
 
KEY ACTIVITIES REPORT FOR THE FORTNIGHT 

ENDING 19 August   
 

Primary Industries and Water 
 
 
BIOSECURITY TASMANIA (BT) 

Blueberry Rust Response 
• Biosecurity officers from all regions assisted with delimiting surveys on the infected property and within a 

radius of 25 kms. 
• Blueberry leaf samples have been tested for blueberry rust.  Testing was aimed at confirming the presence 

of the disease in Tasmania and then confirming the extent of the disease through the various orchard 
blocks. 

• BT staff attended an industry workshop in Launceston to inform growers of the current Blueberry Rust 
incident and to get their comments and concerns.  Industry information will be important in determining 
future actions with this serious disease outbreak. 
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BIOSECURITY TASMANIA (BT) 
 
Blueberry Rust Response 
• BT are currently running a response to the detection of blueberry rust (BBR) in a single 

blueberry orchard in the north west of Tasmania.  The area infected has been delimited 
and infection levels determined along with the introduction of some containment 
actions.   

• The socio-economic impact of eradicating or not eradicating the disease has been 
assessed.  A draft response plan, appreciation and options paper has been developed by 
the Incident Management Team.  

• Trade negations will begin shortly for the export of Blueberry fruit for the 2016/17 
season.  The terms of the negotiations will be dependent on the decision to either 
eradicate or manage the current Blueberry Rust incursion. This decision is expected in 
the immediate future.  

• Trade negotiations with Victoria and South Australia have progressed well regarding the 
importation of Vaccinium spp. plants.  Due to the blueberry rust incursion, trade is 
currently suspended for BBR host propagation material into both states. Permits are 
expected to be issued for two separate consignments with delivery planned for the 
immediate future.  
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From: Bishop, Andrew (DPIPWE)
To: Eldridge, Tim (DPIPWE)
Cc: Klumpp, Lloyd (DPIPWE)
Subject: RE: Information for meeting with the TFGA
Date: Wednesday, 7 September 2016 4:21:55 PM

Hi Tim- looks good.  A few minor changes.
R
AB
 
_____________________________________________________________________________

Andrew Bishop
Manager (Plant Biosecurity and Diagnostics Branch)
Chief Plant Health Manager (Tasmania)
Biosecurity Tasmania
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water & Environment
PO Box 303
Devonport, Tasmania, AUSTRALIA

Email: Andrew.Bishop@dpipwe.tas.gov.au
Ph: +61 3 64217634, Fax: +61 3 64245142, Mob: 0418 129 229

"Do you want to be the among the first to know about biosecurity developments and changes in
Tasmania? Then register today as a biosecurity stakeholder. Just visit
http://biosecurityadvisory.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Pages/Subscribe.aspx”

DISCLAIMER: The information contained in or attached to this message is intended only for the people it is addressed to. If you are
not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution,or reproduction of this message is
unauthorised. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender by return facsimile, telephone, or email and
destroy or delete the message and attachments. The Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water, and Environment does not
accept any liability for any unauthorised use of the information contained in this message. Any views expressed in this message are
those of the individual sender, except where the sender specifically states them to be the views of the DPIPWE.

 

From: Eldridge, Tim (DPIPWE) 
Sent: Wednesday, 7 September 2016 3:25 PM
To: Bishop, Andrew (DPIPWE)
Cc: Klumpp, Lloyd (DPIPWE)
Subject: Information for meeting with the TFGA
 
Andrew
 
As discussed a few minutes ago, the Minister and John are meeting with the TFGA tomorrow at
3:45pm.  One of the topics nominated for discussion is “Biosecurity (Rust)”.  John was just
wanting some dot points on what the TFGA’s concern might be. 
 
Based on our conversation I’ve jotted down the following points for John.  Please let me know if
you need me to make any corrections.
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From: Klumpp, Lloyd (DPIPWE)
To: Baker, Tim (DPIPWE)
Cc: Whittington, John (DPIPWE); Bishop, Andrew (DPIPWE); Sayer, Mark (DPIPWE); Burrows, Rae (DPIPWE)
Subject: Blueberry Rust response
Date: Friday, 30 September 2016 9:08:20 AM

Tim,

Under the Plant Quarantine Act, the Secretary delegates functions and powers under that Act to the GM,
Biosecurity Tasmania, the Chief Plant Health Manager and the Director (Biosecurity Operations).

With respect to the current blueberry rust incursion in north west Tasmania, the Incident Management Team has
prepared advice as to the forward actions to be taken in response to the incursion.  At present there is still only
one infected premise and that is the Costas blueberry farm at sulphur creek. 

Work has progressed on determination of the technical feasibility to eradicate the disease. The advice of the
Blueberry Incident Management Team is attached with the key paper being the shorter advice paper.

Please note this is the technical assessment.  You will be aware that Macquarie Franklin have been
commissioned to undertake an environmental, social and economic study of the implications of courses of
action including eradication and non-eradication.  The information from that report will be provided separately
and should also be considered in determining the future of the response.  

We seek your support, as Acting Secretary DPIPWE, for this decision.

Regards

Lloyd

Regards

Dr. Lloyd Klumpp
General Manager, Biosecurity Tasmania
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment
Phone 03 61653077
Mobile 0407060922
Fax 03 6233 6386
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BLUEBERRY RUST (THEKOPSORA MINIMA) 2016 EMERGENCY 
RESPONSE 

Appreciation – Version 1.1, 29 September 2016 
 
 
Aim:  To assess technical feasibility of eradication of the August 2016 outbreak 
 
Objectives: 
 

1. Contain / halt spread of blueberry rust from Infected Premises (IPs). 

2. Perform delimiting surveillance from IPs. 

3. Determine the technical feasibility of eradication. 

4. Maintain community and industry support for the operation. 

5. Determine the source / cause of the blueberry rust incursion. 

6. Ensure a safe working environment for workers implementing the emergency 
response 

 
 
Background: 
 
Blueberry rust (Thekopsora minima) is a disease that can cause significant damage 
to host plants, including blueberries, resulting in decreased fruit production or in 
extreme cases plant death.  It can also infect fruit having a negative impact on 
marketability.  Once established, blueberry rust requires active and ongoing 
management through fungicide applications.  Export trade may be affected with 
some markets requiring evidence of property freedom / management in the absence 
of area freedom.   
 
Blueberry rust is a declared plant pathogen under the Tasmanian Plant Quarantine 
Act 1997.  It is a List A disease meaning it is not present in the State and has been 
identified as posing a significant biosecurity threat to Tasmania.  This threat is 
specifically to the current and future blueberry industry.   
 
Blueberry rust was confirmed at a large orchard of over 150 000 plants on 10 August 2016 
(1IP) in the North West.  It is not known if this is linked to the previous 2014 incursion or is a 
new incursion. 
 
 

DEPARTMENT of PRIMARY 
INDUSTRIES, PARKS, WATER, and 
ENVIRONMENT 
BIOSECURITY TASMANIA 
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Current situation: 
 
The response currently consists of: 
 

• 1 Infected Premise at Zig Zag Road, Sulphur Creek: over 150 000 plants of 
significant value in fruit exports; 

• 1IP is one of 58 blueberry production sites across the State; 

• Direction notice in operation on 1IP to enable some field operations under strict 
biosecurity hygiene regime, excluding planting of new plants on site; 

• Surveillance of two linked orchards completed, no sign of disease; 

• Surveillance of four nearby properties completed; no sign of disease; 

• Surveillance of two blueberry production sites with exclusively evergreen plants 
completed, no sign of disease; 

• Further surveillance of 1IP to confirm extent of disease on site completed revealed 
that patchy infection across the site; 

• Surveillance of all remaining blueberry production sites to commence once 
deciduous plants commence leaf burst; 

• Trace forward investigations unnecessary - excluding surveillance of linked orchards 
which is completed; 

• Trace back investigations unnecessary - no new plant material on site for two years, 
tracing of disease source not likely to yield conclusive results; 

• Appropriate communications with stakeholders completed and ongoing (industry 
meeting held, ongoing communication with 1IP);  

• Testing of all suspect samples collected by morphological methods;  

• Testing of 2014 material with 2016 material for comparison by molecular methods 
and sequencing has been initiated to look at pathogen variability which may inform 
whether this event is a new incursion or not; and 

• Economic and social assessment not yet completed by external consultant. 
 

FACTORS  
 
The capacity to successfully implement a response is based on the factors that influence 
potential of eradication success. These factors are representative of considerations made by 
Biosecurity Tasmania in undertaking its course of action: 
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Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water & Environment 
BIOSECURITY TASMANIA 

 
Internal Memorandum  

To: John Whittington 
From: Lloyd Klumpp 
 GM BT 
Date: 7 October 2016 
Copy To: Andrew Bishop, Chief Plant Health Manager 
File Ref: 
  
Subject Blueberry Rust Response 

 
Current Situation 

• Blueberry Rust was confirmed on Costa’s Zig Zag Road Farm at Sulphur Creek on 10 August 

2016.  The infected premises contains over 150 000 blueberry plants. 

• Costas is one of 58 blueberry production sites in Tasmania. 

• The extent of infection is confirmed at this stage to cover Blocks 1, 2, 3, 4, 7 and 8 of the 

premises (refer attached map). 

• The premises contains a mixture of evergreen and deciduous blueberry plants.  The deciduous 

plants have broken dormancy and are rapidly producing new growth which is susceptible to 

infection present on the evergreens 
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Macquarie Franklin Administration Office 
112 Wright Street | East Devonport | Tasmania | 7310 

Phone: 03 6427 5300 | Fax: 03 6427 0876 | Email: info@macfrank.com.au 
Web: www.macquariefranklin.com.au 

 

 

Report author:  

An appropriate citation for this 
report is: 

Macquarie Franklin, October 2016, Blueberry Rust Economic 
and Social Impact Study, Devonport  TAS 

Document status: Final 

Date Status /Issue number Reviewed by Authorised by 
Transmission 
method 

30/9/16 Draft #1   Email 

5/10/16 Draft #2   Email 

15/10/16 Final   Email 

     

 

This report has been prepared in accordance with the scope of services described in the contract or 
agreement between Macquarie Franklin and the Client. Any findings, conclusions or recommendations 
only apply to the aforementioned circumstances and no greater reliance should be assumed or drawn 
by the Client. Furthermore, the report has been prepared solely for use by the Client and Macquarie 
Franklin accepts no responsibility for its use by other parties. 
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Executive summary 

 Around three quarters of Tasmania’s blueberry production comes from one large 

commercial operator (Costa) which has a total of 59 hectares based at Sulphur Creek, 

Lebrinna and East Devonport. Costa is also planning to plant another 35 hectares over the 

next few years and to significantly expand its packing facility at Pardoe near East Devonport 

 The remaining production comes from 42 smaller growers spread around the State. Eleven 

of those are organic producers, either certified organic or pesticide free. 

 Overall state production has been estimated at around 1,065 tonnes with Costa accounting 

for 77 percent, smaller conventional growers 16 percent, and organic growers seven 

percent. 

 Further growth in output is anticipated in the near future with Costa’s proposed 35 hectares 

representing a potential 30 percent increase in total state blueberry area, and the remaining 

smaller growers expecting an 18 percent increase in their per hectare yields as younger 

plantings mature. 

 Total direct employment associated with blueberries in Tasmania is around 237 full time 

equivalents (FTE). Assuming an employment multiplier of 1.5, total blueberry related 

employment in the state is around 357 FTE.   

 Following a blueberry rust (BBR) outbreak in 2014 which was eradicated, a further outbreak 

has occurred in 2016 at the 50-hectare Costa operation at Sulphur Creek in the North West. 

 A possible response is that eradication is also attempted at this site. 

 This report assesses the economic and social consequences of attempting to eradicate the 

current outbreak versus not eradicating. 

 A significant proportion of Tasmania’s total blueberry production is sold into mainland 

markets – both from conventional and organic growers. For Costa this is around 95 percent, 

for other conventional growers 81 percent and for organic growers 68 percent. 

 The current BBR outbreak is expected to see a significant reduction in sales of blueberries 

for all growers for the 2017 harvest, with likely restriction of sales into Victoria, South 

Australia and Western Australia, which are declared rust free. There may also be issues in 

moving fruit through Victoria to New South Wales and Queensland which are not rust-free. 

 Costa also grows blueberries in New South Wales where BBR is endemic and assesses it as a 

minor problem, mitigated with a relatively inexpensive fungicide regime. Fruit is sold into 

disease-free states under protocol arrangements with those states. 

 If the “no – eradication” strategy is adopted it will be critical to develop similar protocols for 

Tasmanian fruit sold into Victoria, South Australia and Western Australia. Since these 

protocols are based on a fungicide regime they will most likely not be available to organic 

producers who would therefore face ongoing market restrictions.  

 The market implications this season will most likely occur with or without attempting to 

eradicate the disease, unless interstate protocols can be introduced more quickly than 

anticipated. 
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 Assuming eradication is successful and Tasmania is again declared rust free, all markets 

should be available in 2018. Alternatively, if it is decided not to pursue eradication, 

interstate protocols may be able to be developed by that time, depending on the rust-free 

states agreeing to similar protocols to those that apply for NSW. If protocols cannot be 

negotiated under this option there would be a substantial contraction of the industry. 

 The economic analysis outlined in this report assesses the net present value of industry costs 

and returns over 10 years with eradication versus no eradication.  

 Under the “no-eradication” option several scenarios were assessed: 

o 5,000 plants (1.8 hectares) removed and re-established;  

o 10,000 plants (3.6 hectares)removed; 

o 15,000 plants (5.4 hectares) removed; and 

o 137,500 plants (50 hectares) removed. 

 Assuming eradication is successfully undertaken in the first instance, it cannot be 

guaranteed that there will be no further outbreaks in the future. Two scenarios were 

assessed in relation to re-infection: 

o Eradication successful for 10 years; 

o Eradication successful for three years when another outbreak results in the 

eradication strategy being abandoned. 

 Depending on the level of eradication attempted (number of plants removed) the process is 

likely to be very expensive for Costa in terms of the cost of plant removal and disposal, costs 

of re-establishment and loss of sales until production is fully restored – potentially eight 

years.  

 With just 5,000 plants removed the cost of removal and replanting is likely to be around $1.0 

to $1.3 million, increasing to $28.1 to $35.0 million if all 137,500 plants were removed from 

the Sulphur Creek property. 

 Also, depending on the level of eradication required, total state yield will be reduced over 

the next eight years as production at Sulphur Creek is restored. From an employment point 

of view there will be overall negative employment and socio impacts associated with 

eradication, basically in line with the loss of production. 

 On the other hand, if eradication is not successfully undertaken, the organic sector is likely 

to encounter on-going loss of sales and employment. While this is a small part of the total 

industry, the result will be very significant for the businesses involved, with mainland sales 

limited to NSW and Queensland. Assuming BBR becomes widespread they will also suffer 

yield reduction with the severity of that reduction depending on the varieties grown. 

 From an overall employment perspective, there are around 22 FTE’s associated with the 

organic sector. Given an employment multiplier of 1.5 there are around 33 FTE of direct and 

indirect employment linked to these operations. If they were to lose 50 percent of their 

sales there would be an ongoing loss of around 16 FTE throughout the state – comprising 

both locals and itinerants. 

 As a best case scenario where eradication is undertaken for 5,000 plants at Costa’s Sulphur 

Creek property and is successful for 10 years there is an overall positive net present value 

(NPV) for Tasmania of $1.8 million in favour of eradication. 
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 If greater than 5,000 plants is required to be removed the positive $1.9 million NPV for the 

successful 10-year scenario falls to zero at around 10,000 plants removed. At 15,000 plants 

removed there is an overall negative NPV of minus $1.3 million. 

 At any number of plants removed, where re-infection occurs in three years, the assessed 

NPV is negative and increases from minus $2.9 million at 5,000 plants to minus $6.7 million 

at 15,000 plants and minus $53.2 million with all plants removed. This scenario is essentially 

the worst of both worlds – the cost of eradication incurred with limited long-term benefits. 

 The risk of re-infection is obviously a major factor to be considered in the decision on 

eradication - both in terms of the NPV assessments above and for longer-term industry 

confidence. If conventional (non-organic) growers perceive there is a risk that they may have 

to undertake eradication at some time in the future, they will be unlikely to undertake 

further expansion. In particular, Costa have indicated that they would not pursue their 

planned 35 hectare expansion.  

 While it might be argued that the risk of an outbreak is no different now to say several years 

ago, the fact that there have been two outbreaks in the past two years is likely to weigh on 

growers minds. 
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1 Introduction 

Blueberry rust (Thekopsora minima) is a fungal disease which infects the leaves and fruit of 
blueberries and related plants in the Ericaceae plant family. 

Blueberry rust is present in Queensland and New South Wales and is not reportable in these states. 
However, it is regulated in other states including Tasmania. 

The Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) – Biosecurity 

Tasmania has recently completed an initial surveillance program on and around the site of a 

blueberry rust detection on a commercial growing property in the State’s north. 

 

In the week up to 18 August 2016, 14,000 plants capable of hosting the disease were inspected 

across five properties in a 25 km radius of the detection since the disease was confirmed. 

 

The surveys have not found any evidence of disease on properties outside the detection site. 

However, they have confirmed the disease is present on the detection site in at least four of 11 

blocks on the property. 

 

Based on the information and brief provided by DPIPWE to Macquarie Franklin, an economic and 

social impact study on the technical feasibility of eradication of blueberry rust has been prepared. 

 

This report refers to blueberries as two general groupings, evergreen and deciduous, based on the 

varieties present in Tasmania.  The confirmed infection has been on the evergreen varieties. 
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2 Project Outline 

2.1 Industry analysis - Scope 

2.1.1 Stakeholder Survey 

A sample of growers and propagators in Tasmania were contacted and 19 out of a total 43 state-

wide agreed to provide information in relation to their blueberry operations. The 43 total includes 

the large-scale Costa Berry Exchange operation (3 sites) plus 31 smaller conventional growers and 11 

organic producers (including certified organic plus pesticide free). 

Due to the large scale of Costa blueberry production, separate detailed survey results are presented 

for this company and then results for other stakeholders. While detailed financial information was 

provided by Costa and used in the economic modelling, the detail is not included in the report on a 

commercial-in-confidence basis. 

The survey was designed to obtain specific production, economic and social data from the growers 

and stakeholders. The results of the recently undertaken Biosecurity Tasmania grower survey were 

used in addition to Macquarie Franklin’s survey to generate reliable and valid industry data. 

Survey information that was obtained includes: 

 Number and age of blueberry plants, as the evergreen or deciduous nature; 

 Typical average fruit yield by plants (including young stock) and for the total enterprise;  

 Enterprise production details including employment and labour force particulars, production 

costs, produce price and total value; and 

 Market destination. 

DPIPWE staff were interviewed in relation to the costs associated with the 2014 outbreak, and 

expected costs associated with property monitoring and auditing for the current outbreak, and the 

potential cost of developing interstate protocols to access rust-free states if eradication is not 

undertaken.   

2.1.2 Economic modelling and impact assessment 

The economic analysis outlined in this report assesses the net present value (NPV) of industry costs 

and returns over 10 years with eradication versus no eradication.  In addition the effectiveness of 

eradication is assessed by determining the NPV if BBR returns after only three years following 

eradication 

Further scenarios were assessed under both the 10-year and 3-year alternatives: 

 Initially around 5,000 plants (2 hectares) removed and replanted; 

 Further plant removal to 10,000 and 15,000 plants if required; and 

 Worst case – around 137,500 plants (50 hectares) removed and replanted. 
 
Sensitivity analyses were undertaken as follows: 

 NPV discount rates 5%, 6% and 7% real; and 

 Plant removal and disposal costs $200 and $150 per plant. 
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2.1.3 Social impact 

Information was obtained from the grower survey on the levels of employment of each business, net 

proceeds from blueberry sales, input costs, service providers and input suppliers.   Based on this 

information and on the economic modelling undertaken, the potential social impacts of both 

“eradication” and “no-eradication” have also been assessed. 
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3 Industry survey – Costa  
Costa (Berry Exchange) has three blueberry properties in Tasmania: 

 Sulphur Creek (50 ha)  

 Lebrinna (8 ha) 

 East Devonport (1 ha) 

Around 50,000 plants at Sulphur Creek (36 %) are the evergreen Legacy variety which are considered 

to be a greater risk in relation to rust.  These are spread throughout the plantings as they are used as 

pollinators in addition to fruit production.  Removal of the Legacy variety plants is expected to result 

in a drop in production of the remaining plants of perhaps 10 to 15 percent. 

The company has indicated that they employ 25 FTE on maintenance (weeding, nutrition, irrigation, 

spraying), plus 115 FTE (500 casuals) harvesting and packing of which around 25 percent is sourced 

locally and 75 percent itinerant (predominantly backpackers). A further 10 FTE of overhead and 

administrative staff is associated with its Tasmanian blueberry operations. 

Currently the company supplies around 95 percent of its production into mainland markets and 55 

percent into the states that are rust free (Figure 1).  Tasmania is a very small market for blueberries 

and for much of the year product is imported. 

 

Figure 1:  Costa blueberries market segments 

 

In addition to its current 59 hectares the company has been progressing the planting of another 35 

hectares (+60%), which represents an additional investment of $5 -6 million, and a major expansion 

of its East Devonport distribution centre and modified atmosphere facility is planned. 

In fact, Costa has been awarded $1.2 million in funding from the Federal and State Governments 

Tasmanian Jobs and Investment Fund to undertake the $10 million project, allowing it to increase its 

5%

55%

45%

Tas VIC/SA/WA NSW/QLD
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capacity to pack, store and ship a greater volume of its Tasmanian grown blueberries, raspberries 

and strawberries. 

The investment is planned to be undertaken over the next 12 to 18 months and will create 

sustainable jobs, with up to 130 full time equivalent (FTE) jobs being created.  Of these, 25 to 30 will 

be created in the distribution centre, with the remainder across the berry farms. Costas view their 

Tasmanian blueberry production as part of a “berry basket” that includes raspberries and 

strawberries. 
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4 Industry survey – General Stakeholders 
A list of previously surveyed blueberry growers and propagators supplied by Biosecurity Tasmania 

was used to contact both conventional and organic producers. Of a total 42 non-Costa growers some 

did not wish to participate, however, a total of 18 growers undertook the survey and of these 14 

provided detailed financial information.  The sample represented 43 percent of the growers DPIPWE 

surveyed to determine the overall BBR situation and 49 percent of the plants.  The main variance 

was there being fewer small growers surveyed.   Where DPIPWE surveyed 19 growers with less than 

1,000 plants this survey only had two respondents of this small scale but included 68 percent of 

growers with 1,000 to 5,000 plants and 50 percent of the growers with 5,000 plants or more.   

The participants were located throughout the state as indicated in Figure 2. 

Figure 2:  Geographic distribution of growers surveyed 

 

One of the larger conventional growers (approx. 3 ha) was unavailable to be surveyed as was 

overseas.  

Of all the respondents only one grower was not aware of blueberry rust at time of survey but has 

since received information.  Only two growers were interested in further information on BBR, 

indicating that the communication to growers to date has been successful. 

Evergreen plants represented only three percent of total plant numbers and were only present on 

three of the farms surveyed. 

Of all the respondents: 

 Average area per grower was 1.6 hectares (conventional growers averaged 2.2 hectares and 

organic growers 1.1 hectares) 

 Yields tended to vary between 4.5-6.0 tonnes per hectare (lower than for Costa due to lower 

plant density and a number of growers having younger plants still in the build-up phase). 

28%

22%
17%

33%
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North(Tamar)
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 Farm gate value of fruit that growers disclosed was close to $2.0 million ($210k per farm 

average for conventional growers and $80k per farm average for organic growers). 

4.1 Importance of blueberries to stakeholders 

Respondents were assessed on the degree of importance of blueberries to their overall business and 

if they are involved in other berry or farm related activities (Figure 3).  

Just under a third of growers surveyed indicated that production of blueberries was their sole 

business activity. Around 81 percent (including the one third above) derived their income from 

blueberries plus other farm income, with the remainder (18.8%) having some form of off-farm 

income. 

 

Figure 3:   Blueberry component of business 

 

A number of growers indicated that their plants are young and in the early phase of development 

and anticipate increased yields over the next five years.  The forecast volumes in the next five years 

represent an 18 percent increase over current production levels.  This was spread evenly across 

conventional and organic growers. 

4.2 Conventional versus Organic  

Respondents were grouped according to the type of production system they are currently using.  

Conventional refers to those using pesticide programs and inorganic fertilisers, organic free are 

those that are either fully organically certified or those growers who are not using pesticides or 

inorganic fertilisers but have not undertaken organic certification.  It is important to note that in 

respect to market access, if a fungicide spray regime is required, the pesticide free growers have the 

potential to implement whereas the organic growers will not be able to without losing their organic 

certification. 

Figure 4 indicates the number of survey growers in each category. 
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Figure 4: Proportion of survey growers by production system 

 

As an industry, the levels of production from conventional and the organic growers is considerably 

different.  Whilst conventional growers are 37.5 percent of total number of growers surveyed they 

made up 62.8 percent of the plants in production outside of the Costa production (Figure 5) and 73.1 

percent of total production (Figure 6). 

Figure 5:  Survey number of plants by production system 
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Figure 6: Survey total non-Costa yield by production system 

 

The control of blueberry rust in infected crops in other countries is well established based on 

fungicide programs and crop hygiene.    The inability of organic growers and growers who wish to 

remain pesticide free to implement these programs will restrict access to non-infected states. 

The impact of blueberry rust infection on these growers’ productivity will be dependent on the 

varieties grown. There is a large variability in blueberry rust susceptibility between varieties (see 

Section 7). 

4.3 General stakeholder market distribution 

Non – Costa growers were questioned about the markets they sold fruit to last season. The overall 

results are shown in Figure 7.  For conventional growers around 81 percent of their fruit was sold to 

mainland markets. For organic growers the mainland share was 68 percent. 

Figure 7: Survey proportion of total volume to market between Tasmania and the mainland 
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Sydney is the most common market that fruit is sent to, this is mainly due to better prices being 

received in the Sydney markets.  

In total the states that are currently rust-free and have access restrictions for rust infected regions 

account for 42 percent of the present market serviced by the survey growers. Market access to New 

South Wales and Queensland, as well as overseas, may possibly also be restricted if fruit cannot be 

sent through Victoria.   

4.4 Labour requirements 

The growers who responded to the survey indicated the following employment: 

 20 Full time staff (the equivalent of 1.1 FTE/farm).  

 253 casual staff equivalent to around 45 FTE (2.0 FTE/farm).  Given the percentage of farms 

that have other berries, the true FTE for blueberries was estimated to be around 

1.2FTE/farm. 

 40 percent of the casual staff are local employees and 60 percent transient (backpackers) 

Based on the known total number of growers in Tasmania, the extrapolation of the survey responses 

indicates a total of 42 FTE “overhead” staff and the equivalent of a further 45 FTE “operational” staff 

involved in the blueberry production industry - outside of the Costa operation.   

4.5 Transmission risk 

The survey queried the activity of casual workers and also the use of contract machinery.  Four 

growers in the general survey were aware that local casuals they employed worked on other 

blueberry farms.   

In addition to Costa, 10 growers in the survey use backpackers many of whom are whoever turns up 

at the farm looking for work.    The movement of backpackers around farms in Tasmania is therefore 

a significant risk for transmission.   

In addition, many backpackers follow the progression of fruit production as crops mature from 

northern states including New South Wales to Tasmania (for both Costa and non-Cost growers) and 

there is no means of definitively determining whether a worker has come direct from an infected 

property either in Tasmania or from the mainland. 

Only two growers used external contractors for farm operations.  In addition, the low number of 

growers who utilised agronomists indicates low levels of traffic between blueberries growers of 

service providers, even within regions.  Typically, agronomists for this style of industry are sector 

specific and travel between crops and are not restricted to regions as are broad-acre agronomy 

service providers. 
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5 Overall industry summary  
A summary of overall industry statistics extrapolated from the survey data is presented in Table 1.  

This outlines the number of farms, area under production, yields of fruit, farm gate value and 

current levels of employment expressed in FTE’s anticipated for the 2016/17 season – based on total 

production without the expected loss of interstate sales associated with the BBR outbreak. 

Table 1:  Overall industry summary from producer surveys 

 
Farms Area Yield* Gross  

Value* 
Employment 

Overhead 
Staff 

Operational 
Staff** 

Total 

 
(no.) (ha) (t) ($m) (FTE) (FTE) (FTE) 

Infected Entity 
(IP) 

1  
(3 sites) 

59  820 15.9 10 140 150 

Non IP,  
Conventional 

31 40 174  3.1 31 34 65 

Non IP,  
Organic 

11 14 70 
 

 1.7 11 11 22 

Total 43 113 1,064 20.7 52 185 237 

* Expected 2016/17 yield/value before anticipated reduction in market access as a result of blueberry rust outbreak. 
** Paid growing/maintenance staff plus seasonal harvesting & packing 

 

The proportions of total output (tonnes) and farm-gate value is outlined in Figure 8 and Figure 9 

respectively. “IP” in these figures relates to the infected entity (Costa) including the 50 hectare 

infected property at Sulphur Creek. “Non IP” relates to non-infected properties. 
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Figure 8:  Proportion of total state yield by sector 

 

 

Figure 9: Proportion of total state farm gate income by sector 
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6 Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) - eradication versus no eradication 
In undertaking the BCA the state industry has been treated as one entity comprising several 

stakeholders or sectors – the infected property, non-infected properties (both organic and 

conventional) and DPIPWE Bio-Security.  

The economic analysis assesses the net present value of industry costs and returns over 10 years 
using a six percent real discount rate – for both “eradication” and “no eradication”. The “no-
eradication” option assumes that protocols can be developed to allow fruit sales into rust-free states 
– along the lines currently in place for NSW. If this is not the case the “no-eradication” option will be 
dire with substantial impacts on current sales and any future proposed expansion. 

For both scenarios, up-front costs were assessed, plus the impacts on area, yield over time, sales, 

growing costs and harvesting & packing costs. 

The results are expressed as the total net income stream over 10 years and discounted to 2016 

dollars.   

Under the “eradication” option several scenarios were assessed: 

 5,000 plants (1.8 hectares) removed and re-established;  

 10,000 plants (3.6 hectares) removed; 

 15,000 plants (5.4 hectares) removed; and 

 All 137,500 plants (50 hectares) removed. 

Assumptions relating to the likely on-going success of eradication are also critical. Two options were 
assessed: 

 Eradication successful for 10 years; and 

 Eradication successful for three years when another outbreak results in the eradication 

strategy being abandoned 

In addition, a number of sensitivity analyses have been conducted in respect to the following: 

 Cost of plant removal and disposal - $200 and $150 per plant 

 Discount rate – 5%, 6%, 7%. 

The potential impact on Costa’s proposed 35-hectare expansion was not been factored into the 

analysis. 

6.1 General assumptions 
The following are general assumptions used in the BCA: 

 Year 1 (2016-17) – loss of around 50 percent of sales for all sectors with loss of access to 

Victoria, South Australia, Western Australia prior to recovering disease-free status or 

implementing interstate protocols. This loss of sales in year 1 is assumed to occur under 

both scenarios – “eradication” and “no-eradication”. 

 Year 2 onwards – disease-free status recovered for “eradication” option or under “no-

eradication” interstate protocols allow access for all fruit except for organic which is unable 

to meet protocols. This is not certain, but as described above, NSW has such protocols 

currently in place.  
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 Longer term, under “no eradication” the organic sector is limited to Tasmania plus New 

South Wales, and Queensland (assuming fruit can reach those states via Victoria).  

 Under “eradication”, removal of evergreen plants results in a 10% decrease in yield due to 

loss of pollinators. 

 In addition, any replanting will take around eight years to achieve full yield, due to the time 

required to grow plants in nursery, plant out and reach full yield capacity. 

 DPIPWE costs for "eradication” scenario total $300,000 for monitoring/auditing in year 1, 

falling to zero in year 6. 

 DPIPWE cost for "no eradication” scenario for establishing interstate protocols is $400,000 in 

year 1 and ongoing $200,000 per annum for monitoring/auditing. 

 Initial plant removal for “eradication” would target 5,000 plants and depending on success, 

further plants may or may not be required to be eradicated 

 The worse-case scenario would be removal of all 137,500 plants from the Sulphur Creek 

infected property.   

6.2 Plant removal and re-establishment costs 

The $200 plant removal and disposal cost adopted as a base was based initially on DPIPWE 

experience with the 2014 outbreak. While it might be expected that Costa would be able to operate 

more efficiently with larger numbers of plants to be removed, they pointed out that the Sulphur 

Creek plants are much older/larger and have a significant amount of mulch to be disposed of. Also 

the perennial plants to be targeted initially are interspersed with other varieties in narrow spaced 

rows. 

On this basis it is expected that removal costs may remain at around $200 per plant. The BCA also 

allowed for a $150 per plant sensitivity analysis. 

Any removal of plants is assumed to be replanted at a cost of $150,000 per hectare over a three-year 

period. While Costa provided this estimate they have pointed out that it might not prove to be 

practical. Replanting is ideally undertaken in blocks.  Competition from established plants and 

differences required in management of the different plant ages mitigates against small area 

replanting. Also, replanting into ground that has previously grown blueberries without soil 

fumigation can be problematical. 

The expected initial costs associated with the eradication and subsequent replanting are outlined in 

in Tables 2 and 3. At 5,000 plants removed the initial cost is around $1.0 - $1.3 million depending on 

plant removal costs ($150 versus $200 per plant). At a worst-case scenario with all 137,500 plants 

removed the cost increases to $28.0-$34.9 million. 
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Table 2:  Initial eradication & replanting cost – eradication $150/plant 

    
Plants removed no. 5,000 10,000 15,000 137,500 

Area ha 1.8 3.6 5.4 49.6 

Initial Cost       

Plant Removal $ 750,000 ,500,000 2,250,000 20,625,000 

Replanting $ 271,000 542,000 813,000 7,446,000 

Total $ 1,021,000 2,042,000 3,063,000 $28,071,000 

 

Table 3:  Initial eradication & replanting cost - eradication $200/plant 

Plants Removed no. 5,000 10,000 15,000 137,500 

Area ha 1.8 3.6 5.4 49.6 

Initial Cost       

Plant Removal $ 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 27,500,000 

Replanting $ 271,000 542,000 813,000 7,446,000 

Total $ 1,271,000 2,542,000 3,813,000 34,946,000 

 

6.3 Impacts on Total State Yield 

The forecast impact of an eradication versus no-eradication process on total state production is 

shown in Figures 10 and 11 - with 10 or three years BBR freedom respectively.   

In both cases there is an initial substantial decrease as either rust-free status is restored or interstate 

protocols established with the rust-free states. Beyond that the differences relate to the number of 

plants removed and the time to reach full production, with no-eradication having the least 

detrimental effect on total state yield.  

At full production the total yield/sales under “eradication” (10 years) is slightly higher than for “no-

eradication” because off the greater market access for organic growers. If eradication is not 

undertaken or proves unsuccessful there is a long term impact on market access for organic 

production but some growth in production from the conventional growers. 
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Figure 10: Total industry yield - 10 year freedom scenario 

 

 

 

Figure 11:  Total industry yield - 3 years freedom scenario 

 

 

6.4 BCA – eradication successful 10 years 

The results of the BCA for 5,000 plants removed at $200 per plant with a 10-year success are 
summarised in Table 4.   
 
In this case there is an overall positive $1.8 million NPV in favour of eradication. Significant negative 

impacts for Costas associated with plant removal and replanting and loss of net margin over eight 

years is offset by net positive impacts for organic growers and for DPIPWE. The organic benefit is 

associated with ongoing access to markets in rust-free states. For DPIPWE the eradication benefit is 
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in reduced monitoring and auditing costs (assuming these are not charged out) and for not being 

required to implement interstate protocol arrangements. 

Table 4:  BCA eradication (5,000 plants, $200/plant) – 10-year success  

 
 No Eradication Eradication Difference 

Infected Entity (IP) margin  PV $m* 40.5 37.9 -2.6 

Non IP, Conventional margin PV $m* 7.2 7.2 0.0 

Non IP, Organic margin PV $m* 3.9 8.6 4.7 

Plant removal cost PV $m* 0 -0.9 -0.9 

Replanting cost PV $m* 0 -0.2 -0.2 

DPIPWE Bio-Security PV $m* -1.9 -1.1 0.8 

Industry NPV PV $m* 49.6 51.4 1.8 

* 6% real discount rate 

 
The effect on NPV as further plant numbers are removed is show in Table 5. At around 10,000 plants 

removed and replanted the net benefit in favour of eradication is eliminated as the increasing cost 

of removal, replanting and loss of margin overcomes the advantages to organic growers and 

DPIPWE. 

Table 5:  BCA - Effect of plant numbers removed – 10-year success 

Plant numbers removed  5,000 10,000 15,000 137,500 

Eradication PV $m* 51.4 49.5 47.6 1.1 

No Eradication PV $m* 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6 

Industry NPV PV $m* 1.8 -0.1 -2.0 -47.8 
* 6% real discount rate 

 

6.5 BCA – eradication successful three years 

If the eradication process only achieves a short period of BBR freedom there is a negative NPV for 
eradication versus no-eradication even with a low numbers of plants removed (Table 6). At 5,000 
plants removed the industry NPV is minus $2.9 million. 
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Table 6:  BCA eradication (5,000 plants, $200/plant) – 3-year success 

 
 No Eradication Eradication Difference 

Infected Entity (IP) margin PV $m* 40.5 37.9 -2.6 

Non IP, Conventional margin PV $m* 7.2 7.2 0.0 

Non IP, Organic margin PV $m* 3.9 4.9 1.0 

Plant removal cost PV $m* 0 -0.9 -0.9 

Replanting cost PV $m* 0 -0.2 -0.2 

DPIPWE Bio-Security PV $m* -1.9 -2.2 -0.2 

Industry NPV PV $m* 49.6 46.7 -2.9 

* 6% real discount rate 

 
As plant numbers removed increases, the negative NPV for eradication over no-eradication increases 

substantially (Table 7). 

Table 7:  BCA - Effect of plant numbers removed – 3-year success 

Plant numbers removed  5,000 10,000 15,000 137,500 

Eradication PV $m* 46.7 44.8 42.9 -3.6 

No Eradication PV $m* 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6 

Industry NPV PV $m* -2.9 -4.8 -6.7 -53.2 

* 6% real discount rate 
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7 Socio Impacts 
The overall social impacts of eradication versus no-eradication will in general terms be a 

combination of (1) impacts on the financial viability of the farms involved and (2) for the wider 

community, impacts on income and employment generation.  

As outlined above, the Costas business in Tasmania is likely to be significantly harmed if the 

eradication option is adopted relative to no eradication - providing interstate protocols can allow 

continued sales of fruit into the rust-free states. On the other hand a number of smaller organic 

producers will potentially have their market limited where such protocols require a fungicide regime 

for access to those mainland markets. In addition they face possible yield reduction in the event that 

BBR becomes widespread under the no-eradication scenario. 

For those growers who do not apply fungicides the potential yield reduction will depend partly on 

the varieties grown as there are differences in susceptibility between varieties in both yield and 

quality. The direct financial and subsequent socio impacts of this are beyond the scope of this work 

but to gauge the potential impact of rust in future yields especially for organic growers an 

assessment was undertaken on the varieties currently grown. 

Growers surveyed indicated the varieties that they currently have planted and these were compared 

against a list obtained from New Zealand growers who had been asked to rank varietal susceptibility 

based on their own experience.  

On this basis, 68 eight percent of the Tasmanian survey respondents have moderately to highly 

susceptible varieties, with Bluecrop and Legacy making up 20 to 40 percent of their plantings. The 

balance of the growers have moderate to low susceptibility varieties with 20 to 40 percent of 

plantings such as Brigitta.  The remainder are varieties that are low to not susceptible - such as Duke 

and Elliott.  All varieties are utilised for both conventional and organic production, with no major 

differences in susceptible variety distribution observed between conventional and organic growers. 

As indicated, the varieties present will partly determine the potential impact if rust becomes 

widespread throughout the state.  Based on overseas information, whilst Legacy is highly 

susceptible, there are many varieties that show good tolerance to rust infection and these form the 

basis of rust management for organic producers followed by programs based on copper-containing 

fungicides.   

Rust infection decreases yield through defoliation of the plant, but only highly susceptible varieties 

combined with high inoculum exhibit rust symptoms on fruit.  The main impact for most growers will 

be lowering of yield due to leaf loss.  Given the mix of varieties and potential management options, 

non-eradication leading to widespread rust will have an impact but not severely limit production in 

the future.  Market access will have a much more significant impact. 
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7.1 General survey response findings 

As outlined above (Figure 3) a third of Non IP growers surveyed derived all of their income from 

blueberry production.  The balance had income from other businesses including general farm 

income.  Around 19 percent grew blueberries and had off farm income or had blueberries as a 

“lifestyle” farming venture. 

In respect to the ability to control rust in the future, only two grower respondents currently apply 

any fungicides and 65 percent of growers do not have any means of applying fungicides.  Many of 

the smaller growers do not have the equipment or do not have the machinery access due to plant 

spacing and topography and would have to apply a spray program by hand. However, the equipment 

is not expensive and the cost of a fungicide regime is also relatively low cost. 

To some extent not spraying is very much the “ethos” of many of the blueberry growers.  They have 

selected this crop as a low pesticide option for their farms as it matches their personal values and 

many would be reluctant to utilise a fungicide program even if they had the equipment or ability to 

apply, which will prohibit them access to rust-free states. 

Currently only 23 percent currently have any agronomic advice which again reflects the ethos behind 

low pesticide use. For any grower who wishes to implement a fungicide program they will require 

additional support and costs and also lose organic status which has an effect on price received.  The 

organic growers surveyed were receiving a price premium over conventionally grown fruit. 

The industry is a significant contributor back into the Tasmanian economy, all but one grower 

sourced 100 percent of inputs from local suppliers, including farm inputs such as chemicals, mulch, 

netting and also packaging materials and freight.  Most of these inputs are from suppliers which 

operate on state-wide basis so proceeds have limited return back to the local community.  For these 

inputs, any reduction in production as a result of eradication or non-eradication will tend to impact 

on a state-wide basis for suppliers. On the other hand, employment impacts are likely to have a 

much more local impact. 

7.2 Impact of BBR eradication on employment 

Figure 12 shows total direct and indirect blueberry employment over time for various levels of plant 

removal versus no eradication – assuming eradication is successful for 10 years. Up to year 5 “no 

eradication” has a much better employment outcome with the advantage depending on the level of 

plant removal. Beyond year 5 the various “eradication” scenarios start to overcome “no-eradication” 

because of the slightly greater long-term state yield with organic producers able to export into the 

rust-free states.  
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Figure 12: Blueberry direct and indirect employment – 10-year eradication success  

 

A similar result is shown for the 3-year success scenario (Figure 13) except that there is no long-term 

advantage to eradication because that is assumed to be lost with re-infection occurring after year 3. 

This is the worst of both worlds with short term pain not overcome by any long-term gain. 

Figure 13: Blueberry direct and indirect employment – 3 year eradication success  

 

With or without eradication, the initial impact on employment is highly significant for the coming 

season, assuming eradication and rust-free status is not rapidly regained, or if protocols cannot 

quickly be put in place to retain market access.   

Eradication of plants at Sulphur Creek will have long term effects due to lost production and this 

impact is similar whether successful eradication is achieved for 10 years or only three years.   
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Labour is the largest single cost for blueberry production, with most associated with harvesting and 

packing of fruit.  All of the non IP growers are directly involved in their own production and have 

varying levels of full time employment for maintenance operations depending on scale of 

production.  All growers utilise casual labour either local and/or backpackers, with levels relative to 

production scale. 

The numbers above (Figures 12 and 13) relate to direct and indirect blueberry employment under 

various scenarios. Table 1 shows estimated direct labour for the industry at around 237 FTE. With 

flow-on employment generation, an accepted multiplier effect is generally thought to be in the 

region of 1.5 – so total direct plus indirect employment is 1.5 times the direct employment number. 

Hence the base 357 FTE direct plus indirect employment estimate. 

Based on the survey respondents and the distribution of known blueberry producers Table 8 shows 

indicative blueberry employment for a number of areas as a proportion of total population in those 

areas. On this basis, and as expected, blueberry employment on the north-west coast is more 

significant as a proportion of total population than elsewhere. 

Table 8:  Employment analysis by region by the blueberry industry 

 

West 
Tamar 
Region 

North 
East 

Region 
Huon 

Region 
Burnie 
Region 

Devonport 
Region Total 

Total population 
2015 ABS 

         
22,808  

         
37,787  

         
19,296  

         
49,755  

         
45,836  

       
175,482  

Blueberry direct FTE 23 13 21 31 150 238 

Blueberry direct plus 
indirect FTE 35 20 32 47 225 357 

Total FTE as a % of 
population 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.2% 

 

7.3 Regional income and employment contribution 

Data from the 2011 census for town population and mean income was used to determine the 

relative contribution of the survey growers to their local town (Table 9).  

Because of the proximity of the 50-hectare Costa operation, blueberries are more important to 

Penguin than any other town. Penguin has the largest blueberry related employment at 150 FTE, 

which is equivalent to 3.8 percent of its total population. Lymington in the south is next highest at 21 

FTE, but because of its small population that relates to 5.7 percent of the total population. In 

relation to total employment in the area, both percentages will obviously be much higher than 

shown – based on total population. 

For both Penguin and Lymington, blueberries also account for a significant proportion of total town 

income, and likewise for Holwell in the north. 
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Table 9:  Grower survey results for blueberry industry contribution to regional towns 
 

 Population  

Number 
of FTE 

FTE % of 
population  

Gross town 
income 

% of gross as 
net return 

Penguin 3924 150 3.8%  $89,373,000  17.9% 

Lymington 370 21 5.7%  $8,003,800  13.1% 

Smithton 3935 15 0.4%  $103,947,000  0.1% 

Gravelly Beach 561 11.4 2.0%  $14,440,100  1.0% 

Scottsdale 2461 11 0.4%  $52,340,500  0.2% 

Longley 248 11 4.4%  $8,150,300  0.4% 

Holwell 212 10 4.7%  $4,178,100 7.2% 

Turners Marsh 392 6.5 1.7%  $11,822,700  1.6% 

Sheffield 1538 5.5 0.4%  $30,310,900  0.0% 

Winkleigh 179 4 2.2%  $5,352,100  0.0% 

St Marys 800 3.7 0.5%  $14,393,600  0.3% 

Beauty Point 1025 3.5 0.3%  $19,827,600  0.4% 

Bridport 1715 2.2 0.1%  $40,309,400  0.0% 

Lileah 590 2 0.3%  $17,334,200  0.1% 

Old Beach 3169 1.2 0.0%  $106,123,500  0.1% 

Lilydale 659 1 0.2%  $16,208,800  0.1% 

Paradise 303 1 0.3%  $5,593,400  0.2% 

 

On a total impact basis, the Costa plantings at Penguin (Sulphur Creek) and the local community will 

be the most severely affected by any decision in relation to eradication versus no eradication. This is 

without taking into consideration any impact on their decision in relation to the additional 35 – 

hectare expansion as currently planned.  

The non-Costa growers indicated an overall 18 percent growth over the next five years which will 

increase the significance of the industry to a number of towns, especially in the Tamar and the North 

West Coast.  Many of the growers are in the “build-up” phase with younger plants in the ground 

expected to mature in the next few years. 
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8 Future industry growth 
The socio-economic assessments above are based around current blueberry farms and production, 

and assume that any plants removed will be replanted with full yield being restored in around eight 

years. 

As pointed out in the BCA analysis the possibility of re-infection following initial eradication results in 

a negative NPV even at relatively low plant removal numbers. Therefore, the risk of re-infection is a 

major factor to be considered in the decision on eradication.  

With eradication followed by re-infection, while organic growers will benefit initially from continued 

market access to rust-free states that access will presumably be lost once re-infection occurs. This 

results in a worst of both worlds situation with industry pain in the short term with no long-term 

gain. 

Another major factor to be considered is the likely impact of eradication on future industry 

expansion. 

With “no eradication” combined with protocols introduced to give access to rust-free states there is 

good potential for conventional producers to increase plantings and sales beyond current levels. On 

the other hand, organic production is likely to be curtailed.  

With “eradication”, it is likely that very few if any conventional growers would be prepared to 

undertake costly expansion with some chance that they would be forced to remove some or all of 

their area in a few years’ time. In fact, Costa has already indicated that it would not be prepared 

undertake its planned 35 hectare expansion if eradication is undertaken at its current Sulphur Creek 

operation. 

While it might be argued that the risk of an outbreak is no different now to say several years ago, the 

fact that there have been two outbreaks in the past two years is likely to weigh on growers minds. 
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9 Appendix   BCA Sensitivity Analysis 
 

 

  

Eradication versus No Eradication 10 Year Term

Main Assumptions

All sectors lose 50% of market in year 1 (2016-17) until either eradication achieved or interstate protocols established for "no eradication" scenario (2017-18) 

Plant removal cost is $150-$200/plant

Restablishment cost $150,000/hectare over 3 years

Remaining plant yield reduced by 10% due to removal of pollinators.

After establishment (year 3) a further 5 years required for plants to achieve full yield.

Under "no eradication" the organic sector unable to export to Vic, SA, WA - ongoing. Estimated market/sales loss  around 50%.

DPIPWE cost under "eradication" for monitoring/auditing is $300k in year 1 falling to $0k in year 6 

DPIPWE cost under "no eradication" is $400k in year 1 for establishing interstate protocols and ongoing $200pa for monitoring/auditing.

Eradication lasts at least 10 years

Plant Eradication $150 per plant
Discount rate 5%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 54.5 52.8 51.1 9.5

No Eradication PV $m 52.2 52.2 52.2 52.2

Net Benefit PV $m 2.3 0.6 -1.1 -42.7

Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 1.01 0.98 0.18

Discount rate 6%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 51.6 50.0 48.3 7.6

No Eradication PV $m 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6

Net Benefit PV $m 2.0 0.4 -1.3 -42.0

Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 1.01 0.97 0.15

Discount rate 7%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 49.0 47.3 45.7 5.8

No Eradication PV $m 47.2 47.2 47.2 47.2

Net Benefit PV $m 1.8 0.1 -1.5 -41.4

Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 1.00 0.97 0.12

Plant Eradication $200 per plant
Discount rate 5%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 54.2 52.3 50.4 3.0

No Eradication PV $m 52.2 52.2 52.2 52.2

Net Benefit PV $m 2.0 0.1 -1.8 -49.2

Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 1.00 0.96 0.15

Discount rate 6%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 51.4 49.5 47.6 1.1

No Eradication PV $m 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6

Net Benefit PV $m 1.8 -0.1 -2 -48.5

Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 1.00 0.96 0.02

Discount rate 7%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 48.7 46.9 45 -0.6

No Eradication PV $m 47.2 47.2 47.2 47.2

Net Benefit PV $m 1.5 -0.3 -2.2 -47.8

Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 0.99 0.95 -0.01
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Eradication versus No Eradication 3 Years "Eradication" then go to "No Eradication"

Main Assumptions

All sectors lose 50% of market in year 1 (2016-17) until either eradication achieved or interstate protocols established for "no eradication" scenario (2017-18) 

Plant removal cost is $150-$200/plant

Remaining plant yield reduced by 10% due to removal of pollinators.

Restablishment cost $150,000/hectare over 3 years

After establishment (year 3) a further 5 years required for plants to achieve full yield.

Under "no eradication" the organic sector unable to export to Vic, SA, WA - ongoing. Estimated market/sales loss  around 50%.

DPIPWE cost under "eradication" for monitoring/auditing is $300k pa then (year 4) protocol and monitoring/auditing costs as for "no eradication" below. 

DPIPWE cost under "no eradication" is $400k in year 1 for establishing interstate protocols and ongoing $200pa for monitoring/auditing.

Plant Eradication $150 per plant
Discount rate 5%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 49.5 47.8 46.1 4.5

No Eradication PV $m 52.2 52.2 52.2 52.2

Net Benefit PV $m -2.7 -4.4 -6.1 -47.7

Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.95 0.91 0.88 0.09

Discount rate 6%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 46.9 45.3 43.6 2.9

No Eradication PV $m 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6

Net Benefit PV $m -2.7 -4.3 -6.0 -46.7

Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.95 0.91 0.88 0.06

Discount rate 7%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 44.6 42.9 41.3 1.4

No Eradication PV $m 47.2 47.2 47.2 47.2

Net Benefit PV $m -2.6 0.91 -5.9 -45.8

Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.94 0.92 0.89 0.13

Plant Eradication $200 per plant
Discount rate 5%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 49.2 47.3 45.4 -2.0

No Eradication PV $m 52.2 52.2 52.2 52.2

Net Benefit PV $m -3.0 -4.9 -6.8 -54.2

Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.95 0.91 0.87 -0.04

Discount rate 6%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 46.7 44.8 42.9 -3.6

No Eradication PV $m 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6

Net Benefit PV $m -2.9 -4.8 -6.70 -53.2

Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.94 0.90 0.86 -0.07

Discount rate 7%

Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       

Eradication PV $m 44.3 42.5 40.6 -5.0

No Eradication PV $m 47.2 47.2 47.2 47.2

Net Benefit PV $m -2.9 -4.7 -6.6 -52.2

Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.95 0.90 0.86 -0.11
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Executive summary 


 Around three quarters of Tasmania’s blueberry production comes from one large 


commercial operator (Costa) which has a total of 59 hectares based at Sulphur Creek, 


Lebrinna and East Devonport. Costa is also planning to plant another 35 hectares over the 


next few years and to significantly expand its packing facility at Pardoe near East Devonport 


 The remaining production comes from 42 smaller growers spread around the State. Eleven 


of those are organic producers, either certified organic or pesticide free. 


 Overall state production has been estimated at around 1,065 tonnes with Costa accounting 


for 77 percent, smaller conventional growers 16 percent, and organic growers seven 


percent. 


 Further growth in output is anticipated in the near future with Costa’s proposed 35 hectares 


representing a potential 30 percent increase in total state blueberry area, and the remaining 


smaller growers expecting an 18 percent increase in their per hectare yields as younger 


plantings mature. 


 Total direct employment associated with blueberries in Tasmania is around 237 full time 


equivalents (FTE). Assuming an employment multiplier of 1.5, total blueberry related 


employment in the state is around 357 FTE.   


 Following a blueberry rust (BBR) outbreak in 2014 which was eradicated, a further outbreak 


has occurred in 2016 at the 50-hectare Costa operation at Sulphur Creek in the North West. 


 A possible response is that eradication is also attempted at this site. 


 This report assesses the economic and social consequences of attempting to eradicate the 


current outbreak versus not eradicating. 


 A significant proportion of Tasmania’s total blueberry production is sold into mainland 


markets – both from conventional and organic growers. For Costa this is around 95 percent, 


for other conventional growers 81 percent and for organic growers 68 percent. 


 The current BBR outbreak is expected to see a significant reduction in sales of blueberries 


for all growers for the 2017 harvest, with likely restriction of sales into Victoria, South 


Australia and Western Australia, which are declared rust free. There may also be issues in 


moving fruit through Victoria to New South Wales and Queensland which are not rust-free. 


 Costa also grows blueberries in New South Wales where BBR is endemic and assesses it as a 


minor problem, mitigated with a relatively inexpensive fungicide regime. Fruit is sold into 


disease-free states under protocol arrangements with those states. 


 If the “no – eradication” strategy is adopted it will be critical to develop similar protocols for 


Tasmanian fruit sold into Victoria, South Australia and Western Australia. Since these 


protocols are based on a fungicide regime they will most likely not be available to organic 


producers who would therefore face ongoing market restrictions.  


 The market implications this season will most likely occur with or without attempting to 


eradicate the disease, unless interstate protocols can be introduced more quickly than 


anticipated. 
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 Assuming eradication is successful and Tasmania is again declared rust free, all markets 


should be available in 2018. Alternatively, if it is decided not to pursue eradication, 


interstate protocols may be able to be developed by that time, depending on the rust-free 


states agreeing to similar protocols to those that apply for NSW. If protocols cannot be 


negotiated under this option there would be a substantial contraction of the industry. 


 The economic analysis outlined in this report assesses the net present value of industry costs 


and returns over 10 years with eradication versus no eradication.  


 Under the “no-eradication” option several scenarios were assessed: 


o 5,000 plants (1.8 hectares) removed and re-established;  


o 10,000 plants (3.6 hectares)removed; 


o 15,000 plants (5.4 hectares) removed; and 


o 137,500 plants (50 hectares) removed. 


 Assuming eradication is successfully undertaken in the first instance, it cannot be 


guaranteed that there will be no further outbreaks in the future. Two scenarios were 


assessed in relation to re-infection: 


o Eradication successful for 10 years; 


o Eradication successful for three years when another outbreak results in the 


eradication strategy being abandoned. 


 Depending on the level of eradication attempted (number of plants removed) the process is 


likely to be very expensive for Costa in terms of the cost of plant removal and disposal, costs 


of re-establishment and loss of sales until production is fully restored – potentially eight 


years.  


 With just 5,000 plants removed the cost of removal and replanting is likely to be around $1.0 


to $1.3 million, increasing to $28.1 to $35.0 million if all 137,500 plants were removed from 


the Sulphur Creek property. 


 Also, depending on the level of eradication required, total state yield will be reduced over 


the next eight years as production at Sulphur Creek is restored. From an employment point 


of view there will be overall negative employment and socio impacts associated with 


eradication, basically in line with the loss of production. 


 On the other hand, if eradication is not successfully undertaken, the organic sector is likely 


to encounter on-going loss of sales and employment. While this is a small part of the total 


industry, the result will be very significant for the businesses involved, with mainland sales 


limited to NSW and Queensland. Assuming BBR becomes widespread they will also suffer 


yield reduction with the severity of that reduction depending on the varieties grown. 


 From an overall employment perspective, there are around 22 FTE’s associated with the 


organic sector. Given an employment multiplier of 1.5 there are around 33 FTE of direct and 


indirect employment linked to these operations. If they were to lose 50 percent of their 


sales there would be an ongoing loss of around 16 FTE throughout the state – comprising 


both locals and itinerants. 


 As a best case scenario where eradication is undertaken for 5,000 plants at Costa’s Sulphur 


Creek property and is successful for 10 years there is an overall positive net present value 


(NPV) for Tasmania of $1.8 million in favour of eradication. 
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 If greater than 5,000 plants is required to be removed the positive $1.9 million NPV for the 


successful 10-year scenario falls to zero at around 10,000 plants removed. At 15,000 plants 


removed there is an overall negative NPV of minus $1.3 million. 


 At any number of plants removed, where re-infection occurs in three years, the assessed 


NPV is negative and increases from minus $2.9 million at 5,000 plants to minus $6.7 million 


at 15,000 plants and minus $53.2 million with all plants removed. This scenario is essentially 


the worst of both worlds – the cost of eradication incurred with limited long-term benefits. 


 The risk of re-infection is obviously a major factor to be considered in the decision on 


eradication - both in terms of the NPV assessments above and for longer-term industry 


confidence. If conventional (non-organic) growers perceive there is a risk that they may have 


to undertake eradication at some time in the future, they will be unlikely to undertake 


further expansion. In particular, Costa have indicated that they would not pursue their 


planned 35 hectare expansion.  


 While it might be argued that the risk of an outbreak is no different now to say several years 


ago, the fact that there have been two outbreaks in the past two years is likely to weigh on 


growers minds. 
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1 Introduction 


Blueberry rust (Thekopsora minima) is a fungal disease which infects the leaves and fruit of 
blueberries and related plants in the Ericaceae plant family. 


Blueberry rust is present in Queensland and New South Wales and is not reportable in these states. 
However, it is regulated in other states including Tasmania. 


The Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) – Biosecurity 


Tasmania has recently completed an initial surveillance program on and around the site of a 


blueberry rust detection on a commercial growing property in the State’s north. 


 


In the week up to 18 August 2016, 14,000 plants capable of hosting the disease were inspected 


across five properties in a 25 km radius of the detection since the disease was confirmed. 


 


The surveys have not found any evidence of disease on properties outside the detection site. 


However, they have confirmed the disease is present on the detection site in at least four of 11 


blocks on the property. 


 


Based on the information and brief provided by DPIPWE to Macquarie Franklin, an economic and 


social impact study on the technical feasibility of eradication of blueberry rust has been prepared. 


 


This report refers to blueberries as two general groupings, evergreen and deciduous, based on the 


varieties present in Tasmania.  The confirmed infection has been on the evergreen varieties. 
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2 Project Outline 


2.1 Industry analysis - Scope 


2.1.1 Stakeholder Survey 


A sample of growers and propagators in Tasmania were contacted and 19 out of a total 43 state-


wide agreed to provide information in relation to their blueberry operations. The 43 total includes 


the large-scale Costa Berry Exchange operation (3 sites) plus 31 smaller conventional growers and 11 


organic producers (including certified organic plus pesticide free). 


Due to the large scale of Costa blueberry production, separate detailed survey results are presented 


for this company and then results for other stakeholders. While detailed financial information was 


provided by Costa and used in the economic modelling, the detail is not included in the report on a 


commercial-in-confidence basis. 


The survey was designed to obtain specific production, economic and social data from the growers 


and stakeholders. The results of the recently undertaken Biosecurity Tasmania grower survey were 


used in addition to Macquarie Franklin’s survey to generate reliable and valid industry data. 


Survey information that was obtained includes: 


 Number and age of blueberry plants, as the evergreen or deciduous nature; 


 Typical average fruit yield by plants (including young stock) and for the total enterprise;  


 Enterprise production details including employment and labour force particulars, production 


costs, produce price and total value; and 


 Market destination. 


DPIPWE staff were interviewed in relation to the costs associated with the 2014 outbreak, and 


expected costs associated with property monitoring and auditing for the current outbreak, and the 


potential cost of developing interstate protocols to access rust-free states if eradication is not 


undertaken.   


2.1.2 Economic modelling and impact assessment 


The economic analysis outlined in this report assesses the net present value (NPV) of industry costs 


and returns over 10 years with eradication versus no eradication.  In addition the effectiveness of 


eradication is assessed by determining the NPV if BBR returns after only three years following 


eradication 


Further scenarios were assessed under both the 10-year and 3-year alternatives: 


 Initially around 5,000 plants (2 hectares) removed and replanted; 


 Further plant removal to 10,000 and 15,000 plants if required; and 


 Worst case – around 137,500 plants (50 hectares) removed and replanted. 
 
Sensitivity analyses were undertaken as follows: 


 NPV discount rates 5%, 6% and 7% real; and 


 Plant removal and disposal costs $200 and $150 per plant. 
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2.1.3 Social impact 


Information was obtained from the grower survey on the levels of employment of each business, net 


proceeds from blueberry sales, input costs, service providers and input suppliers.   Based on this 


information and on the economic modelling undertaken, the potential social impacts of both 


“eradication” and “no-eradication” have also been assessed. 
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3 Industry survey – Costa  
Costa (Berry Exchange) has three blueberry properties in Tasmania: 


 Sulphur Creek (50 ha)  


 Lebrinna (8 ha) 


 East Devonport (1 ha) 


Around 50,000 plants at Sulphur Creek (36 %) are the evergreen Legacy variety which are considered 


to be a greater risk in relation to rust.  These are spread throughout the plantings as they are used as 


pollinators in addition to fruit production.  Removal of the Legacy variety plants is expected to result 


in a drop in production of the remaining plants of perhaps 10 to 15 percent. 


The company has indicated that they employ 25 FTE on maintenance (weeding, nutrition, irrigation, 


spraying), plus 115 FTE (500 casuals) harvesting and packing of which around 25 percent is sourced 


locally and 75 percent itinerant (predominantly backpackers). A further 10 FTE of overhead and 


administrative staff is associated with its Tasmanian blueberry operations. 


Currently the company supplies around 95 percent of its production into mainland markets and 55 


percent into the states that are rust free (Figure 1).  Tasmania is a very small market for blueberries 


and for much of the year product is imported. 


 


Figure 1:  Costa blueberries market segments 


 


In addition to its current 59 hectares the company has been progressing the planting of another 35 


hectares (+60%), which represents an additional investment of $5 -6 million, and a major expansion 


of its East Devonport distribution centre and modified atmosphere facility is planned. 


In fact, Costa has been awarded $1.2 million in funding from the Federal and State Governments 


Tasmanian Jobs and Investment Fund to undertake the $10 million project, allowing it to increase its 


5%


55%


45%
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capacity to pack, store and ship a greater volume of its Tasmanian grown blueberries, raspberries 


and strawberries. 


The investment is planned to be undertaken over the next 12 to 18 months and will create 


sustainable jobs, with up to 130 full time equivalent (FTE) jobs being created.  Of these, 25 to 30 will 


be created in the distribution centre, with the remainder across the berry farms. Costas view their 


Tasmanian blueberry production as part of a “berry basket” that includes raspberries and 


strawberries. 
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4 Industry survey – General Stakeholders 
A list of previously surveyed blueberry growers and propagators supplied by Biosecurity Tasmania 


was used to contact both conventional and organic producers. Of a total 42 non-Costa growers some 


did not wish to participate, however, a total of 18 growers undertook the survey and of these 14 


provided detailed financial information.  The sample represented 43 percent of the growers DPIPWE 


surveyed to determine the overall BBR situation and 49 percent of the plants.  The main variance 


was there being fewer small growers surveyed.   Where DPIPWE surveyed 19 growers with less than 


1,000 plants this survey only had two respondents of this small scale but included 68 percent of 


growers with 1,000 to 5,000 plants and 50 percent of the growers with 5,000 plants or more.   


The participants were located throughout the state as indicated in Figure 2. 


Figure 2:  Geographic distribution of growers surveyed 


 


One of the larger conventional growers (approx. 3 ha) was unavailable to be surveyed as was 


overseas.  


Of all the respondents only one grower was not aware of blueberry rust at time of survey but has 


since received information.  Only two growers were interested in further information on BBR, 


indicating that the communication to growers to date has been successful. 


Evergreen plants represented only three percent of total plant numbers and were only present on 


three of the farms surveyed. 


Of all the respondents: 


 Average area per grower was 1.6 hectares (conventional growers averaged 2.2 hectares and 


organic growers 1.1 hectares) 


 Yields tended to vary between 4.5-6.0 tonnes per hectare (lower than for Costa due to lower 


plant density and a number of growers having younger plants still in the build-up phase). 
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 Farm gate value of fruit that growers disclosed was close to $2.0 million ($210k per farm 


average for conventional growers and $80k per farm average for organic growers). 


4.1 Importance of blueberries to stakeholders 


Respondents were assessed on the degree of importance of blueberries to their overall business and 


if they are involved in other berry or farm related activities (Figure 3).  


Just under a third of growers surveyed indicated that production of blueberries was their sole 


business activity. Around 81 percent (including the one third above) derived their income from 


blueberries plus other farm income, with the remainder (18.8%) having some form of off-farm 


income. 


 


Figure 3:   Blueberry component of business 


 


A number of growers indicated that their plants are young and in the early phase of development 


and anticipate increased yields over the next five years.  The forecast volumes in the next five years 


represent an 18 percent increase over current production levels.  This was spread evenly across 


conventional and organic growers. 


4.2 Conventional versus Organic  
Respondents were grouped according to the type of production system they are currently using.  


Conventional refers to those using pesticide programs and inorganic fertilisers, organic free are 


those that are either fully organically certified or those growers who are not using pesticides or 


inorganic fertilisers but have not undertaken organic certification.  It is important to note that in 


respect to market access, if a fungicide spray regime is required, the pesticide free growers have the 


potential to implement whereas the organic growers will not be able to without losing their organic 


certification. 


Figure 4 indicates the number of survey growers in each category. 
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Figure 4: Proportion of survey growers by production system 


 


As an industry, the levels of production from conventional and the organic growers is considerably 


different.  Whilst conventional growers are 37.5 percent of total number of growers surveyed they 


made up 62.8 percent of the plants in production outside of the Costa production (Figure 5) and 73.1 


percent of total production (Figure 6). 


Figure 5:  Survey number of plants by production system 
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Figure 6: Survey total non-Costa yield by production system 


 


The control of blueberry rust in infected crops in other countries is well established based on 


fungicide programs and crop hygiene.    The inability of organic growers and growers who wish to 


remain pesticide free to implement these programs will restrict access to non-infected states. 


The impact of blueberry rust infection on these growers’ productivity will be dependent on the 


varieties grown. There is a large variability in blueberry rust susceptibility between varieties (see 


Section 7). 


4.3 General stakeholder market distribution 


Non – Costa growers were questioned about the markets they sold fruit to last season. The overall 


results are shown in Figure 7.  For conventional growers around 81 percent of their fruit was sold to 


mainland markets. For organic growers the mainland share was 68 percent. 


Figure 7: Survey proportion of total volume to market between Tasmania and the mainland 
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Sydney is the most common market that fruit is sent to, this is mainly due to better prices being 


received in the Sydney markets.  


In total the states that are currently rust-free and have access restrictions for rust infected regions 


account for 42 percent of the present market serviced by the survey growers. Market access to New 


South Wales and Queensland, as well as overseas, may possibly also be restricted if fruit cannot be 


sent through Victoria.   


4.4 Labour requirements 


The growers who responded to the survey indicated the following employment: 


 20 Full time staff (the equivalent of 1.1 FTE/farm).  


 253 casual staff equivalent to around 45 FTE (2.0 FTE/farm).  Given the percentage of farms 


that have other berries, the true FTE for blueberries was estimated to be around 


1.2FTE/farm. 


 40 percent of the casual staff are local employees and 60 percent transient (backpackers) 


Based on the known total number of growers in Tasmania, the extrapolation of the survey responses 


indicates a total of 42 FTE “overhead” staff and the equivalent of a further 45 FTE “operational” staff 


involved in the blueberry production industry - outside of the Costa operation.   


4.5 Transmission risk 


The survey queried the activity of casual workers and also the use of contract machinery.  Four 


growers in the general survey were aware that local casuals they employed worked on other 


blueberry farms.   


In addition to Costa, 10 growers in the survey use backpackers many of whom are whoever turns up 


at the farm looking for work.    The movement of backpackers around farms in Tasmania is therefore 


a significant risk for transmission.   


In addition, many backpackers follow the progression of fruit production as crops mature from 


northern states including New South Wales to Tasmania (for both Costa and non-Cost growers) and 


there is no means of definitively determining whether a worker has come direct from an infected 


property either in Tasmania or from the mainland. 


Only two growers used external contractors for farm operations.  In addition, the low number of 


growers who utilised agronomists indicates low levels of traffic between blueberries growers of 


service providers, even within regions.  Typically, agronomists for this style of industry are sector 


specific and travel between crops and are not restricted to regions as are broad-acre agronomy 


service providers. 
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5 Overall industry summary  
A summary of overall industry statistics extrapolated from the survey data is presented in Table 1.  


This outlines the number of farms, area under production, yields of fruit, farm gate value and 


current levels of employment expressed in FTE’s anticipated for the 2016/17 season – based on total 


production without the expected loss of interstate sales associated with the BBR outbreak. 


Table 1:  Overall industry summary from producer surveys 


 
Farms Area Yield* Gross  


Value* 
Employment 


Overhead 
Staff 


Operational 
Staff** 


Total 


 
(no.) (ha) (t) ($m) (FTE) (FTE) (FTE) 


Infected Entity 
(IP) 


1  
(3 sites) 


59  820 15.9 10 140 150 


Non IP,  
Conventional 


31 40 174  3.1 31 34 65 


Non IP,  
Organic 


11 14 70 
 


 1.7 11 11 22 


Total 43 113 1,064 20.7 52 185 237 


* Expected 2016/17 yield/value before anticipated reduction in market access as a result of blueberry rust outbreak. 
** Paid growing/maintenance staff plus seasonal harvesting & packing 


 


The proportions of total output (tonnes) and farm-gate value is outlined in Figure 8 and Figure 9 


respectively. “IP” in these figures relates to the infected entity (Costa) including the 50 hectare 


infected property at Sulphur Creek. “Non IP” relates to non-infected properties. 
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Figure 8:  Proportion of total state yield by sector 


 


 


Figure 9: Proportion of total state farm gate income by sector 
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6 Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) - eradication versus no eradication 
In undertaking the BCA the state industry has been treated as one entity comprising several 


stakeholders or sectors – the infected property, non-infected properties (both organic and 


conventional) and DPIPWE Bio-Security.  


The economic analysis assesses the net present value of industry costs and returns over 10 years 
using a six percent real discount rate – for both “eradication” and “no eradication”. The “no-
eradication” option assumes that protocols can be developed to allow fruit sales into rust-free states 
– along the lines currently in place for NSW. If this is not the case the “no-eradication” option will be 
dire with substantial impacts on current sales and any future proposed expansion. 


For both scenarios, up-front costs were assessed, plus the impacts on area, yield over time, sales, 


growing costs and harvesting & packing costs. 


The results are expressed as the total net income stream over 10 years and discounted to 2016 


dollars.   


Under the “eradication” option several scenarios were assessed: 


 5,000 plants (1.8 hectares) removed and re-established;  


 10,000 plants (3.6 hectares) removed; 


 15,000 plants (5.4 hectares) removed; and 


 All 137,500 plants (50 hectares) removed. 


Assumptions relating to the likely on-going success of eradication are also critical. Two options were 
assessed: 


 Eradication successful for 10 years; and 


 Eradication successful for three years when another outbreak results in the eradication 


strategy being abandoned 


In addition, a number of sensitivity analyses have been conducted in respect to the following: 


 Cost of plant removal and disposal - $200 and $150 per plant 


 Discount rate – 5%, 6%, 7%. 


The potential impact on Costa’s proposed 35-hectare expansion was not been factored into the 


analysis. 


6.1 General assumptions 
The following are general assumptions used in the BCA: 


 Year 1 (2016-17) – loss of around 50 percent of sales for all sectors with loss of access to 


Victoria, South Australia, Western Australia prior to recovering disease-free status or 


implementing interstate protocols. This loss of sales in year 1 is assumed to occur under 


both scenarios – “eradication” and “no-eradication”. 


 Year 2 onwards – disease-free status recovered for “eradication” option or under “no-


eradication” interstate protocols allow access for all fruit except for organic which is unable 


to meet protocols. This is not certain, but as described above, NSW has such protocols 


currently in place.  
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 Longer term, under “no eradication” the organic sector is limited to Tasmania plus New 


South Wales, and Queensland (assuming fruit can reach those states via Victoria).  


 Under “eradication”, removal of evergreen plants results in a 10% decrease in yield due to 


loss of pollinators. 


 In addition, any replanting will take around eight years to achieve full yield, due to the time 


required to grow plants in nursery, plant out and reach full yield capacity. 


 DPIPWE costs for "eradication” scenario total $300,000 for monitoring/auditing in year 1, 


falling to zero in year 6. 


 DPIPWE cost for "no eradication” scenario for establishing interstate protocols is $400,000 in 


year 1 and ongoing $200,000 per annum for monitoring/auditing. 


 Initial plant removal for “eradication” would target 5,000 plants and depending on success, 


further plants may or may not be required to be eradicated 


 The worse-case scenario would be removal of all 137,500 plants from the Sulphur Creek 


infected property.   


6.2 Plant removal and re-establishment costs 
The $200 plant removal and disposal cost adopted as a base was based initially on DPIPWE 


experience with the 2014 outbreak. While it might be expected that Costa would be able to operate 


more efficiently with larger numbers of plants to be removed, they pointed out that the Sulphur 


Creek plants are much older/larger and have a significant amount of mulch to be disposed of. Also 


the perennial plants to be targeted initially are interspersed with other varieties in narrow spaced 


rows. 


On this basis it is expected that removal costs may remain at around $200 per plant. The BCA also 


allowed for a $150 per plant sensitivity analysis. 


Any removal of plants is assumed to be replanted at a cost of $150,000 per hectare over a three-year 


period. While Costa provided this estimate they have pointed out that it might not prove to be 


practical. Replanting is ideally undertaken in blocks.  Competition from established plants and 


differences required in management of the different plant ages mitigates against small area 


replanting. Also, replanting into ground that has previously grown blueberries without soil 


fumigation can be problematical. 


The expected initial costs associated with the eradication and subsequent replanting are outlined in 


in Tables 2 and 3. At 5,000 plants removed the initial cost is around $1.0 - $1.3 million depending on 


plant removal costs ($150 versus $200 per plant). At a worst-case scenario with all 137,500 plants 


removed the cost increases to $28.0-$34.9 million. 
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Table 2:  Initial eradication & replanting cost – eradication $150/plant 


    
Plants removed no. 5,000 10,000 15,000 137,500 


Area ha 1.8 3.6 5.4 49.6 


Initial Cost       


Plant Removal $ 750,000 ,500,000 2,250,000 20,625,000 


Replanting $ 271,000 542,000 813,000 7,446,000 


Total $ 1,021,000 2,042,000 3,063,000 $28,071,000 


 


Table 3:  Initial eradication & replanting cost - eradication $200/plant 


Plants Removed no. 5,000 10,000 15,000 137,500 


Area ha 1.8 3.6 5.4 49.6 


Initial Cost       


Plant Removal $ 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 27,500,000 


Replanting $ 271,000 542,000 813,000 7,446,000 


Total $ 1,271,000 2,542,000 3,813,000 34,946,000 


 


6.3 Impacts on Total State Yield 
The forecast impact of an eradication versus no-eradication process on total state production is 


shown in Figures 10 and 11 - with 10 or three years BBR freedom respectively.   


In both cases there is an initial substantial decrease as either rust-free status is restored or interstate 


protocols established with the rust-free states. Beyond that the differences relate to the number of 


plants removed and the time to reach full production, with no-eradication having the least 


detrimental effect on total state yield.  


At full production the total yield/sales under “eradication” (10 years) is slightly higher than for “no-


eradication” because off the greater market access for organic growers. If eradication is not 


undertaken or proves unsuccessful there is a long term impact on market access for organic 


production but some growth in production from the conventional growers. 
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Figure 10: Total industry yield - 10 year freedom scenario 


 


 


 


Figure 11:  Total industry yield - 3 years freedom scenario 


 


 


6.4 BCA – eradication successful 10 years 
The results of the BCA for 5,000 plants removed at $200 per plant with a 10-year success are 
summarised in Table 4.   
 
In this case there is an overall positive $1.8 million NPV in favour of eradication. Significant negative 


impacts for Costas associated with plant removal and replanting and loss of net margin over eight 


years is offset by net positive impacts for organic growers and for DPIPWE. The organic benefit is 


associated with ongoing access to markets in rust-free states. For DPIPWE the eradication benefit is 
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in reduced monitoring and auditing costs (assuming these are not charged out) and for not being 


required to implement interstate protocol arrangements. 


Table 4:  BCA eradication (5,000 plants, $200/plant) – 10-year success  


 
 No Eradication Eradication Difference 


Infected Entity (IP) margin  PV $m* 40.5 37.9 -2.6 


Non IP, Conventional margin PV $m* 7.2 7.2 0.0 


Non IP, Organic margin PV $m* 3.9 8.6 4.7 


Plant removal cost PV $m* 0 -0.9 -0.9 


Replanting cost PV $m* 0 -0.2 -0.2 


DPIPWE Bio-Security PV $m* -1.9 -1.1 0.8 


Industry NPV PV $m* 49.6 51.4 1.8 


* 6% real discount rate 


 
The effect on NPV as further plant numbers are removed is show in Table 5. At around 10,000 plants 


removed and replanted the net benefit in favour of eradication is eliminated as the increasing cost 


of removal, replanting and loss of margin overcomes the advantages to organic growers and 


DPIPWE. 


Table 5:  BCA - Effect of plant numbers removed – 10-year success 


Plant numbers removed  5,000 10,000 15,000 137,500 


Eradication PV $m* 51.4 49.5 47.6 1.1 


No Eradication PV $m* 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6 


Industry NPV PV $m* 1.8 -0.1 -2.0 -47.8 
* 6% real discount rate 


 


6.5 BCA – eradication successful three years 


If the eradication process only achieves a short period of BBR freedom there is a negative NPV for 
eradication versus no-eradication even with a low numbers of plants removed (Table 6). At 5,000 
plants removed the industry NPV is minus $2.9 million. 
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Table 6:  BCA eradication (5,000 plants, $200/plant) – 3-year success 


 
 No Eradication Eradication Difference 


Infected Entity (IP) margin PV $m* 40.5 37.9 -2.6 


Non IP, Conventional margin PV $m* 7.2 7.2 0.0 


Non IP, Organic margin PV $m* 3.9 4.9 1.0 


Plant removal cost PV $m* 0 -0.9 -0.9 


Replanting cost PV $m* 0 -0.2 -0.2 


DPIPWE Bio-Security PV $m* -1.9 -2.2 -0.2 


Industry NPV PV $m* 49.6 46.7 -2.9 


* 6% real discount rate 


 
As plant numbers removed increases, the negative NPV for eradication over no-eradication increases 


substantially (Table 7). 


Table 7:  BCA - Effect of plant numbers removed – 3-year success 


Plant numbers removed  5,000 10,000 15,000 137,500 


Eradication PV $m* 46.7 44.8 42.9 -3.6 


No Eradication PV $m* 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6 


Industry NPV PV $m* -2.9 -4.8 -6.7 -53.2 


* 6% real discount rate 
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7 Socio Impacts 
The overall social impacts of eradication versus no-eradication will in general terms be a 


combination of (1) impacts on the financial viability of the farms involved and (2) for the wider 


community, impacts on income and employment generation.  


As outlined above, the Costas business in Tasmania is likely to be significantly harmed if the 


eradication option is adopted relative to no eradication - providing interstate protocols can allow 


continued sales of fruit into the rust-free states. On the other hand a number of smaller organic 


producers will potentially have their market limited where such protocols require a fungicide regime 


for access to those mainland markets. In addition they face possible yield reduction in the event that 


BBR becomes widespread under the no-eradication scenario. 


For those growers who do not apply fungicides the potential yield reduction will depend partly on 


the varieties grown as there are differences in susceptibility between varieties in both yield and 


quality. The direct financial and subsequent socio impacts of this are beyond the scope of this work 


but to gauge the potential impact of rust in future yields especially for organic growers an 


assessment was undertaken on the varieties currently grown. 


Growers surveyed indicated the varieties that they currently have planted and these were compared 


against a list obtained from New Zealand growers who had been asked to rank varietal susceptibility 


based on their own experience.  


On this basis, 68 eight percent of the Tasmanian survey respondents have moderately to highly 


susceptible varieties, with Bluecrop and Legacy making up 20 to 40 percent of their plantings. The 


balance of the growers have moderate to low susceptibility varieties with 20 to 40 percent of 


plantings such as Brigitta.  The remainder are varieties that are low to not susceptible - such as Duke 


and Elliott.  All varieties are utilised for both conventional and organic production, with no major 


differences in susceptible variety distribution observed between conventional and organic growers. 


As indicated, the varieties present will partly determine the potential impact if rust becomes 


widespread throughout the state.  Based on overseas information, whilst Legacy is highly 


susceptible, there are many varieties that show good tolerance to rust infection and these form the 


basis of rust management for organic producers followed by programs based on copper-containing 


fungicides.   


Rust infection decreases yield through defoliation of the plant, but only highly susceptible varieties 


combined with high inoculum exhibit rust symptoms on fruit.  The main impact for most growers will 


be lowering of yield due to leaf loss.  Given the mix of varieties and potential management options, 


non-eradication leading to widespread rust will have an impact but not severely limit production in 


the future.  Market access will have a much more significant impact. 
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7.1 General survey response findings 
As outlined above (Figure 3) a third of Non IP growers surveyed derived all of their income from 


blueberry production.  The balance had income from other businesses including general farm 


income.  Around 19 percent grew blueberries and had off farm income or had blueberries as a 


“lifestyle” farming venture. 


In respect to the ability to control rust in the future, only two grower respondents currently apply 


any fungicides and 65 percent of growers do not have any means of applying fungicides.  Many of 


the smaller growers do not have the equipment or do not have the machinery access due to plant 


spacing and topography and would have to apply a spray program by hand. However, the equipment 


is not expensive and the cost of a fungicide regime is also relatively low cost. 


To some extent not spraying is very much the “ethos” of many of the blueberry growers.  They have 


selected this crop as a low pesticide option for their farms as it matches their personal values and 


many would be reluctant to utilise a fungicide program even if they had the equipment or ability to 


apply, which will prohibit them access to rust-free states. 


Currently only 23 percent currently have any agronomic advice which again reflects the ethos behind 


low pesticide use. For any grower who wishes to implement a fungicide program they will require 


additional support and costs and also lose organic status which has an effect on price received.  The 


organic growers surveyed were receiving a price premium over conventionally grown fruit. 


The industry is a significant contributor back into the Tasmanian economy, all but one grower 


sourced 100 percent of inputs from local suppliers, including farm inputs such as chemicals, mulch, 


netting and also packaging materials and freight.  Most of these inputs are from suppliers which 


operate on state-wide basis so proceeds have limited return back to the local community.  For these 


inputs, any reduction in production as a result of eradication or non-eradication will tend to impact 


on a state-wide basis for suppliers. On the other hand, employment impacts are likely to have a 


much more local impact. 


7.2 Impact of BBR eradication on employment 
Figure 12 shows total direct and indirect blueberry employment over time for various levels of plant 


removal versus no eradication – assuming eradication is successful for 10 years. Up to year 5 “no 


eradication” has a much better employment outcome with the advantage depending on the level of 


plant removal. Beyond year 5 the various “eradication” scenarios start to overcome “no-eradication” 


because of the slightly greater long-term state yield with organic producers able to export into the 


rust-free states.  
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Figure 12: Blueberry direct and indirect employment – 10-year eradication success  


 


A similar result is shown for the 3-year success scenario (Figure 13) except that there is no long-term 


advantage to eradication because that is assumed to be lost with re-infection occurring after year 3. 


This is the worst of both worlds with short term pain not overcome by any long-term gain. 


Figure 13: Blueberry direct and indirect employment – 3 year eradication success  


 


With or without eradication, the initial impact on employment is highly significant for the coming 


season, assuming eradication and rust-free status is not rapidly regained, or if protocols cannot 


quickly be put in place to retain market access.   


Eradication of plants at Sulphur Creek will have long term effects due to lost production and this 


impact is similar whether successful eradication is achieved for 10 years or only three years.   
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Labour is the largest single cost for blueberry production, with most associated with harvesting and 


packing of fruit.  All of the non IP growers are directly involved in their own production and have 


varying levels of full time employment for maintenance operations depending on scale of 


production.  All growers utilise casual labour either local and/or backpackers, with levels relative to 


production scale. 


The numbers above (Figures 12 and 13) relate to direct and indirect blueberry employment under 


various scenarios. Table 1 shows estimated direct labour for the industry at around 237 FTE. With 


flow-on employment generation, an accepted multiplier effect is generally thought to be in the 


region of 1.5 – so total direct plus indirect employment is 1.5 times the direct employment number. 


Hence the base 357 FTE direct plus indirect employment estimate. 


Based on the survey respondents and the distribution of known blueberry producers Table 8 shows 


indicative blueberry employment for a number of areas as a proportion of total population in those 


areas. On this basis, and as expected, blueberry employment on the north-west coast is more 


significant as a proportion of total population than elsewhere. 


Table 8:  Employment analysis by region by the blueberry industry 


 


West 
Tamar 
Region 


North 
East 


Region 
Huon 


Region 
Burnie 
Region 


Devonport 
Region Total 


Total population 
2015 ABS 


         
22,808  


         
37,787  


         
19,296  


         
49,755  


         
45,836  


       
175,482  


Blueberry direct FTE 23 13 21 31 150 238 


Blueberry direct plus 
indirect FTE 35 20 32 47 225 357 


Total FTE as a % of 
population 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.2% 


 


7.3 Regional income and employment contribution 
Data from the 2011 census for town population and mean income was used to determine the 


relative contribution of the survey growers to their local town (Table 9).  


Because of the proximity of the 50-hectare Costa operation, blueberries are more important to 


Penguin than any other town. Penguin has the largest blueberry related employment at 150 FTE, 


which is equivalent to 3.8 percent of its total population. Lymington in the south is next highest at 21 


FTE, but because of its small population that relates to 5.7 percent of the total population. In 


relation to total employment in the area, both percentages will obviously be much higher than 


shown – based on total population. 


For both Penguin and Lymington, blueberries also account for a significant proportion of total town 


income, and likewise for Holwell in the north. 
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Table 9:  Grower survey results for blueberry industry contribution to regional towns 
 


 Population  


Number 
of FTE 


FTE % of 
population  


Gross town 
income 


% of gross as 
net return 


Penguin 3924 150 3.8%  $89,373,000  17.9% 


Lymington 370 21 5.7%  $8,003,800  13.1% 


Smithton 3935 15 0.4%  $103,947,000  0.1% 


Gravelly Beach 561 11.4 2.0%  $14,440,100  1.0% 


Scottsdale 2461 11 0.4%  $52,340,500  0.2% 


Longley 248 11 4.4%  $8,150,300  0.4% 


Holwell 212 10 4.7%  $4,178,100 7.2% 


Turners Marsh 392 6.5 1.7%  $11,822,700  1.6% 


Sheffield 1538 5.5 0.4%  $30,310,900  0.0% 


Winkleigh 179 4 2.2%  $5,352,100  0.0% 


St Marys 800 3.7 0.5%  $14,393,600  0.3% 


Beauty Point 1025 3.5 0.3%  $19,827,600  0.4% 


Bridport 1715 2.2 0.1%  $40,309,400  0.0% 


Lileah 590 2 0.3%  $17,334,200  0.1% 


Old Beach 3169 1.2 0.0%  $106,123,500  0.1% 


Lilydale 659 1 0.2%  $16,208,800  0.1% 


Paradise 303 1 0.3%  $5,593,400  0.2% 


 


On a total impact basis, the Costa plantings at Penguin (Sulphur Creek) and the local community will 


be the most severely affected by any decision in relation to eradication versus no eradication. This is 


without taking into consideration any impact on their decision in relation to the additional 35 – 


hectare expansion as currently planned.  


The non-Costa growers indicated an overall 18 percent growth over the next five years which will 


increase the significance of the industry to a number of towns, especially in the Tamar and the North 


West Coast.  Many of the growers are in the “build-up” phase with younger plants in the ground 


expected to mature in the next few years. 
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8 Future industry growth 
The socio-economic assessments above are based around current blueberry farms and production, 


and assume that any plants removed will be replanted with full yield being restored in around eight 


years. 


As pointed out in the BCA analysis the possibility of re-infection following initial eradication results in 


a negative NPV even at relatively low plant removal numbers. Therefore, the risk of re-infection is a 


major factor to be considered in the decision on eradication.  


With eradication followed by re-infection, while organic growers will benefit initially from continued 


market access to rust-free states that access will presumably be lost once re-infection occurs. This 


results in a worst of both worlds situation with industry pain in the short term with no long-term 


gain. 


Another major factor to be considered is the likely impact of eradication on future industry 


expansion. 


With “no eradication” combined with protocols introduced to give access to rust-free states there is 


good potential for conventional producers to increase plantings and sales beyond current levels. On 


the other hand, organic production is likely to be curtailed.  


With “eradication”, it is likely that very few if any conventional growers would be prepared to 


undertake costly expansion with some chance that they would be forced to remove some or all of 


their area in a few years’ time. In fact, Costa has already indicated that it would not be prepared 


undertake its planned 35 hectare expansion if eradication is undertaken at its current Sulphur Creek 


operation. 


While it might be argued that the risk of an outbreak is no different now to say several years ago, the 


fact that there have been two outbreaks in the past two years is likely to weigh on growers minds. 
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9 Appendix   BCA Sensitivity Analysis 
 


 


  


Eradication versus No Eradication 10 Year Term


Main Assumptions


All sectors lose 50% of market in year 1 (2016-17) until either eradication achieved or interstate protocols established for "no eradication" scenario (2017-18) 


Plant removal cost is $150-$200/plant


Restablishment cost $150,000/hectare over 3 years


Remaining plant yield reduced by 10% due to removal of pollinators.


After establishment (year 3) a further 5 years required for plants to achieve full yield.


Under "no eradication" the organic sector unable to export to Vic, SA, WA - ongoing. Estimated market/sales loss  around 50%.


DPIPWE cost under "eradication" for monitoring/auditing is $300k in year 1 falling to $0k in year 6 


DPIPWE cost under "no eradication" is $400k in year 1 for establishing interstate protocols and ongoing $200pa for monitoring/auditing.


Eradication lasts at least 10 years


Plant Eradication $150 per plant
Discount rate 5%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 54.5 52.8 51.1 9.5


No Eradication PV $m 52.2 52.2 52.2 52.2


Net Benefit PV $m 2.3 0.6 -1.1 -42.7


Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 1.01 0.98 0.18


Discount rate 6%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 51.6 50.0 48.3 7.6


No Eradication PV $m 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6


Net Benefit PV $m 2.0 0.4 -1.3 -42.0


Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 1.01 0.97 0.15


Discount rate 7%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 49.0 47.3 45.7 5.8


No Eradication PV $m 47.2 47.2 47.2 47.2


Net Benefit PV $m 1.8 0.1 -1.5 -41.4


Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 1.00 0.97 0.12


Plant Eradication $200 per plant
Discount rate 5%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 54.2 52.3 50.4 3.0


No Eradication PV $m 52.2 52.2 52.2 52.2


Net Benefit PV $m 2.0 0.1 -1.8 -49.2


Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 1.00 0.96 0.15


Discount rate 6%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 51.4 49.5 47.6 1.1


No Eradication PV $m 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6


Net Benefit PV $m 1.8 -0.1 -2 -48.5


Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 1.00 0.96 0.02


Discount rate 7%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 48.7 46.9 45 -0.6


No Eradication PV $m 47.2 47.2 47.2 47.2


Net Benefit PV $m 1.5 -0.3 -2.2 -47.8


Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.04 0.99 0.95 -0.01
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Eradication versus No Eradication 3 Years "Eradication" then go to "No Eradication"


Main Assumptions


All sectors lose 50% of market in year 1 (2016-17) until either eradication achieved or interstate protocols established for "no eradication" scenario (2017-18) 


Plant removal cost is $150-$200/plant


Remaining plant yield reduced by 10% due to removal of pollinators.


Restablishment cost $150,000/hectare over 3 years


After establishment (year 3) a further 5 years required for plants to achieve full yield.


Under "no eradication" the organic sector unable to export to Vic, SA, WA - ongoing. Estimated market/sales loss  around 50%.


DPIPWE cost under "eradication" for monitoring/auditing is $300k pa then (year 4) protocol and monitoring/auditing costs as for "no eradication" below. 


DPIPWE cost under "no eradication" is $400k in year 1 for establishing interstate protocols and ongoing $200pa for monitoring/auditing.


Plant Eradication $150 per plant
Discount rate 5%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 49.5 47.8 46.1 4.5


No Eradication PV $m 52.2 52.2 52.2 52.2


Net Benefit PV $m -2.7 -4.4 -6.1 -47.7


Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.95 0.91 0.88 0.09


Discount rate 6%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 46.9 45.3 43.6 2.9


No Eradication PV $m 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6


Net Benefit PV $m -2.7 -4.3 -6.0 -46.7


Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.95 0.91 0.88 0.06


Discount rate 7%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 44.6 42.9 41.3 1.4


No Eradication PV $m 47.2 47.2 47.2 47.2


Net Benefit PV $m -2.6 0.91 -5.9 -45.8


Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.94 0.92 0.89 0.13


Plant Eradication $200 per plant
Discount rate 5%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 49.2 47.3 45.4 -2.0


No Eradication PV $m 52.2 52.2 52.2 52.2


Net Benefit PV $m -3.0 -4.9 -6.8 -54.2


Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.95 0.91 0.87 -0.04


Discount rate 6%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 46.7 44.8 42.9 -3.6


No Eradication PV $m 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6


Net Benefit PV $m -2.9 -4.8 -6.70 -53.2


Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.94 0.90 0.86 -0.07


Discount rate 7%


Plant  Numbers Eradicated 5,000       10,000       15,000       137,500       


Eradication PV $m 44.3 42.5 40.6 -5.0


No Eradication PV $m 47.2 47.2 47.2 47.2


Net Benefit PV $m -2.9 -4.7 -6.6 -52.2


Benefit: Cost Ratio 0.95 0.90 0.86 -0.11







From: Klumpp, Lloyd (DPIPWE)
To: Doering, Josie (DPIPWE)
Subject: RE: UPDATE ON BLUEBERRY RUST
Date: Thursday, 27 October 2016 5:25:00 PM

Hi Josie,
 
Dot points as requested:

·         The Blueberry Rust response has transitioned to containment for control as a step in
regaining market access into unaffected jurisdictions.
 

·         A meeting between DPIPWE and Costas representatives was held this week. The primary
subject of discussion was Costa’s ability to access interstate markets that had blueberry
rust restrictions and what is required to regain market access.

 
·         DPIPWE advice was provided on interstate market requirements, approaches to export,

alternatives that could be considered and implications of the main Costas property being
infected.

 
·         Points of contact were established between Costa’s export person and BTs domestic

market and trade liaison officer and advice provided to Costas on  what information was
needed by BT.

 
·         Discussions were also held as to what constitutes farm hygiene on site to delay the

spread of the disease outside of the infected premise.
 

·         Post- meeting BT officers have provided detailed information referred to in the meeting
to assist Costas in assembling process information to be used by BT in market access
discussions primarily with Victoria. These discussions will relate to all export growers in
the State and not just Costas.

 
·         Costas has also provided a farm hygiene protocol related to personnel and equipment

working in the property.  This document is currently being reviewed by BT.
 

·         BT has also drafted a 2016 surveillance plan aimed at regaining market access.
 

Lloyd
 
 
 

From: Doering, Josie (DPIPWE) 
Sent: Thursday, 27 October 2016 4:39 PM
To: Klumpp, Lloyd (DPIPWE)
Subject: UPDATE ON BLUEBERRY RUST
 
Hi Lloyd
 
Can you provide some dot points for John to update the Minister at tomorrow’s RWM as only

Assessed by the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment under the Right to Information Act 2009

RTI-D
L-R

ELE
ASE-D

PIPWE

mailto:/O=CONNECT/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DPIPWELKLUMP
mailto:Josie.Doering@dpipwe.tas.gov.au


John is attending.  Can you email them through by no later than 1pm please.
 
Thanks
 

Josie
_________________________________
Josie Doering
Executive Officer
Office of the Secretary
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment
 
T:   03 61653057
E:   Josie.Doering@dpipwe.tas.gov.au
__________________________________
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