of several discovery 
points which are no more than 1 km apart. 
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Infected Areas  

An Infected Area, (a 1.5km radius around each Infected Property designated an 
Outbreak Area in the Standard) is declared under the PQA when triggers described in 
the Standard are met. In the 2018-19 response there were six Outbreak Areas. Specific 
treatment actions and intensive trapping occur within this zone. 
 

Control Areas 

The broader Control Area (a 15km area radius around the outbreak epicentre) is 
designed to provide confidence (particularly to trading partners) that Qfly is contained 
to a locality.  
 
It is a requirement under the Standard (and by trading partners) that Qfly host produce 
grown in the Control Area is not to be sent to fruit fly free areas unless it is treated by 
an approved disinfestation treatment or conform to specific conditions.  
 
Broader Control Areas were declared for all of the Furneaux Islands, and a continuous 
zone from Spreyton to George Town in Northern Tasmania as a result of outbreaks in 
these localities.  The application of the zoning approach was adapted for practical 
implementation purposes such that two Control Areas were declared containing all six 
Outbreak Areas. 
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Figure 3: Map showing the Northern Tasmanian & Furneaux Group Control Areas 
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Governance 
 
The response was underpinned by the Tasmanian Fruit Fly Operating Standard and an 
organisational structure consistent with the national Biosecurity Incident Management System 
was used to manage the response (Refer to Figure 4 below).  
 

 

Figure 4: Tasmanian Qfly Response Governance Arrangements 

Response objectives 
 
Successful eradication of any pest or disease requires immediate actions to prevent any further 
incursion, understanding the extent of the incursion, containment of the pest to prevent further 
spread and targeted actions to eliminate the agent. A response does not only address the 
presence of the pest. It must also meet the needs of industry and community on behalf of which 
the response is being conducted.  
 
Biosecurity responses are conducted using a “management by objectives” approach. This 
approach is reflected in the organisational arrangements, planning and activities of the response. 
The objectives of the 2018-19 Qfly response were: 
 

1. Eradicate Queensland Fruit Fly from Tasmania. 
2. Determine the likely source of the incursion and prevent further incursions. 
3. Maintain trading partner confidence in PFA. 
4. Reinstate Control Areas to PFA. 
5. Minimise impact on the community and industry. 
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Industry Participation 
 
As a standard approach Biosecurity Tasmania invites Industry representation to join the response 
planning team in all responses under its management.  
 
In the 2018 Qfly response, the President of Fruit Growers Tasmania (FGT) provided that 
representation and worked closely with the planning team, communications team and the wider 
Department.  
 

Tasmanian Interoperability Arrangements 
 
The Tasmanian Government’s Interoperability Arrangements are formal arrangements that 
allow the deployment of skilled employees from one State agency to another to assist with the 
management or coordination of an emergency event. There are approximately 65 DPIPWE staff 
from across the agency on the interoperability list with a range of skills that match the very broad 
range of functions and responsibilities the agency has (e.g. mapping specialists, coordinators, 
controllers, managers, specialist scientists, inspectors, field staff etc.).  
 
In the event of a Level 3 or higher biosecurity response requiring greater resources than available 
within DPIPWE, the Interoperability Arrangements enable a whole-of-government response 
where skilled employees from other agencies can be brought in to assist. During the Qfly 
response, these staff were deployed internally during the response and would be available again 
for future incidents. 
 
Interstate support is also available in higher level incidents under national agreements. In the 
early stages of the Qfly response, assistance of staff experienced in Qfly responses was sought 
from and provided by the South Australian Government. The National Biosecurity Response team 
(under the auspices of NBC) also provided assistance. 
 

Incursion Response 
 Some key elements of the response are canvassed here, not all aspects in detail. 

Surveillance 

Surveillance and monitoring systems are critical to understanding the extent of an 
infestation and so the effectiveness of the overall response. Tasmania’s fruit fly 
surveillance system and that used in the response, like other aspects of the response, 
was guided by the Standard.  
 
A base level of surveillance is provided by the standard trapping grid maintained by 
Biosecurity Tasmania on a permanent basis. During the 2018-19 response this 
amounted to 500 additional traps in the Control Areas, as well as the 1,000 existing traps 
spread across the State. The additional intensive trapping occurred in accordance with 
the dual zoning approach for surveillance in an outbreak under the Standard.  

 

Maintenance of Tasmania’s PFA status 

Maintaining the confidence of trading partners allowed produce grown outside of the 
Control Areas to be moved across Tasmania and to export markets. This required 
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consultation with the Australian Government, adherence to the Standard, and risk 
mitigation measures to ensure protection of the PFA including movement restrictions, 
treatment protocols and a public awareness campaign. 
 
The Tasmanian Fruit Fly Operations Standard outlines the management principles and 
holds the standard operating procedures to maintain Tasmania’s FF-PFA status. 
Wherever possible, Tasmania’s approach to managing the State as a Fruit Fly Pest Free 
Area using this Standard is aligned with the National Fruit Fly Code of Practice (Code).  
 
The Tasmanian Operations Standard is also guided by the International Standards for 
Phytosanitary Measures (ISPMs) prepared by the Secretariat of the International Plant 
Protection Convention (IPPC) as part of the United Nations Food and Agriculture 
Organization’s global program of policy and technical assistance in plant quarantine.  
 
As well as providing a strong technical approach to the management of an eradication 
program for QFly, adherence to the Standard is a critical factor in maintaining trading 
partner confidence in Tasmania’s PFA status and to retain market access for areas of the 
State outside the Control Areas. 

 

Movement restrictions and treatment protocols  

Consistent with nationally and internationally accepted protocols, the Control Areas 
established by the Qfly response applied trade restrictions necessary to protect market 
access in the Qfly free areas of the State (the majority), as well as minimising the risk of 
spread of Qfly populations. 
 
Biosecurity Tasmania, in cooperation with FGT, developed a range of phytosanitary 
treatments to allow low risk movement of Qfly host produce. To maintain trading 
partner confidence the protocols needed to be consistent with international trade 
protocols for Qfly host produce. 
 
Qfly host fruit grown within the 15 km Control Area was not allowed to be moved 
outside of the Control Area unless subject to an appropriate phytosanitary treatment 
that was consistent with international trade protocols and acceptable to trading 
partners.  
 
Produce imported from interstate that met Tasmania’s quarantine requirements with 
respect to Qfly was allowed entry into, through and out of the Control Area subject to 
secure packaging.  Similarly, Tasmanian produce grown outside of the Control Area was 
allowed entry into, through, and out of the Control Area, subject to secure packaging 
and being handled in secure packing/distribution facilities.  
 
All of these measures were enabled by mechanisms allowed under the Plant Quarantine 
Act 1997. This Act will remain in place until the Biosecurity Act 2019 is fully enacted. 

 

Signage and roadside bins 

Within the Northern Tasmania Control Area signage and roadside bins were in place on 
major routes to enable disposal of produce for people leaving the Control Area. This 
strategy was supported by the Department of State Growth.  Regular clearance of the 
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bins was undertaken using a private contractor. A roadside information stall was 
operated at Parramatta Creek. 

 

Diagnostics 

Within Plant Diagnostic Services are entomologists based in Hobart, Launceston and 
Devonport. The entomologists are supported by Molecular Biology capability and other 
diagnostic services. They are also linked in to a national system able to consult with 
entomologists across Australia through professional contacts and technology such as 
remote microscopy.  

 

Pest Eradication Activities  

Consistent with the Standard, the 2018 response targeted the Qfly population by 
attacking each stage of the pest’s life cycle through baiting, ground treatment and fruit 
hygiene measures. 

 

Spot Baiting  

Spot baiting with appropriate pesticides targets the adult Qfly.  Only registered 
chemicals that are approved for baiting for the treatment of fruit fly can be used and all 
such chemicals must be used in accordance with the label. 
 
In the 2018 outbreak, the baiting chemical used was Naturalure (protein-sugar-spinosad 
bait). It has proven to be effective for Qfly control in other jurisdictions and was the 
chemical of choice for public acceptance given it is a low toxicity, “organic” product. It 
was applied to suitable trees at a rate of approximately 100 spots/hectare. 

 

Larval surveys/Hygiene control 

Qfly larvae develop in maturing and ripe fruit on trees and sometimes in fallen fruit. 
Larval surveys not only provide information about the presence and extent of 
infestation but with associated hygiene measures target the larval stage of the Qfly life 
cycle. These measures included the complete removal and deep burial of all ripening 
fruit from Infected Properties, and removal of all damaged and fallen fruit in the 
outbreak zone on a regular basis. As well as hygiene activities on Infected Properties, 
services through a private contractor were provided to businesses requiring disposal 
and deep burial of large quantities of fruit.  

 

Ground Treatment 

Larvae usually pupate in the soil. Once in the soil, the pupa will transform its tissue 
into adult form. Treatment of the pupal stage of the fruit fly lifecycle is critical to the 
success of an eradication program and includes three components: 
 

1. removal of all fruit from infested trees and the ground underneath to 
prevent larvae burrowing into the soil as in the site hygiene measures 
previously mentioned;  

2. treatment of the ground beneath infected trees and other potentially 
contaminated areas with an approved insecticide as a soil drench; and 
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3. covering the ground beneath infected trees and other potentially 
contaminated areas with plastic sheeting. 

 
In the 2018 Qfly response, soil under infected trees and other high risk trees on 
Infected Properties was treated with chemical (250 g/L lambda-cyhalothrin) and 
covered.  

 
 
 

 
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Photo of a site with soil treatment to control the pupal stage of the Qfly 
lifecycle. 

 
Wind and rain were obstacles to effective baiting while strong winds, particularly on 
Flinders Island, frequently disrupted ground treatment covers. Experts in Biosecurity 
Tasmania note that effective measures were delivered. 

 

Sterile Insect Technology (SIT)  

In the early stages of the Qfly response, DPIPWE were approached by a commercial 
provider of Sterile Insect Technology (SIT). In terms of Qfly, SIT utilises the release of 
sterile (marked) male flies in outbreak zones which mate with wild female flies resulting 
in infertile eggs and thus a reduction in wild populations (due to disrupted lifecycles).  
 
The technology has been used to successfully eradicate or manage outbreak 
populations of other species of fruit fly and other pests both in Australia and world-
wide. Biosecurity Tasmania advise that the technology was not used based on:  
 

1. The Standard refers to SIT and states that it is current policy that SIT will not 
be used in the event of a fruit fly outbreak due to the low level of effectiveness 
anticipated in Tasmania’s cool climate.  

2. Concerns with some technical aspects of the deployment of sterile Qfly, 
including: 
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a. the technology has not yet developed a male-only Qfly line (sterile 
flies are currently half female and half male); and 

b. uncertainty over deployment methodology.  
3. Concerns expressed by interstate experts over the fitness of the sterile flies 

and their ability to perform as intended at this pilot stage of the SITplus 
program. 

4. Lack of support from the Australian Government due to possible trade 
implications.  

5. A long history of successful eradication of outbreaks in Western Australia and 
NSW without the use of SIT. 

6. Costs associated for the service provision were significant including the 
resourcing required post deployment of SIT. 

7. Unforeseen or unintended consequences of using a new technology that has 
not been fully developed. 

 
Tasmania supports SIT development through participation on the SIT Steering and 
Technical committees.  

 

Public and Industry Engagement 

Key industry stakeholders, FGT and Wine Tasmania, were actively involved in the 
response and the TFGA were kept informed. Biosecurity Tasmania officers visited 
growers, distributors and retailers throughout the Control Areas and an Industry Liaison 
Officer from AgriGrowth Tasmania supported the response. 
 
To support the response, the following occurred: 
 

• Northern Tasmania Control Area and Furneaux Public Information Plans, 
Tourism Information Plan and Social Media Strategy were implemented. The 
Tourism Information Strategy involved translation of the key messages into 
Chinese and other visitor language and production of materials for distribution. 

• Information on the DPIPWE website: information sheets and materials were 
developed for home growers, roadside stallholders, event organisers, wine 
growers, apiarists, the transport and supply sector and for schools, students 
and parents. Specific information was also developed for industry to address 
commonly asked questions. 

• Information on the Biosecurity Tasmania Facebook page, which was actively 
monitored. 

• General posters, postcards, pull up banners and information sheets were 
delivered in and around the Control Areas, including at Council Offices, retail 
outlets (100+ businesses), airports (Devonport, Launceston and Flinders), 
Tourist Information Centres, Service Tasmania shops, key car rental companies 
and at Narawntapu National Park.   

• Materials were also delivered state-wide, including general posters, postcards, 
pull up banners and information sheets. These include to Service Tasmania 
shops and Tourist Information Centres, and promotion through the Tourism 
Talk Newsletter (2,000 industry participants), and similar publications.   
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Biosecurity Tasmania staff attended markets, major events and community activities 
throughout the two Control Areas to engage communities and ensure control actions 
were implemented.  Industry and grower meetings were also held.  

 

Market access continuity  

A range of treatment protocols were developed to allow growers to continue to access 
markets. These protocols had to, in order to maintain trading partner confidence, be 
consistent with international trade protocols. For example: 
 

• specific protocols for wine industry businesses growing or processing grapes in 
Control Areas and defining secure packaging; and  

• allowing the use of tautliners on trailers transporting apples to the port of 
Devonport to be transported to Victoria for processing / packaging. 

 
Fumigation with methyl bromide is an accepted treatment method for at risk produce. 
DPIPWE working with FGT, prioritised the establishment of a fumigation treatment 
facility to enable ongoing market access. This was not successful, with a private 
company undertaking on-site fumigation.  

 

Grower Assistance Packages  
 
In February 2018, the Government announced a $2 million Fruit Fly Assistance Package 
comprising the Grower Assistance Program (GAP), Post Farm Gate Assistance Program (PFGAP) 
and Cold Treatment Equipment Program (CTEP).  
 
The GAP provided financial assistance for primary producers (growers) who suffered direct 
impacts as a result of the fruit fly detection and who were suffering significant financial hardship 
resulting from implementation of fruit fly prevention measures which included: 
 

1. assistance with the costs associated with meeting Fruit Fly treatment requirements; 
2. assistance to help with changes that may be required for packaging; and 
3. assistance with fruit clean up and disposal. 

 
The PFGAP provided support for Tasmanian based fruit or vegetable manufacturers (processors), 
wholesalers, distributors and retailers which had suffered post farm-gate direct impacts as a 
result of the fruit fly detection in 2018 and which were located within the established Control 
Areas. The Program covered individuals, partnerships, trusts or companies, operating 
commercially and also home based enterprises where the costs were directly attributable to the 
business and the impact of fruit fly prevention measures.  

 
The CTEP was introduced to provide the industry with support to meet cold treatment 
requirements as a result of altered protocols. The CTEP closed to applications on 29 June 2018. 

 
These programs provided assistance for: 

 
1. costs associated with produce clean up and disposal; 
2. additional labour costs (the owner’s own labour costs were not eligible); 
3. additional costs incurred for packaging or repackaging produce; and 
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4. assistance with the costs associated with meeting fruit treatment requirements (for 
example, transport to cold store or fumigation). 

 
The GAP and PFGAP had a completion date of the 28 September 2018.   
 
On 1 October 2018 the Government announced the Grower Transitional Assistance Program 
(GTAP) which covered transitional assistance as follows: 

 
1. treatment costs and hire of treatment equipment, labour costs, transport costs in relation 

to treatment costs and packing or repackaging costs; 
2. reasonable biosecurity and farm hygiene costs for commercial growers within the Control 

Areas to reduce the biosecurity risk from any unpicked fruit; 
3. the cost of disposal of fruit; and 
4. safety net provisions, whereby eligible growers in difficulty could access a ‘break 

even’ payment under certain circumstances to assist them to continue to trade and 
maintain their place in the market. 

 
The grower assistance packages provided total direct assistance of $3.49 million to fruit growers. 

 
A $4 million Fruit Fly Concessional Loan Scheme facility was also available to provide support to 
affected businesses for operating costs necessary to restart or redevelop their operations, as well 
as provide short term working capital for the immediate season. 

 
Alive and Well and Rural Business Tasmania were engaged to assist growers on a referral basis. 

 

Eradication of Queensland Fruit Fly from Tasmania  
 
This primary objective of the response was achieved – pest free area status was declared on 9 
January 2019 for the Northern Tasmania Control Area and 30 March 2019 for the Furneaux 
Islands Control Area. 

 

Reinstatement of Control Areas to Pest Free Area Status   
 

Reinstatement of the Control Areas to PFA status was achieved. The Northern Control Area had 
all restrictions lifted on the 9 January 2019. The detection of a single male Qfly on Flinders Island 
meant resumption of the eradication response on the island was necessary and slightly delayed 
the reinstatement of the Furneaux Control Area which occurred on 30 March 2019.   

 
The dates relate to calculations accepted under the National Fruit Fly Code of Practice (Code) 
based on temperature data and life cycle characteristics of Qfly, as well as the requirement to 
achieve certain time-based eradication activity targets, such as spot baiting.  Under the Code, 
which was in operation at the time of the response, reinstatement can occur one generation and 
28 days or 12 weeks (whichever is the longer) after the last wild fly is captured in traps, or the 
last larva is found. Generation times are calculated using an accumulated day-degree model.  
These dates are subject to there being no fruit fly detections before the times periods listed 
above expire, as happened on Flinders Island which had an original possible reinstatement date 
of 20 December 2018.  
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Recognition of the reinstatement of the PFA status for the Northern Control Area was gained for:  
 

• Domestic markets on the 9 January 2019 

• South Korea on the 15 January 2019 

• New Zealand on the 29 January 2019 

• Japan on the 7 February 2019 

• USA on the 15 May 2019 

• Taiwan on 17 May 2019. 
 

The Australian and Tasmanian Governments are continuing to work for recognition of Tasmania’s 
PFA status for the whole of Tasmania by Indonesia and the (former) Northern Control Area by 
China.  

 

What is Reinstatement & Who Makes the Decision? 

 ‘Reinstatement’ in one sense is as simple as the lifting of the conditions and 
requirements of established Control Areas. This is a decision that the Tasmanian 
Government was able to make and could have been done legally at any time. 
 
To remove Control Areas outside of the National Protocols without Australian 
Government support would have likely resulted in trading countries refusing to take 
Tasmanian produce not just from the Control Areas, but probably from the whole of 
Tasmania, the majority of which was still recognised as free of fruit fly. That is, there 
would have been a real risk of the loss of Tasmania’s Pest Free status for the entire State. 
 
The Australian Government is responsible for negotiating the recognition of 
reinstatement of PFA status of Australian produce (including Tasmanian produce) with 
trading partners, in cooperation with the Tasmanian Government. Trading partners 
require different levels of proof of fruit fly freedom. 
 
Due to a variety of reasons, there was always the risk that individual trading partners 
could adopt trading restrictions even where evidence is provided to them that Tasmania 
is Qfly free. It could be related to risk tolerance and/or other international issues 
impacting on decision making. 
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Actions since the incursions 
This section aims to provide factual information about actions taken by DPIPWE, without 

commentary on the efficacy or otherwise of these actions. However, this information is 

included in this Report because continuous improvement is essential in these complex activities 

and so the fruit growing sector can assess any implications relevant to them.  

Since the response to the incursions, there have been a range of improvements to the national 

system and commitments to further action. The State Government is an active participant in 

the national reforms.  

The State Government has announced significant initiatives to support the biosecurity system. 

Biosecurity Tasmania is advancing improvements to emergency management response 

capability and information provision. 

National system improvements 
 

Tasmania did not experience any new outbreaks in 2018-19. 
 
It has been recognised that the Qfly event was part of a broader national problem. To address 
the wider systemic issues, a national commitment to rebuild a coherent system led by the 
Australian Government in partnership with State and Territory governments and industry is 
recognised as a priority. 
 

Review of national systems 

In 2018, a comprehensive review, led by the Australian Government, of the national fruit 
fly management system commenced with the aims of assessing governance, protocols 
and compliance with the system.  
 
The Australian Government and Agricultural Ministers made a number of commitments 
to strengthen the system and bolster its integrity to mitigate risks to Australian 
production capacity and export trade. The Agriculture Ministers' Forum (AGMIN) 
membership comprises Australian/State/Territory and New Zealand government 
ministers with responsibility for primary industries, and is chaired by the Australian 
Government Minister for Agriculture and Water Resources. The role of AGMIN is to 
enable cross-jurisdictional cooperative and coordinated approaches to matters of 
national interest. AGMIN is the peak forum to collaborate on priority issues of national 
significance affecting Australia's primary production sectors including fisheries and 
forestry  
 
An implementation plan was developed by NBC and is currently being delivered.  
Elements of the plan include:  
 

1. reconfirming the purpose and scope of the Interstate Certification 
Accreditation (ICA) Scheme, and commitment to it;  

2. bringing policy, administrative and operational changes up to current best 
practice; and to implement the system and those standards;  
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3. alignment of import, export and/or domestic standards for post-harvest 
treatments such as fumigation (taking the evidential burden to demonstrate 
competence into account); and 

4. alignment of compliance standards procedures; and non-compliance.  
 

As part of the national review, a review of national fumigation processes was agreed. 
Tasmania took a co-leading role in the review with Victorian officials. As a result of the 
review, changes in a fumigation protocols were agreed nationally.  

 

Australian Government support to the national system 

The Australian Government has also announced a package to support the improvements 
to the National Fruit Fly Management System. 
 
In November 2018 the Federal Minister announced funding of $16.9 million to support 
the Smart Fruit Fly Management measure which supports activities to ensure Australia 
has a strong, effective and harmonised fruit fly management system.  
 
The focus of the work under the Smart Fruit Fly Management measure is to: 

 

a. Strengthen the capability, capacity and resilience of Australia’s fruit fly 
management system, which will be maintained by a rigorous assurance 
regime and sustainable funding. 

b. Facilitate the national harmonisation of fruit fly management activities with 
international standards. 

c. Underpin and support activities with robust technical and scientific advice, 
including through research activities. 

d. Ensure all participants are aware of their shared responsibility for 
strengthening the Australian fruit fly management system, while maintaining 
and improving market access with valued international trading partners. 
 

There are five interrelated and complementary components to the measure: Systems 
Capability; National Policy Development; Technical and Scientific Advice; Communication 
and Extension, and Research and Development. 
 

Intergovernmental Agreement on Strengthening Australia’s Fruit Fly Management System 

(2019) 

The Intergovernmental Agreement on Strengthening Australia’s Fruit Fly Management 
System was agreed to in-principle at the seventh meeting of the Agriculture Ministers’ 
Forum on 8 February 2019 in Adelaide.  
 

The Agreement supports a national system for the management of native, endemic and 
exotic fruit flies and supports Australia’s horticultural exports. It outlines the agreed roles, 
responsibilities, commitments and expectations of all parties. Outcomes of the 
Agreement are: to protect farm productivity and profitability, grow Australia’s access to 
key international markets, support regional jobs, and safeguard our unique environment 
and way of life. 
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The Minister for Primary Industries and Water, the Hon Guy Barnett, signed the 
Agreement on behalf of the Tasmanian Government. 
 
The National Biosecurity Committee (NBC) will monitor and evaluate progress and report 
to the Agriculture Senior Officials’ Committee on an annual basis. 
 

Specific reforms being advocated by Tasmania to the national system 

Traceability4 

Problems with traceability in the horticultural industries have become recognised 

increasingly over the past few years. A large body of work is underway nationally to 

address what is a very complex set of problems. 

Designing Control Area Zones  

The size of Control Areas is prescribed by the National Protocols. Tasmania was 

responsible for achieving a reduction from an 80km radius to a 15km radius some years 

ago. There is an argument for further reduction based on improved knowledge of Qfly 

characteristics. However further review is necessary and is underway. 

There was also some uncertainty under the National protocols about how boundaries are 

set and subsequent impacts for reinstatement.   

These questions are being addressed nationally to improve clarity around the rules and 

what is acceptable to trading partners in order to minimise risks in any future response. 

The argument for earlier reinstatement 

Australia successfully negotiated, with trading partners, a change for arrangements for 
reinstatement of Control Areas in fruit fly PFA on the basis of one generation plus 28 days 
elapsing without any detections. Before then, many countries required 12 months or 
three generations to elapse.   

 
Pursuit of the one-generation principle with trading partners failed to acknowledge that 
a one generation approach in Tasmania could approach or exceed 12 months and three 
generations would greatly exceed 12 months because of the length of the cool weather 
over winter. 

 
DPIPWE prepared a scientific argument that was based on our unique environment so a 
case could be made to trading partners. This was based on an argument for a 200-day 
cool period killing all adults, for which there is support in the published literature. The 
General Manager Biosecurity, the Chief Plant Health Manager for Tasmania and DPIPWE 
Senior Entomologist presented the scientific case to senior Commonwealth Officials on 
26 July 2018 in Canberra. The earliest date that Tasmania advocated for mainland 
Tasmania was 1 December 2018. 

 
To remove Control Areas outside of the Protocols without clear support of the 

Australian Government and assurances from our trading partners would likely have 

seen trading countries refuse to take Tasmanian produce from the Control Areas or, 

 
4 Traceability is the process under which steps are taken to trace an incursion back to its source. 
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even more concerning, the whole of Tasmania. That is, we would have risked Tasmania’s 

Pest Free status. 

Tasmania’s argument was not accepted by the Australian Government on the basis that 

negotiation of trading protocols was complex and lengthy and that more evidence was 

needed.  

Since then, Tasmania has raised the issue of the problematic nature of the 

reinstatement formula for Tasmania through the Australian Fruit Fly Technical Advisory 

Committee. A research proposal has been developed into this area by leading fruit fly 

researchers at the Queensland Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. The 

nature of this research, even if the application for funding is successful, is that it will 

take approximately five years to generate the requisite data and further years to 

negotiate changes with trading partners.  

Tasmanian system 
 

Biosecurity Act 2019 

A key reform to the Tasmanian system is the new Biosecurity Act 2019.  This Act 
modernises the system and covers all aspects of animal and plant based biosecurity. The 
Act will commence in stages as the systems and processes are finalised to support the 
Act.  

The Act was modified based on lessons learnt from the Queensland fruit fly incursion 
response. An example of this is the emergency powers to allow eradication activities 
without the need to spend extended time pursuing consent to access properties to enter 
and conduct eradication activities. Seeking such consent was a challenge operationally, 
and while escalation of cases to senior officers resolved most of these issues, this was 
time consuming. 

 

Emergency Management preparedness  

Tasmania has been faced with Biosecurity emergency responses in the past (Abalone 
Ganglioneuritis in 2008, Qfly in 2011, Little Cherry Virus2 in 2013 and Blueberry Rust in 
2014 and 2016 amongst others). However, none of these responses were of the 
magnitude of the 2018 Qfly response. Although management of such responses was well 
understood within Biosecurity Tasmania, there was not a widespread understanding of 
the structures and processes used in such events within DPIPWE, the wider State Service 
or in the fruit and vegetable industries. This led to some misunderstanding and confusion 
in the early stages of the response. In addition, the sheer size of the event and number of 
staff involved did create some inefficiencies.  
 
Biosecurity Tasmania is developing operational plans and an inventory of needs and an 
inventory management systems, for example to ensure the availability of sufficient 
Naturalure in the early stages of the response, which was an issue, along with owner 
consent, for the response.  In the case of chemicals, this will involve agreements with 
suppliers and other users to maintain stocks that are not held once out of date. 
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A Biosecurity Emergency Preparedness Program is under development. This program 

will provide training for staff and the development of new systems to ensure improved 

responsiveness in any future biosecurity emergency response is required. As part of 

this, a comprehensive Tasmanian Biosecurity Emergency Management Manual will be 

developed to guide responses and to be used as an education and training aid to better 

prepare for such an event.   

As part of the new Biosecurity Emergency Preparedness Program, Biosecurity Tasmania 

aims to implement a data management system to improve timeliness of and reduce the 

likelihood of error in recording surveillance data during biosecurity emergencies. This is 

in recognition that large amounts of data were collected by field staff in inconsistent 

formats. This led to planning delays and had some operational impacts.  A data 

collection application (Collector) was rapidly rolled out as a solution. Collector helped to 

bring consistency, as well as the post-response adaptation for its use for all trap 

servicing as a proactive improvement to the fruit fly system.  

Funding for the improved Biosecurity Emergency Preparedness and Response capacity 

has been provided in the 2019-20 budget.  

Prevention of further incursions 

The highest risk pathway for entry of Qfly is through commercial consignments simply 
due to the very large volume of Qfly host produce entering the State through this 
pathway. The Tasmanian public requires access to tropical fruits such as mangoes, citrus 
fruits etc., which cannot be grown in Tasmania.  

 
The 2019-20 Budget included funding for: 

 
1. an online product traceability system (moving from a manual approach) 

which will increase the effectiveness and efficiency of risk identification and 
enable analysis to inform inspections; 

2. augmented border surveillance to meet the requirements for additional 
border inspections as indicated by Biosecurity Tasmania experts;  

3. increased biosecurity response preparedness capacity for future incursions, 
and facilitate partnerships with industry groups to support biosecurity 
emergency preparedness activities; and 

4. engagement with the tourism industry to support visitor education on the 
importance of biosecurity at the border and on-island, including further 
improvements to signage at airports and ports of entry and reviewing our 
compliance measures at the border. 

 
Other risk pathway management relates to: personal effects (flights/ships) and post and 

packages; and commercial consignments.  

Biosecurity Tasmania has officers and detector dog teams at airports, cruise ship 
terminals and other points of entry. For the TT-Line ferry from the Mainland, a 
cooperative arrangement with TT-Line to manage the risk involves pre-embarkation and 
post-embarkation inspections.  
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In mail centres inspections are undertaken by Biosecurity Tasmania officers using 
detector dog teams and X-ray technology.  

 

Fumigation protocols 

DPIPWE on two occasions, temporarily suspended recognition of a fumigation facility 
during the fruit fly response subject to investigations by the Victorian Government. As a 
result of the suspensions, all fruit fly host produce imported into Tasmania treated by this 
particular facility was recalled from retail outlets for a period of 10 days prior to the 
suspension. 
 
As a precautionary measure, in March 2018, the Tasmanian Government amended 
Import Requirement 2 (Fruit Fly Host Produce- Disinfestation with Methyl Bromide) 
requiring an increase in the minimum pulp temperature to 160C. It was never considered 
that simply increasing temperature would address the risk of infested fruit entering 
Tasmania. 
 
The minimum pulp temperature was again increased, in November 2018, to 17°C, 
following a review of the fumigation protocol led by Victoria and Tasmania. 
Improvements in packaging arrangements and chamber loading rates have also been 
flagged as improvements recommended for implementation. 
 
In March 2019, further changes were made to Import Requirement 2 to introduce a pre-
treatment 600 unit inspection for all mangoes and stone fruit to verify that produce is 
free from live fruit fly larvae prior to fumigation, improve specifications regarding fruit 
core temperature checking, and ensure ambient air temperature is maintained at 17°C 
throughout the fumigation process.  

 

Traceability and verification 

To support the national reforms, the State Budget 2019-20 includes a funding 

commitment to support a new electronic import traceability and verification systems 

for more efficient biosecurity inspection administration and market reporting. This is a 

multi-year project and will not deliver full traceability. 

Improved communication in a response 

Funding was provided in the 2017-18 and 2018-19 State Budgets to Biosecurity Tasmania 

for improved communications and stakeholder engagement and to FGT and TFGA for 

industry communications packages. These programs include preparedness for 

communications activities in any future responses, including:  

1. Improved biosecurity preparedness and emergency response capacity through 

biosecurity education, training and support programs. Building on existing 

partnerships with the TFGA and FGT, the next focus is working with key 

industries such as wine and plant nurseries; 

2. A new tourism biosecurity program to engage with the tourism industry and 

visitors about the vital importance of biosecurity to Tasmania; and 

3. Further improving signage and reviewing our compliance measures at airports 

and ports. 
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DPIPWE continues to actively develop a long-term public awareness campaign.   

Industry engagement  

The Tasmanian Government has provided funding to FGT and the TFGA to develop 

Biosecurity communications programs to improve awareness and preparedness within 

industry. A key consideration in such preparedness are risk based plans for alternative 

markets for fruit, should, such an incursion interfere with export markets (i.e. a plan B). 

At the outset of the response, the level of plant health market access expertise within 

Biosecurity Tasmania was limited. The Tasmanian Government, supported by the 

Australian Government, has provided funding to Biosecurity Tasmania to expand this 

expertise (in the 2018-19 Budget) and to train others in ICA/CA arrangements related to 

market access. 
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Chapter 1 Lessons applicable to national and state arrangements   
The full TofR was ‘Lessons from the incursion applicable to national and state arrangements’. 

Observations 
Evident from this Review was clear understanding by Biosecurity Tasmania of the roles required 

by Federal, State and Territory biosecurity and other personnel when a Qfly incursion occurs 

including recognition that in these circumstances State officials must be cognisant of their 

federal responsibilities. This understanding was less clear by others. 

Biosecurity Tasmania has a role to play in ensuring common understanding of respective 

responsibilities including decisions about: 

• why and where outbreak zones are needed and their size; 

• when, and by who, it is possible to declare an incursion has been suitably addressed and 

why this was prolonged. 

Recommendation 1: That 

Biosecurity Tasmania develop publicly available material outlining respective Federal and State 
responsibilities when pest (not just Qfly) incursions occur and that this information be actively 
communicated to relevant persons and parties. 

 

DPIPWE, in their submission, which for trade sensitive reasons should appropriately remain 

confidential, identified areas where improvements are needed in national and state 

arrangements. 

Recommendation 2: That 

DPIPWE continues to pursue identified improvements with the national fruit fly system with Federal, 
State and Territory governments. 

 

Federal arrangements in place for the management of pest and other biosecurity outbreaks are 

comprehensive but complex with multiple committees and other arrangements in place. This 

includes agreements, policies, standards and protocols which, understandably and perhaps 

unfortunately, can take some time to negotiate in particular where risks and circumstances in 

states differ.  

Biosecurity Tasmania is well represented on Federal forums and would appear to be well 

listened to. 
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Chapter 2 Industry engagement and communication 

Observations 

Evident from this Review was that, during the Qfly incursion and since then, there was/has 

been effective engagement between industry and Biosecurity Tasmania. However: 

• engagement by Biosecurity Tasmania with individual growers appeared more 

problematic with some advising, for example, not knowing what they had to do, that 

advice from officers differed depending on which official they were dealing with, why 

the outbreak zones were placed where they were, whether fruit could be transported 

within an outbreak zone, what needed to be done with contaminated fruit and so on;  

• the effectiveness or otherwise of engagement between relevant industry sectors, and 

by them with their members, was more difficult to assess and conclude upon. 

Submissions made to this Review by Wines Tasmania, Fruit Growers Tasmania (FGT), 

Protected Cropping Australia (PCA) and Tasmanian Framers and Growers’ Association 

(TFGA) were comprehensive and useful but, understandably, provided less insight as to 

how these organisations could or should work together when an incursion like Qfly 

occurs.  

The submissions made by the four industry bodies mentioned above, and discussions held with 

two of them, included suggestions for consideration by Biosecurity Tasmania and noted areas 

where they may already be working with Biosecurity Tasmania including in the development of 

a Qfly Response Manual and a fruit grower database.  

Recommendation 3: That  

Biosecurity Tasmania: 
-  review submissions received focussing on recommendations made and adopt them, or 

explain why not, and work with industry in their implementation; 
- spend time with growers, or through their representative bodies, outlining actions needed by 

them when incursions of this nature arise and why;  
- continue to work with industry in the development of material and processes that will assist 

responses to pest outbreaks in future; and 
industry groups develop arrangements whereby they can better work together, and better with 
Biosecurity Tasmania, when responding to incidents of this nature. 

 

Other industry related matters drawn attention to during this Review, and my responses to 

these, included the need for Biosecurity Tasmania to:  

• Run simulations or trials5 of pest outbreaks and that doing so will assist preparedness 

for future outbreaks. Supported. 

• Appoint identified contact individuals within Biosecurity Tasmania with whom industry 

and their members can communicate during an incursion. Supported with caution. 

Incidents like this can be resource intensive and very person dependent. 

• Outline what punitive, if any, action was taken regarding potential causes of the Qfly 

incursion resulting from inaction or process breakdowns interstate. The point being 

 
5 It is the Reviewer’s understanding that such simulations/trials are held from time to time in disease outbreaks 
such as foot and mouth. 
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made here was suggestions that no action was taken, or if it was, this was not known. 

Evident from this Review is that Biosecurity Tasmania took action although what that 

action was, where or when was not broadly known. Supported with caution – there is a 

need for industry and growers to know that action was taken, that it was effective but 

not necessarily what and on who. However, this needs to be addressed in the 

simulations/trials already referred to. 

• Increase resources at Tasmania’s airports, ports and other points of entry such that, for 

example, sniffer dogs and associated personnel submit all inbound persons and their 

luggage to these arrangements. Not supported. Biosecurity Tasmania apply a risk–based 

approach to this based on where the highest risk of an incursion may arise. However, 

Biosecurity Tasmania need to better explain their approach and test this in the 

simulations/trials already referred to. 

• Suggestions that retailers may not have taken this incident seriously and that retail staff 

may not have addressed this risk or known how to. Not found to be the case but 

support in principle the need for engagement with the retail sector. 

• Suggestions that Biosecurity Tasmania officials, and or Ministerial advisors should have 

been in a position to provide strategic and other advice to growers and others. Not 

supported. 

• Suggestions that Biosecurity Tasmania may have overreacted and taken a heavy-handed 

approach on this occasion. Not supported.   

• On the other hand, others indicated that Biosecurity Tasmania was too slow to respond 

with messaging not clear. Recommendations made are aimed at addressing this.  

 

Recommendation 4: That 

 

Biosecurity Tasmania: 
- work with industry to develop and implement suitable, cost effective, simulation activities; 
- when developing the simulations referred to ensure these address responsibilities and 

activities required interstate; 
- should incursions of this nature occur again, make suitable arrangements with industry and 

growers for contact with Biosecurity officers; 
- outline to industry and growers their approach to incursion risk at airports and other points 

of entry and build upon their risk based approach when developing simulations referred to; 
and 

- ensure their discussions with industry include the roles played by retailers and expectations 
of this sector. 

 

Other conclusions 
The above recommendations, and others noted in this Report, are aimed at DPIPWE and 

Biosecurity Tasmania but they should not be expected to, and probably cannot, implement 

these recommendations on their own; industry and growers must be willing participants in 

partnership with government(s) in preparing for and dealing with these incidents when they 

arise.  

 

This is not to say that industry associations did not get involved on this occasion, they did. 

However, some formality about these arrangements is needed. 
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In making this conclusion, it is highlighted that, should Biosecurity Tasmania and industry work 

in partnership in responding to these incidents there will be a need for clarity about: 

• responsibility for respective actions; and 

• accountability for respective actions; in this regard, for example, and while Biosecurity 

Tasmania officials need to be clear regarding advice as to actions needed by growers, 

industry and growers need to be separately accountable for business and other risk 

mitigation actions they may or may not take. 
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Chapter 3 Community information and communications 
 

Observations 

Communications 

Submissions made to this Review and information obtained from public and other 

forums were consistent in their criticism that communication to the community was not 

suitable, that this was a complex matter and communication needed to be more direct 

and simple. 

Review of websites on which Qfly related information was reported in the media 

suggests to me that this matter received considerable media attention by Biosecurity 

Tasmania and others but it is acknowledged that, with the benefit of hindsight, this 

could have been better targeted.  

Information 

Evident from this Review was that information provided to communities was reasonable 

with leaflets and similar information made available at retail and similar outlets. 

Suggestions were made that advantage could have been taken of informing schools 

(teachers, parents and school children) and local councils about the incursion. This is 

supported.   

Conclusions 
It was not surprising to find suggestions that community information and communications 

should have been handled better. This observation is not new, criticism about the adequacy or 

effectiveness of communications is often a finding of Reviews of this type. We can always 

communicate better. 

The question is, what to do about this and what might have been learnt from this incident? 

Learnings should include: 

• Qfly incidents are unlikely to be life threatening and time will generally be available to 

develop a suitable communications strategy. So, don’t rush this, develop a 

communications focused plan; 

• Biosecurity Tasmania experts and communications experts should lead this and should, 

together with industry representatives, develop such a strategy which must be well 

targeted to the particular area in Tasmania concerned, be simple and direct; and 

• The strategy needs to consider the most suitable media(s) for attracting the attention of 

the community.  

Recommendation 5: That 

Biosecurity Tasmania: 
-  be responsible for leading the development of a communications plan when Qfly type incidents 
arise; and 
-  working with communications experts and industry, develop a communications policy for 
application in the event of a Qfly incursion. 
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Chapter 4 Improvements identified 
The full TofR was ‘Improvements to the Biosecurity emergency response system to protect 

Tasmania from any future incursions’. 

Observations 
For various reasons, climate change implications possibly one of them, Tasmania should 

anticipate that pest outbreaks like Qfly will happen again. With this in mind, two matters 

require attention; protection prior to a pest like the Qfly entering into Tasmania and protection 

once an incursion is identified.  

Protection outside Tasmania 

As indicated in earlier sections of this Report, multiple and complex arrangements are in 

place in Australia for the management of Qfly outbreaks, Biosecurity Tasmania 

participates in these arrangements and took action when the Qfly incursions which are 

the subject of this Report occurred. Areas not already addressed in this Report and 

where clarity would assist protection outside Tasmania might include further 

exploration of the benefits and risks associated with methyl bromide fumigation and/or 

irradiation treatments. No recommendation is made other than that Biosecurity 

Tasmania continue to explore these and other options aimed at minimising Qfly risk and 

informing research and practice.  

Protection within Tasmania 

This was the area that probably received most commentary during this Review which 

led to consideration of whether or not the Emergency Management Act was relevant to 

the Qfly incident. This Act defines an emergency but which simply explained is (words 

underlined for emphasis): 

‘an event that endangers, destroys or threatens to endanger or destroy human life, 

property or the environment, or causes or threatens to cause injury or distress to 

persons; and requires a significant response from one or more of the statutory services.6’ 

 While biosecurity risks are not explicitly referred to in this definition, the Qfly incidents 

would appear to require, based on the economic impact referred to in the Introduction 

to this Report, and very clear distress this caused to a number of growers, a significant 

response. Also relevant is that, while not separately referenced in the definition of 

‘statutory service’ as defined in the TEMP, Biosecurity Tasmania is such a service. 

Relevant to further discussion of ‘protections within Tasmania’ are observations made 

to this Review that leadership lacked clarity, local government could have played more 

of a role, signage on roads was poor, that traffic in and out of outbreak zones should 

have been stopped and subjected to search and that doing so would have highlighted 

the seriousness of this event to the public and tourists. Each of these, and other, 

elements is explored further here. 

• Leadership – it is agreed that this is critical and no conclusions are drawn as to 

the adequacy or otherwise of leadership on this occasion other than that 

 
6 Overview section of the Tasmanian Emergency Management Plan 8 (TEMP) 
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leadership must be expert driven, and, to ensure appropriate responsibility and 

accountability for decision-making, driven by public officials and Ministers7.  

While third parties, such as industry representatives or Ministerial advisors may 

have played a useful role on this occasion, whether experts in managing 

biosecurity risks or not, they cannot be held publicly accountable for their 

actions. Therefore, in my view, leadership of any incursion response must be 

led by Biosecurity Tasmania reporting to the head of DPIPWE and through 

him/her, to the relevant Minister. 

• The TEMP includes very clear arrangements for responding to incidents such as 

fires, floods, security and similar events that may threaten life or property. 

Possibly less clear is where responses may be needed resulting from incidents 

less visibly evident such as a Qfly incursion or what the triggers might be for 

responding to differing emergency incident categories, significant or otherwise. 

• Clarity regarding the type of emergency response required on this occasion, 

and therefore regarding the trigger(s) for this, may have resulted, for example, 

in the establishment of emergency incident control arrangements including 

local governments and the SES leading to additional resources being made 

available to manage the Qfly incursion. 

• Evident to this Review was that road users and the public more generally may 

not have understood the seriousness of the Qfly incursion. More effective road 

signage along with road blocks and inspections may have assisted as might 

clarity about emergency response triggers already discussed. However, it is 

acknowledged that the nature of the road systems, in particular in the north 

west outbreak, were problematic as far as establishing road blocks is 

concerned and that Biosecurity Tasmania did give consideration to doing so. 

• Planning – while it was concluded that the Qfly incident was serious and 

required a more coordinated emergency response, any such response required 

careful planning, both from communications and response perspectives. While 

urgent, this was not a fire, flood or security incident necessitating an 

immediate response. Planning for the response, led by biosecurity experts, and 

involving relevant industry experts, must be allowed to take place but within an 

appropriate framework. Such a framework already exists – the Biosecurity 

Incident Management System (BIMS).  

• Accessing private properties – it was suggested that Biosecurity Tasmania may 

not have had adequate access powers facilitating access to private properties 

with the intension of removing invested fruit. Whether this was the case or not, 

the matter has been dealt with the new Biosecurity Act. 

• Fruit Growers Tasmania have been engaged to develop a manual dealing with 

Qfly outbreaks; and TFGA have been engaged to develop a grower database. 

Both initiatives are supported. 

 

 
7 Use of the plural ‘Ministers’ is deliberate. Management of the Qfly incidents was not helped by the incursions 
becoming evident during Caretaker period and two changes in Ministers over the period. 
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Recommendation 6: That 

- responses to Qfly incursions be initiated by the responsible Minister, and/or the Minister 
responsible for emergency services; 

- the incursion be led by the State Controller (in this case the head of Biosecurity Tasmania); 
- Biosecurity Tasmania and others responsible for emergency management in Tasmania clarify 

triggers in the TEMP as this relates to biosecurity incidents; 
- Biosecurity Tasmania develop policies, in consultation with the SES and Police, on when to 

introduce road blocks and vehicle inspections; and 
- responses to biosecurity incidents be well planned in advance of response action. 
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Chapter 5 Other related matters 
The full TofR was ‘Any other related matters that will inform future incursion responses.’ 

Observations 
Two ‘other’ matters that were raised on more than one occasion during this Review, were: 

• Compensation to growers and that this changed during the period of the Qfly incursion. 

No recommendations are made and it is noted that compensation is now explicitly dealt 

with in the new Biosecurity Act and industry bodies are aware of these new provisions. 

• Raising levies to fund support for growers when incidents like the Qfly incursion take 

place. This is a matter for industry and no recommendation is made.  
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Chapter 6 Recommendations for the Tasmanian Fruit Fly Strategy 2017-

2050 

Introduction 
The Tasmanian Fruit Fly Strategy 2017-2050 (the Strategy) titled “Maintaining Tasmania’s 

freedom from fruit fly” is well thought out including strategic actions covering the period 2018-

2023. The Qfly incursion may have put back implementation of some of these actions. 

Observations 
In addition to observations made in earlier Chapters, and any implications for the Strategy of 

recommendations already made, the following are noted: 

• The Strategy needs to be cautious in what it promises to deliver. For example, it 

includes an observation that ‘This includes the capacity to target 100% of incoming air 

passenger arrivals at major airports in the state for inspection by Detector Dog Teams.’ 

Suggestions made during this Review indicated that Biosecurity Tasmania takes a risk-

based approach to such detection arrangements and, the strategy might articulate how 

Biosecurity arrangements, without raising expectations, deal with non-major airports 

such as Flinders, Devonport, Burnie and at private airstrips and at port facilities 

including cruise ships. 

• The proposed conduct of ‘five-yearly tactical reviews and validations of the strategy’, 

articulated in both the strategy itself and in the Strategic actions as being done ‘by 

2018-2023’. Biosecurity Tasmania may wish to revisit this timeframe especially in view 

of the significant growth in tourism numbers in Tasmania and the seemingly growing 

community concerns about climate change risk.  DPAC’s Climate Change Office might a 

useful source of reference for this. Having made the latter point, the proposed ‘by April 

2020 temperature studies’ are supported. 

• In its submission to this Review, DPIPWE made a number of observations about issues 

that need to be addressed. Biosecurity Tasmania should ensure that these matters, 

some of which involve national arrangements, are, where relevant, addressed in the 

Strategy and in the Strategic action 2018-2023.  

• Where proposed actions were delayed by the 2017-18 Qfly incursion, such as the 

proposal that by December 2018 Biosecurity Tasmania will have determined suitably 

alternative treatments to methyl bromide, revised dates need to be finalised. 

• The proposed ‘Strong partnerships’ idea, to be facilitated by the new Biosecurity Act, is 

supported although not clearly articulated is that this relates specifically to fruit fly. 

• While the Strategy makes reference to Commonwealth activities, there is currently no 

clear linkage to national fruit fly governance and other arrangements in place. It is 

essential that Tasmania’s Strategy is an integrated approach cognisant with 

developments Federally or there are clear reasons why not.     

• The Strategy deals appropriately with the need for a strong partnership with industry 

and stakeholder involvement without mention of trading partners. Perhaps this is so 

because relationships with trading partners is managed Federally. The Strategy might 

outline how Biosecurity Tasmania will keep this front of mind on behalf of local growers. 

• The Strategy is suitably visionary – maintain Tasmania’s fruit fly pest free status.  
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Appendix A  

Persons and organisation that made submissions to this Review 
These were: 

- Protected Cropping Tasmania 

- Jonathan Knox 

- Brett and Juliet Rosendale 

- Tasmania Farmers and graziers Association 

- Latrobe Council 

- Wine Tasmania 

- Fruit Growers Tasmania 

- J. & A. Brandsema P/L 

- Bill and Irene Brooks 

- David Reid 

- Ken Broadbent 

- DPIPWE 
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Appendix B  

Documents examined as part of this Review 
This included: 

- All submissions 

- Australian Emergency Plant Pest Response Plan version 1.0 issued by PlantPlan in 

December 2013 

- Australia’s National Fruit Fly management protocols  

- Biosecurity Emergency Management (Tasmania) Response Planning Guide V1-1, 

November 2012 

- Documentation included in the Original 1996 COP 

- Draft National Fruit Fly Strategy issued by Plant Health Australia in March 2008 

- Fruit Fly management protocols 

- Fruit Fly Response, response overview, prepared by Biosecurity Tasmania 

- Guideline for DPIPWE staff involved in potential Plant Quarantine Pests in Tasmania  

- Information about the National Fruit Fly Council 

- Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity 

- Intergovernmental Agreement on strengthening Australia’s Fruit Fly management 

system 

- Maintaining Tasmania’s freedom from fruit fly – A strategy for the future 2017-2050 

- Media articles on ABC Tasmania website 

- Plant Security Manual Tasmania 2019 edition 

- Priorities for Australia’s biosecurity system – an independent review of the capacity of 

the National Biosecurity System and its underpinning Intergovernmental Agreement 

and the Response from Australian Agriculture Minister to this review in November 2018 

- Project Agreement (between the Commonwealth of Australia and Tasmania) for 

Queensland Fruit Fly response in Tasmania 

- Queensland Fruit Fly – life cycle (and other interesting things) presentation prepared by 

Penny Measham 

- Regulatory Impact Statement – Draft Plant Quarantine Amendment Regulations 2019  

- Suitability of Tasmania for Queensland Fruit Fly (Bactrocera tryoni) Under Current and 

Future Climate Scenarios – paper prepared by Linda J Beaumont 

- Tasmanian Biosecurity Strategy 2013-17 

- Tasmania Fruit Fly Operations Standards – a guide to the maintenance of fruit fly 

freedom and response to fruit fly incursions 

- Tasmanian Fruit Fly Operations Standard – SOP 15 – Site status classification for filed 

officers and response coordination centres 

- The National Fruit Fly Strategy issued by the National Fruit Fly Council 

- Various ‘after action’ reviews – these address reviews carried out by Biosecurity 

Tasmania of other pest incursions/disease outbreaks and actions taken 

- Various websites including the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources 

(including information about the Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity 
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Appendix C  

List of High-Risk Host Produce 
This list provides a rough guide to prioritising barrier inspections for common fruit fly hosts based 

on risk. Risk is not the same as host susceptibility, as it also accounts for production and harvest 

methods, historical detections and end-point treatment reliability. The high-risk months for 

prioritising barrier inspections for fruit fly hosts are October-March. This is updated each year as 

new research and detection data become available.   

Qfly (Eastern States) Medfly (West Aust) 
High risk High risk 

Apricot Apricot 

Mango Fig 

Nectarine Grape 

Peach Guava 

Plum Mandarin 

 Mango 

Medium risk Nectarine 

Apple* Orange 

Berries Peach 

Capsicum/chilli# Pear* 

Cherry Plum 

Eggplant#  
Guava Medium risk 

Papaya, paw paw Apple* 

Pear* Berries 

Tomato# Capsicum/chilli# 

 Cherry 

Low risk Eggplant# 

Avocado Grapefruit 

Banana (hard green)^ Papaya, paw paw 

Citrus (orange, lemon, lime, grapefruit) Tomato# 

Fig  
Grape Low risk 

Kiwi fruit Avocado 

Nashi pear Banana (hard green)^ 

Pomegranate Kiwi fruit 
 Lemon 
 Lime 
 Nashi pear 
 Pomegranate 

* Apples and pears are Negligible Risk between July and December (imported from cold storage). 

# If produce is grown in a glasshouse it is considered Low Risk. 

^ Bananas not meeting hard green requirements are High Risk. High risk typically non-commercial host 

produce: Thai/African eggplant, Loquat, Cumquat and Persimmon. 
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Appendix D 

National Fruit Fly Governance Arrangements 

 
 


