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DEFINITIONS AND ACRONYMS 
 

 

ALOP Appropriate Level of Protection: For Tasmania, this is defined as a high or very 
conservative level of protection that does not demand zero risk, but only accepts risk 
at or below a ‘very low’ level. 

APPD Australian Plant Pest Database 

BTG Biosecurity Technical Group (Tasmania) 

DAFF Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 

DPIPWE Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water, and Environment (Tasmania) 

DPIW Department of Primary Industries and Water (Tasmania) 

DQMAWG Domestic Quarantine and Market Access Working Group 

FAO  Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

ICA Interstate Certification Assurance (agreement) 

IPPC International Plant Protection Convention 

IRA Import Risk Analysis 

IRs  Import Requirements (for plant and plant products specified in the Plant Quarantine 
Manual Tasmania) 

IRv Import Requirement variation 

ISPM 11 International Standard for Phytosanitary Measures: Pest Risk Analysis 

PEZ Phylloxera Exclusion Zone 

PIZ Phylloxera Infested Zone 

PHAC Plant Health Assurance Certificate 

PHC Plant Health Certificate 

PQA 1997 Plant Quarantine Act 1997 (Tasmania) 

PQMTas Plant Quarantine Manual Tasmania 

PRA Pest Risk Analysis  

PRZ Phylloxera Risk Zone 

RAF Risk Analysis Framework 

Risk Analysis Risk assessment, risk management and risk communication 

WTO  World Trade Organisation 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Import Requirement 10 (IR10) of the Plant Quarantine Manual Tasmania 2012 Edition imposes 
specific phytosanitary measures on imported vectors of the List A pest, grape phylloxera 
(Daktulosphaira vitifoliae (Fitch)). 

 

Grape phylloxera is an insect that feeds on the roots of grapevines.  The feeding activity of 
grape phylloxera infestations eventually causes grapevines to die.  Grape phylloxera is 
commonly referred to as the ‘world’s worst grapevine pest’ as infestations can cause 
extensive damage and can only be eradicated by the removal of all infested grapevines and 
replacing them with resistant grafted root stock. 

 

Grape phylloxera does not spread greatly via natural dispersal however it can be spread 
extensively by the movement of vectors including: 

• Grapevine planting material (potted vines, cuttings, rootlings, tissue cultures); 

• Grape fruit (wine and table grapes); 

• Grape fruit products (must, juice and marc); 

• Agricultural equipment and machinery used in grapevine growing areas; and 

• Visitors and their vehicles to grapevine growing areas (predominantly vineyards and 
wineries). 

 

The purpose of this review was to undertake periodic risk analysis of the pest as well as take 
into account new standards for grape phylloxera developed since IR10 was implemented: 
namely the National Phylloxera Management Protocol and three Interstate Certification 
Assurance operating procedures. 

 

Pest risk analysis found an unrestricted risk estimate of ‘low’ to ‘moderate’ for all vectors of 
grape phylloxera (excluding tissue cultures) which exceeds Tasmania’s Appropriate Level of 
Protection (ALOP) of ‘very low’.  Therefore, phytosanitary measures are required to 
prevent grape phylloxera entry, establishment and spread in Tasmania.   

 

The key factors that influenced the unrestricted risk estimate finding were: 

• A vast presence of grapevines on ungrafted, susceptible roots throughout Tasmania; 

• The marginal climatic conditions of Tasmania impacting on the pest’s ability to 
establish and spread; 

• The ability of the pest to spread easily via human-assisted movement of vectors; 

• Economic consequences of grape phylloxera presence, particularly at a regional level; 
and 

• The inability to eradicate grape phylloxera completely except by extensive removal of 
infected grapevines. 
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Whilst IR10 could be considered fit for purpose, the conditions contained within it are now 
outdated and some could be considered unnecessarily trade restrictive.  As a result, 
recommendations have been made to update IR10 to adopt new terminology for 
scientifically based phylloxera management zones.  The recommendations update IR10 and 
include additional vectors not previously addressed by IR10. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendation 1: Adopt the National Protocol phylloxera management zone 
terminology of Phylloxera Exclusion Zone (PEZ), Phylloxera Risk Zone (PRZ) and Phylloxera 
Infested Zone (PIZ) to differentiate requirements depending on phylloxera status 
(determined by annual surveys): 

Phylloxera Exclusion Zone: an area recognised as being free of grape phylloxera, demonstrated 
by scientific evidence; 

Phylloxera Risk Zone:  an area not defined as a PEZ or PIZ where the grape phylloxera status 
is unknown; 

Phylloxera Infested Zone: an area containing grapevines known to be infested with grape 
phylloxera or have been infested with grape phylloxera. 

 

Recommendation 2: Remove the 40km radius area freedom requirement in favour of the 
National Protocol phylloxera management zone terminology which relies upon annual 
surveys for area freedom in PEZs and PRZs. 

 

Recommendation 3: Amend the conditions for Vitis planting material by: 

3.1  Allowing entry of rootlings and cuttings originating from a PEZ so long as they are 
certified for area or property freedom (either on a PHC or PHAC under ICA-23); 

3.2  Adopting ICA-37 for entry of cuttings and rootlings from a PRZ subject to hot water 
treatment;  

3.3  Prohibiting entry of cuttings or rootlings from a PIZ; 

3.4  Retaining the permitted entry of tissue cultured planting material so long as it is from an 
approved source; and 

3.5  Prohibiting entry of potted vines. 

 

Recommendation 4: Amend the conditions for grape fruit (wine and table grapes) by: 

4.1  Adopting ICA-33 for movement without disinfestation treatment for grape fruit from a 
PEZ or PRZ; 

4.2  Prohibiting entry of wine grapes from a PIZ; and 

4.3  Allowing entry of table grapes from a PIZ, subject to disinfestation (methyl bromide or 
sulphur pads). 

 

Recommendation 5:  Include wine grape products (must, juice and marc)as vectors and 
impose conditions on their entry by: 
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5.1  Allowing entry of all wine grape products from a PEZ as long as they are certified for 
area or property freedom under a PHC or PHAC for ICA-23; 

5.2  Allowing entry of must and juice from a PRZ or PIZ subject to the movement 
conditions contained in ICA-22; and 

5.3  Allowing entry of marc from a PRZ or PIZ provided it has been disinfested by 
composting according to Australian Standard AS4454. 

 

Recommendation 6:  Amend the conditions for agricultural equipment and machinery by 
updating the dry heat treatment regimes necessary for disinfestation. 

 

Recommendation 7:  Not impose phytosanitary measures for vineyard visitors and their 
vehicles as that risk can be mitigated by good vineyard hygiene and pre-existing quarantine 
inspections at the barrier. 

 

Recommendation 8:  Include definitions of the following in the explanatory notes: 

• Phylloxera Exclusion Zone (PEZ); 

• Phylloxera Risk Zone (PRZ); 

• Phylloxera Infested Zone (PIZ); 

• Rootlings; 

• Tissue culture 

• Approved Source; 

• Must; 

• Juice; 

• Marc;  

• Agricultural equipment and machinery; and 

• The relevant Interstate Certification Assurance Scheme documents 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 
Grape phylloxera (Daktulosphaira vitifoliae (Fitch)) is an aphid-like insect that feeds exclusively 
on grapevines.  It is a significant pest world-wide, particularly in regions where European 
grapevines are grown.  It has been present in Australia since 1877 but is currently confined 
to parts of New South Wales and Victoria, where it is under official control. The pest was 
detected in five Brisbane suburbs, Queensland between 1910 and 1967 but there have been 
no further detections since (Biosecurity Queensland 2010).   In Australia, the pest feeds 
exclusively on the roots of grapevines.  Symptoms of grape phylloxera infestation are slow to 
develop and eventually most infested plants die with limited treatment and control options. 

 

Grape phylloxera is declared a List A Quarantine Pest in Tasmania under the Plant 
Quarantine Act 1997, meaning that the pest is not currently present in Tasmania and 
phytosanitary measures are warranted to prevent entry into the state.  These measures are 
in place and given effect in Import Requirement 10 (IR10) of the Plant Quarantine Manual 
Tasmania (Ed. 2013) which relates to the importation of grapes, grape plants and potential 
carriers of grape phylloxera.  IR10 was first implemented in 1999.   

 

This Import Risk Analysis for grape phylloxera was triggered by two factors.  Firstly, all 
Import Requirements for plants and plant products are subject to routine periodic review.  
Secondly, the National Phylloxera Management Protocol (the national protocol) has been 
developed since the implementation of IR10.  Tasmania has provisionally endorsed this 
national protocol, and several other states have adopted it or parts thereof in their import 
conditions, including within the National Interstate Certification Assurance (ICA) Scheme.  
As such, it must be considered whether IR10 is consistent with the national protocol. 

 

The National Phylloxera Management Protocol was developed by the former National Vine 
Health Steering Committee (NVHSC) to provide a uniform, national approach the viticulture 
industry could adopt to maintain and protect quality production (NVHSC 2009).  The 
national protocol defines a set of agreed conditions under which potential phylloxera host 
material may be moved from one region to another with a high degree of confidence that 
movement will not lead to new infestations.1  The conditions are based on assessment of the 
likelihood of transfer along plausible pathways; research relating to the survival of phylloxera 
and likelihood of phylloxera being present in the destination region.   

 

The national protocol contains three different ‘phylloxera management zones’.  Those 
management zones are: (1) Phylloxera Infested Zones (PIZ); (2) Phylloxera Exclusion Zones 
(PEZ) and (3) Phylloxera Risk Zones (PRZ).  A PIZ is an area containing vineyards known to 
be infested with phylloxera or which have been infested, the boundaries of which are set at a 
minimum of 5km from the closest infested vineyard.  A PIZ will ordinarily have contained an 
outbreak declared under state/territory legislation.  A PEZ is an area recognised as being 
free from grape phylloxera.  Scientific evidence must demonstrate freedom from phylloxera 
and official movement controls for risk vectors into the PEZ must be in place.  Finally, a PRZ 

                                                 
1 Wine Tasmania, the peak body that represents the Tasmanian viticulture industry, has also produced its own 
‘Tasmanian Phylloxera Protection Protocol’ which encompasses parts of the National Phylloxera Management 
Protocol as well as reflecting the current IR10 and effective vineyard hygiene techniques.   
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is any area not otherwise defined as a PIZ or a PEZ.  This includes all areas of Australia not 
already defined as a PIZ or a PEZ.   

 

A range of movement procedures stipulate measures when moving host material between 
the different zones.  Host material or risk vectors identified under the national protocol 
include: grapevine cuttings, rootlings, potted vines and diagnostic samples; table grapes; wine 
grapes; wine grape products (must, juice and marc); vehicles used in or near vineyards; 
vineyard equipment and machinery; vineyard visitors and vineyard soil.  Diagnostic samples 
are not considered to be a risk vector for the purposes of this review as they are regulated 
by Import Requirement 37 – Plant Material and Soil for the Purpose of Laboratory Analysis 
or Diagnosis.  Likewise, soil is prohibited from entry to Tasmania under the Plant Quarantine 
Manual Tasmania and therefore is not considered as a risk vector for the purposes of this 
review. 

 

The ICA scheme is a nation-wide scheme that allows self-certification of government-
accredited businesses for interstate trade of plants and plant products and is an alternative 
to certification by government inspectors under state or territory import requirements 
(DQMAWG 2012).  The scheme enables efficient trade of large volumes of fresh produce 
traded in Australia without imposing unreasonable costs.   

 

The phytosanitary protocols developed under the ICA scheme are based on the Hazard 
Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP) principles.  States and the Northern Territory 
can adopt ICA protocols by formulating operating procedures, accreditation administration 
and audit arrangements for self-certification by businesses or by incorporating the protocols 
into government-regulated import requirements.  Importing jurisdictions can therefore 
accept produce from self-accredited businesses or from non-accredited businesses under the 
government-regulated conditions.  The ICA-accredited businesses are subject to regular 
audit by Government inspectors. 

 

1.2 PURPOSE 
This review has been undertaken in response to the two circumstances detailed above and 
seeks to determine the following: 

• The current level of the threat posed by grape phylloxera to Tasmania;  

• Whether IR10 remains fit for purpose having considered that level of threat; and 

• Any updates needed to make IR10 fit for purpose. 

 

1.3 SCOPE 
The scope of the IRA is: 

Target pest(s):  Grape Phylloxera (Daktulospaira vitifoliae (Fitch))  

Pest class:  Insect (aphid)  

Commodities:  Hosts and vectors of grape phylloxera: grapevine 
material (cuttings, rootlings, potted vines, tissue 
cultures); wine grapes; table grapes; wine grape 
products (must, juice, marc); vehicles used in or near 
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vineyards; vineyard equipment and machinery; vineyard 
visitors 

Commodity condition: Unprocessed, untreated 

Commodity origin:   Australian mainland 

Commodity end-uses: Viticulture (wine grapes); horticulture (table grapes)2; 
nursery stock (private use); diagnosis 

Commodity distribution:  Unrestricted, general distribution in Tasmania 

Area for which risk is assessed:  Whole of Tasmania (terrestrial systems) 

 

1.4 INDUSTRY PROFILE 
Australia’s grape industry is dominated by viticulture.  In 2010, wine grape production 
totalled 1.5 million tonnes in Australia (ABS 2010).  Australia exported 746 million litres of 
wine in 2010-11, earning $1 989.2M (ABS 2012).  Further, $2 331M was generated in 
domestic sales of 464 million litres of Australian wine (ABS 2012).  Whilst viticulture is a 
substantial financial earner, Australia’s profit from table grapes is not insignificant.  In 2009, 
table grape export sales amounted to $189M, representing one of Australia’s leading 
horticulture exports (ATGA 2010a). 

Tasmania is not a producer of table grapes however; the state is an important cool-climate 
wine producer.  Tasmania’s wine-making history dates back to 1823 when the first vineyard 
was planted in New Town (Wine Tasmania 2011a).  The wine industry expanded significantly 
in the 1960s and 1970s with the establishment of many vineyards, including Pipers Brook, 
Meadowbank, Heemskerk and Moorilla.  Tasmania now boasts around 240 working 
vineyards spread through-out seven main wine-producing regions (Figure 1): the North-
West; Tamar Valley; North East; East Coast; Coal River Valley; Derwent Valley and the 
Huon/Channel (DPIPWE 2009).  Tasmania has built a reputation in particular, as a fine 
producer of pinot noirs, chardonnays and sparkling wines.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2 Australia is a large producer and exporter of table grapes however Tasmania does not produce table grapes 
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Figure 1.  Map of the 7 major wine regions in Tasmania 

 
Source: DPIPWE Wine Industry Fact Sheet (2009) 

 

In 2012, 1498 hectares of Tasmanian vines produced 7366 tonnes of grapes (Wine Tasmania 
2012) and in the 2010-2011 financial year, overseas exports of Tasmanian wine returned 
$4.166M (ABS 2012).  This is a significant amount considering that only about 8% of 
Tasmanian wine by volume is exported overseas.  Of the remainder, 52% is sold within the 
State and 40% is sent to the mainland (DEDTA 2011).  Wine-based tourism plays an 
important role in domestic sales. In the year to September 2011, 156 000 people visited 
Tasmanian wineries making it the fastest growing tourist activity in the State (DEDTA 2011).  
The tourism appeal of the viticulture industry in Tasmania makes it an important contributor 
to Brand Tasmania.  Demand for Tasmanian wine, particularly pinot noir, exceeds current 
supply with consistently premium prices being obtained for wine and fruit (DEDTA 2011, 
Wine Tasmania 2012).The industry is also economically important due to employment 
opportunities.  Tasmania’s wine sector employs approximately 1000 people in full time 
equivalent positions (DEDTA 2011). 
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2. METHOD 
The method used to evaluate biosecurity risk posed to Tasmania by trade in plants and plant 
products is based upon pest risk analysis guided by the International Standard for 
Phytosanitary Measures (ISPM), 2: Framework for pest risk analysis (FAO 2007); ISPM 11: Pest 
risk analysis for quarantine pests including analysis of environmental risks and living modified 
organisms (FAO 2004); and Tasmania’s import risk analysis framework (DPIPWE 2010). 
Terms used are in accord with ISPM 5: Glossary of phytosanitary terms (FAO 2009).  

 

The Tasmanian Import Risk Analysis Framework (DPIPWE 2010) is given practical effect, 
when undertaking more ‘routine’ IRA assessments and day-to-day pest risk enquiry, through 
the use of an internal Departmental Standard Operating Procedure (SOP); SOP No.10 – 
Routine IRA Methodology. 

 

ISPM 11 describes a three-stage approach to pest risk analysis comprising: 

• Initiation 

• Pest risk assessment 

• Pest risk management 

 

Stage 1 

The initiation stage involves identifying the trigger and scope of the analysis, including the 
organisms(s) and potential pathways of interest. Initiation of the pest risk analysis for grape 
phylloxera is described in the introduction section of this report. 

 

Stage 2 

Risk assessment comprises pest categorisation, assessment of the likelihood of entry, 
establishment and spread, and assessment of potential economic, environmental and social 
consequences if the pest(s) were to establish, in the absence of specific risk mitigation 
measures. Overall likelihood and consequence estimates are combined to give a risk 
estimate that is judged against Tasmania’s Appropriate Level of Protection (ALOP) of ‘very 
low’ risk. Tasmania’s biosecurity policy (DPIW 2006) provides the rationale for ALOP.  

 

Stage 3 

Risk management comprises evaluation and selection of options to reduce the risk of 
introduction and spread of a pest, as necessary. It also involves considering verification 
activities and stakeholder communication pertinent to ensuring decisions to impose or not 
impose measures, remain robust over time. 

 

2.1 RISK ASSESSMENT 
2.1.1 PEST CATEGORISATION 
Pest categorisation, based upon the IPPC definition of a Quarantine Pest, is undertaken in the 
context of five key selection criteria: 



 

Routine IRA for IR10: Version 12 PB&DB, DPIPWE  April 2013  9 

− presence or absence in Tasmania 

− regulatory status in Tasmania 

− association with the import pathway(s)under consideration 

− potential for establishment and spread in Tasmania 

− potential for consequences in Tasmania. 

 

Categorisation is undertaken in a two stage evaluation process. First, a preliminary screening 
mechanism is used to sort organisms of interest into potential quarantine pests requiring 
further risk assessment, from those organisms of no quarantine concern which do not 
require further assessment. Second, a risk assessment is undertaken for the pest to 
determine its Unrestricted Risk Estimate in relation to Tasmania’s Appropriate Level of 
Protection (ALOP), which is set at a ‘Very Low’ level of risk.  

 

Tasmanian plant biosecurity uses a three tier pest categorisation system, when classifying the 
level of risk a given pest presents to the State. A target pest will be recommended as being 
either: 

1. A Regulated Quarantine Pest (RQP); or 

2. An Unwanted Quarantine Pest (UQP); or 

3. A Non-Quarantine Pest (NQP). 

The selection criteria for each category of pest are fully described in SOP No. 10 – Routine 
IRA Methodology. 

 

2.1.2 ESTIMATION OF UNRESTRICTED RISK  
Unrestricted risk is risk posed by an organism that passes categorisation, in the absence of 
specific risk mitigation measures. Unrestricted risk is estimated by combining estimated 
likelihoods of entry, establishment and spread or L(EES), with estimated magnitude of 
consequence. If unrestricted risk is above Tasmania’s ALOP of ‘very low’, risk mitigation 
measures are evaluated. If unrestricted risk is at or below ‘very low’ specific risk 
management measures are not warranted. 

 

Unrestricted risk estimation is informed by assembling a pest profile that presents biological, 
ecological, impact and other data relevant to evaluating L(EES) and consequences.  

 

Likelihood estimation 

Likelihoods for entry, establishment or spread are estimated taking into account relevant 
biological and ecological factors, and described according to a descriptive scale in Table 1.  

 

Table 1.  Nomenclature for Descriptive Likelihoods 

Likelihood (L) Description Indicative Probability (P) Range 

High The event would be very likely to occur 0.7 < P ≤ 1.0 (probability between 70 % - 100%) 
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Moderate The event would occur with an even 
possibility 

0.3 < P ≤ 0.7 (probability between 30% - 70%) 

Low  The event would be unlikely to occur 0.05 < P ≤ 0.3 (probability between 5% - 30%  ) 

Very Low The event would be very unlikely to occur 0.001 < P ≤ 0.05 (probability between 0.1% - 5% ie. between 
one in a thousand and one in twenty) 

Extremely Low The event would be extremely unlikely to 
occur 

0.000001 < P ≤ 0.001 (probability between 0.0001% - 0.1%, ie. 
between one in a million and one in a thousand) 

Negligible The event would almost certainly not occur 0 ≤ P ≤ 0.000001 (probability less than one in a million) 

 

The individual estimates for each likelihood are combined to give an overall estimate of 
likelihood of entry, establishment and spread or L(EES). The rules for combining descriptive 
likelihoods are described in Table 2. 

 

Table 2.  Rules for Combining Descriptive Likelihoods 
 High Moderate Low Very low Extremely Low Negligible 

High High Moderate Low Very Low Extremely Low Negligible 

Moderate  Low Low Very Low Extremely Low Negligible 

Low   Very Low Very Low Extremely Low Negligible 

Very Low    Extremely Low Extremely Low Negligible 

Extremely Low     Negligible Negligible 

Negligible      Negligible 

 

Consequence estimation  

Consequences are estimated by identifying direct and indirect economic, environmental and 
social impacts and estimating the magnitude of each type of impact at an appropriate scale 
and describing it as:  

• indiscernible - impact is not usually distinguishable from normal day-to-day variation in 
the criterion, or unlikely to be noticeable;  

• minor significance - impact not expected to threaten economic viability, but would lead 
to a minor increase in mortality/morbidity or a minor decrease in production. For 
environmental or social amenity criterion, the impact is not expected to threaten the 
intrinsic value, though the value of the criterion would be considered ‘disturbed’. Effects 
generally expected to be reversible;  

• significant - impact would threaten economic viability through a moderate increase in 
mortality/morbidity, or a moderate decrease in production. For environmental or social 
amenity criteria, intrinsic value could be expected to be significantly diminished or 
threatened. Effects may not be reversible;  

• highly significant - impact would threaten economic viability through a large increase in 
mortality/morbidity, or a large decrease in production. For environmental or social 
amenity criteria, intrinsic value could be expected to be severely or irreversibly damaged. 

 

The descriptions are translated using the schema outlined in Table 3. In this risk assessment, 
magnitude of consequence corresponds with the highest level of significance for any single 
type of impact. 
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Table 3.  Magnitude of Local, Regional and State Consequences 

C
on

se
qu

en
ce

 

Extreme Highly significant Highly significant Highly significant 

High Highly significant Highly significant Significant 

Moderate Highly significant Significant Minor significance 

Low Highly significant Minor significance Indiscernible 

Very Low Significant Indiscernible Indiscernible 

Negligible Minor significance Indiscernible Indiscernible 

  Local Regional State 

 

Unrestricted Risk Estimate 

The unrestricted risk estimation is made by combining the overall estimate for L(EES), with 
the overall estimate for consequences, according to the matrix in Table 4.  

 

Table 4.  Risk Estimation Matrix 

Li
ke

lih
oo

d 
of

 
E

nt
ry

, 
E

st
ab

lis
hm

en
t 

an
d 

Sp
re

ad
 (

L)
E

E
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High 
likelihood 

Negligible 
risk 

Very low 
risk 

Low risk Moderate 
risk 

High risk Extreme 
risk 

Moderate Negligible 
risk 

Very low 
risk 

Low risk Moderate 
risk 

High risk Extreme 
risk 

Low Negligible 
risk 

Negligible 
risk 

Very low 
risk 

Low risk Moderate 
risk 

High risk 

Very low Negligible 
risk 

Negligible 
risk 

Negligible 
risk 

Very low 
risk 

Low risk Moderate 
risk 

Extremely 
low 

Negligible 
risk 

Negligible 
risk 

Negligible 
risk 

Negligible 
risk 

Very low 
risk 

Low risk 

Negligible 
likelihood 

Negligible 
risk 

Negligible 
risk 

Negligible 
risk 

Negligible 
risk 

Negligible 
risk 

Very low 
risk 

 

 Negligible 
impact 

Very low Low  Moderate High Extreme 
impact 

  Consequences of Entry, Establishment and Spread 

 

If unrestricted risk exceeds Tasmania’s ALOP of ‘very low’ risk, specific risk mitigation 
measures are evaluated. If unrestricted risk falls at or below ‘very low’, specific risk 
mitigation measures are not warranted and hence are not evaluated.  

 

2.2 RISK MANAGEMENT 
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Risk mitigation 

Risk management includes identifying, evaluating and making recommendations about risk 
mitigation options for reducing unrestricted risk, where necessary, to very low. In addition, 
options are selected which are least trade restrictive, and most cost-effective, consistent 
with ISPM 11.  

 

Recommendations about risk mitigation measures are typically formulated as a draft Import 
Requirement. Once approved, the final Import Requirement is given effect under the Plant 
Quarantine Act 1997 by public notification, and subsequent publication in Tasmania’s Plant 
Quarantine Manual. 

 

Verification activities 

Since risk changes, verification of risk management effectiveness and appropriateness over 
time is prudent. Verification of risk management can occur whether or not measures have 
been recommended.  

 

If measures are imposed, monitoring strategies to test their effectiveness are considered. 
Monitoring can also be considered if measures have not been imposed, to ensure risks do 
not increase to unacceptable levels. 

 

Stakeholder communication 

Risk management is a shared responsibility, including in the context of import regulation. 
The effectiveness of measures depends significantly on suitable levels of stakeholder 
awareness and understanding. As necessary, means for notifying specific stakeholders and 
the community at large, about risk management decisions, are considered.  

 



 

Routine IRA for IR10: Version 12 PB&DB, DPIPWE  April 2013  13 

3. RISK ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

3.1 PEST CATEGORISATION  
Categorisation verifies that grape phylloxera is a pest of potential quarantine concern for 
Tasmania requiring further risk assessment with respect to importation of host material 
(refer to Table 5). 
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Table 5.  Pest Categorisation Screening Results  

 

 

Pest 

(scientific & 
common name) 

Pathway Associations Pest Presence Regulator
y Status in 
Tasmania 

Potential for 
Establishment 

Potential for 
Impact 

Further 
Assessme

nt 
Required 
(Yes/No) 

Comments 

 Known Commodity 
concerned? 

Interstat
e 

Tas      

Daktulosphaira vitifoliae 

 

Grape phylloxera 

Host plant 
material of 
Vitis species 
(carried 
through 
internationa
l and 
interstate 
trade); 
natural 
dispersal 
(crawlers 
and wind 
borne) 

Potted vines, 
cuttings and 
rootlings; 
tissue 
cultures; wine 
grapes; table 
grapes; wine 
grape 
products 
(must, juice, 
marc); 
vehicles; 
farm/vineyard 
equipment 
and 
machinery; 
people. 

VIC, NSW, 
not 
detected in 
Qld since 
1967 

Absent List A Pest 

 

IR10 

Plausible – grape 
phylloxera is 
present on the 
mainland; host 
material is present 
in Tasmania, 
particularly within 
seven major wine-
producing regions; 
grape phylloxera is 
able to establish 
large populations 
quickly through 
asexual 
reproduction and 
can tolerate most 
climatic conditions 
that its host can. 

Plausible – the 
viticulture industry 
in Tasmania is 
worth 
approximately $4M 
annually in exports; 
impacts would be 
felt in production 
loss; lost job 
opportunities and 
allied industries.  
Tourism could also 
be affected due to 
a popular culture 
of wine tasting and 
touring 

Yes   
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3.2 PEST PROFILE 
The profile below draws upon the pest data sheet in Appendix 7.1. 

 

SPECIES: GRAPE PHYLLOXERA (DAKTULOSPHAIRA VITIFOLIAE (FITCH)) 
Synonyms: Viteus vitifoliae (Fitch) 

Common Names: grapevine phylloxera, grape leaf louse, vine louse, phylloxera 

 

DISTRIBUTION 

Grape phylloxera is distributed worldwide, having spread from its native North America to 
every other continent from the late nineteenth century (CABI 2010).  The pest was first 
detected in Australia in 1877, in Geelong, Victoria (PGIBSA 2011).  Today, the distribution of 
grape phylloxera in Australia is confined to a few areas in Victoria and New South Wales 
(Figure 2).  These areas are managed as Phylloxera Infested Zones (PIZs) under the National 
Phylloxera Management Protocol.  In Victoria, the PIZs include: Maroondah; Whitebridge; 
the North East PIZ; Mooroopna; Nagambie and Upton.  In New South Wales, there is the 
Sydney region PIZ (counties of Cumberland and Camden) and the Albury/Corowa PIZ.  
Grape phylloxera has previously been detected in Queensland however it has not been 
detected since 1967 (Biosecurity Queensland 2010).  Tasmania remains free of grape 
phylloxera although there is no dedicated survey program for the pest. 

 

Figure 2.  Phylloxera Management Zones of Australia 

 
Source: Phylloxera and Grape Industry Board of South Australia (2011) 
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BIOLOGY 

Grape phylloxera is an aphid-like insect (Order Hemiptera) that lives and feeds on 
grapevines (Vitis species).  The life cycle of the pest involves egg, larval and adult stages (refer 
to Figure 3). The pest can occur as above and below ground forms however, in Australia, the 
above ground or leaf-feeding forms are rarely seen except occasionally in humid conditions 
(NVHSC and NPTRG 2007).  The soil-dwelling form called ‘radicicolae’ feed on the roots of 
the grapevine, sucking sap from the soft tissue causing galls to form at the damaged feeding 
sites.  The radicicolae reproduce asexually to rapidly produce several generations in a 
growing season.  Population growth is however, effected by temperature.  Granett and 
Timper (1987) found that temperatures between 21 and 28 degrees Celsius resulted in 
better survivorship and population growth in grape phylloxera in laboratory tests. 

 

Figure 3.  Life cycle of grape pylloxera (Parts C and occasionally D occur in 
Australia but sexual forms rarely occur) 

 
Source:  Buchanan et al. (1992), adapted from Coombe (1963) 

 

SYMPTOMS 

Symptoms of grape phylloxera infestation on European Vitis species are typically slow to 
exhibit.  By the time vines start to show symptoms, the infestation may have been present 
for two to five years (PGIBSA 2011).  Radicicolae feeding on the roots causes an overall 
decline in plant vigour, with stunted growth and failed emergence of shoots (NSW DPI 
2007).  Other symptoms include premature yellowing of the leaves (after one to three years 
of infestation) and reduced fruit yield.  Symptoms are caused by the radicicolae feeding on 
the roots, which interrupts water and nutrient supply to the plant and exposes the plant to 
soil-borne pathogens (Granett et al 2001, NVHSC and NPTRG 2007).  As such, vine health 
decline is rapid in nutrient-poor, dry soils.  Conversely, good growing conditions can slow 
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the symptoms of infestation.  Sandy soils are less conducive to grape phylloxera population 
growth than clay soils, meaning infestation can be slowed by utilising such soils (Granett and 
Timper 1987).  Infestation usually results in plant death (CABI 2010, NVHSC and NPTRG 
2007).   

TRANSMISSION & INVASIVE CAPACITY 

Movement of infested host material causes transmission of grape phylloxera.  Host material 
includes: grapevine planting material (cuttings, rootlings, potted vines, tissue cultures); fresh 
grape fruit (wine or table); wine grape products (must, juice, marc); vehicles; 
vineyard/nursery equipment and machinery and people (clothes, shoes).  Host material is 
likely to be infested with a first instar ‘crawler’.  The crawlers can naturally spread from 
plant to plant by crawling along the soil to the next plant or being carried in the wind 
however, natural spread only occurs at a rate of about 200 metres per year, even in a 
vineyard (PGIBSA 2011).  First instar crawlers can also be dispersed by wind.  King and 
Buchanan (1986) found that crawlers in the canopy of vines could be picked up in stronger 
winds and carried up to 20 metres.  Older juveniles or adults may also emerge from the soil 
and disperse however, like first instar crawlers, their dispersal is likely to be limited to 
hundreds of metres.   Alternatively, human-assisted movement of host material can cause 
unlimited spread of the pest (assuming no control measures are in place). 

 

The pest is able to tolerate virtually all climatic conditions tolerated by its host plant and 
there are no known specific predators of grape phylloxera in Tasmania.  CABI (2010) lists 
two known predators of the pest however they do not occur in Tasmania (PHA 2011).  
Generalist agricultural predators may predate on grape phylloxera that emerge from the 
ground and there is likely to be soil mites, nematodes and fungi that could reach the soil-
dwelling populations (L Hill 2011 pers comm.) however, biological control via these 
mechanisms is unlikely to have a significant impact on infestations.  Furthermore, eradication 
is difficult as widespread infestations are largely resistant to pesticide use due to depth in the 
soil.  The only known way to successfully eradicate the pest is to remove infested vines and 
replant with resistant root stocks grafted onto native American Vitis.  However, the 
emergence of new phylloxera biotypes may impact upon the success of this method 
(Buchanan et al. 1997, Granett et al. 2001).  The invasive capacity of grape phylloxera is 
therefore substantial. 
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3.3 RISK ASSESSMENT 
3.3.1 LIKELIHOOD OF ENTRY, ESTABLISHMENT AND SPREAD 
Likelihood of Entry:  

Grape phylloxera is present on mainland Australia however; distribution is limited to known 
areas in New South Wales and Victoria (NSW DPI 2007, Vic DPI 2011).  Geographical 
barriers between major grape-growing regions, domestic controls on host movement and 
good awareness within the viticulture industry are thought to be the main reasons for this 
(NVHSC 2009).   

 

Assuming no Tasmanian import control for the pest and given that Tasmania regularly 
receives host material from mainland Australia, likelihood that grape phylloxera could enter 
the state is estimated as per Table 6.   

 

Table 6.  Pathways (hosts/vectors) for grape phylloxera to enter Tasmania 

Pathway Reference Brought 
into 
Tasmania
? 

Life stage and 
pathway 

Likelihoo
d of entry 

Vitis planting material: 
potted vines and 
rootlings 

CABI 2010; NVHSC 
2009; NVHSC and 
NPTRG 2007; PGIBSA 
2011 

Yes Winged adults, 
crawlers or eggs on 
roots 

High 

Vitis planting material: 
Cuttings 

CABI 2010; NVHSC 
2009; NVHSC and 
NPTRG 2007; PGIBSA 
2011 

Yes Winged adults, 
crawlers 

Moderate 

Wine grapes King and Buchanan 1986; 
Korosi, Trethowan and 
Powell 2009; NVHSC 
2009; NVHSC and 
NPTRG 2007; PGIBSA 
2011; Powell et al. 2000 

Yes Winged adults or 
crawlers 

Moderate 

Table grapes King and Buchanan 1986; 
Korosi, Trethowan and 
Powell 2009; NVHSC 
2009; NVHSC and 
NPTRG 2007; PGIBSA 
2011; Powell et al. 2000  

Yes Winged adults or 
crawlers  

Moderate 

Wine grape products: 
must, juice, marc 

Deretic, Powell and 
Hetherington 2003; King 
and Buchanan 1986; 
NVHSC 2009; NVHSC 
and NPTRG 2007; 
PGIBSA 2011 

Yes Winged adults or 
crawlers 

Moderate 

Vehicles NVHSC 2009; PGIBSA 
2011 

Yes Crawlers or eggs 
(from disturbed 

Moderate 
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soil) 

Farm/vineyard 
equipment and 
machinery 

NVHSC 2009; NVHSC 
and NPTRG 2007; 
PGIBSA 2011 

Yes Crawlers or eggs 
(from disturbed 
soil) 

Moderate 

People: clothes and 
shoes 

NVHSC 2009; NVHSC 
and NPTRG 2007 

Yes Crawlers or eggs 
(from disturbed 
soil) 

Moderate 

Vitis planting material: 
Tissue cultures 

 Yes Crawlers Very low 

 

Table 6 indicates that all indentified pathways, except tissue cultures, are of concern as 
means of grape phylloxera entering the state.  The highest risk of entry is likely to be from 
potted vines and rootlings infested with grape phylloxera but lacking in symptoms of 
infestation.  Cuttings pose a moderate risk of entry.  The risk for this planting material is not 
as high as potted vines and rootlings because cuttings typically have little or no root 
development for the pest to infest but could still have crawlers or even winged adults on 
them.  Tissue culture is another form of planting material but poses very low risk of entry to 
the state due to the process by which tissue cultures are grown. 

 

The risk of entry via wine grapes, table grapes or grape products is moderate.  Whilst the 
leaf dwelling form of grape phylloxera is rarely seen in Australia (NVHSC and NPTRG 2007), 
first instar crawlers are often present in the vine canopy on foliage and fruit during the 
growing season (King and Buchanan 1986, Powell et al. 2000) meaning the pest could be 
picked up during harvest, making transmission possible.  Further, grape phylloxera is able to 
survive some post-harvest processing that produce wine products such as must, juice and 
marc (Deretic, Powell and Hetherington 2003).   

 

The pest could also be carried attached to vehicles or on people’s clothes or shoes.  Entry 
via people is possible and more likely in today’s wine touring culture in the southern states 
of Australia.  The chance of entry in this way is mitigated to some degree by good hygiene 
practices at individual vineyards but such practices may not be used at all vineyards.  Entry in 
this way also depends upon the pest surviving transport.  Grape phylloxera has been 
reported to survive for up to 11 days without a food source (Powell et al. 2009) and as such, 
could survive travel between mainland Australia and Tasmania. Likelihood of entry on 
farmyard or vineyard machinery and equipment is moderate for the same reasons.   

 

Entry via tissue culture material is considered to be very low as such planting material is 
grown only in soil-free potting media and is generally grown in green house conditions 
remote from other planting material reducing the likelihood of any original infestation with 
grape phylloxera. 

 

Natural dispersal by crawlers or winged adults is not considered as a pathway for entry to 
Tasmania as natural dispersal, even when assisted by wind, is limited to metres and is 
considered a method of spread within a vineyard only (Buchanan and Whiting 1991, King and 
Buchanan 1986). 
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Likelihood estimate: refer to Table 6 

 

 

Likelihood of Establishment:  

Host material is present in Tasmania in nurseries, public and private gardens and vineyards.  
Tasmanian vineyards are commonly planted with Vitis vinifera rootstocks (D. Sanderson 2011 
pers comm.).  Vitis vinifera is highly susceptible to the effects of radicicolae feeding on the 
roots and grape phylloxera populations could establish on those vines (CABI 2010).   

 

Grape phylloxera can tolerate most climatic conditions tolerated by its host (CABI 2010) 
and given that host plants grow in Tasmania, establishment is likely.  However, the 
environment is marginal for both host and pest and establishment is more likely in summer 
months when soil temperatures are warmer as adult grape phylloxera enter hibernation in 
soil temperatures less than 16ºC (Granett and Timper 1987).  Fecundity is also highest at 
temperatures between 21 and 28ºC.  A map of growing degree days above 10ºC for 
October to April in Tasmania indicates that most grape growing areas have an effective 
temperature of 800 to 1 250 units (Figure 4).  Cool climate grapevines generally require a 
minimum of about 900 units during the warmer months for optimum development.  This 
suggests that grape phylloxera could establish during summer when soil temperatures sit 
around 20ºC but reproduction is likely to be slower than on parts of the mainland and 
reduce further during the colder months when soil temperature lowers below 16ºC.  
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Figure 4. Tasmania effective temperature for October to April.   

 
Source: DPIPWE 2005 
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Even though grape phylloxera establishes by asexually producing large populations at an 
infestation site quickly (CABI 2010, NVHSC and NPTRG 2007, Granett et al. 2001),  
eliminating the need for a male and female to meet, soil temperature will likely limit growth 
of the initial infestation population.  Grape phylloxera are also vulnerable to soil type, with 
sandy soils generally not conducive to rapid population growth (Granett and Timper 1987).  

Another factor relevant to establishment of grape phylloxera is that symptoms of feeding 
activity (initial yellowing of leaves, decline in vigour and yield) do not show until a plant has 
been infested with the pest for two to five years (PGIBSA 2011).  By that time, it is likely 
that grape phylloxera has already established on many plants within a vineyard.  Pesticide use 
can curb population growth however, pesticides rarely eliminate grape phylloxera 
completely (CABI 2010) and population regeneration after chemical use is rapid (Granett et 
al. 2001). 

 

Likelihood estimate:  High 

 

Likelihood of Spread:  

Spread of grape phylloxera by natural means is typically slow, at a rate of approximately 200 
metres per year (PGIBSA, 2011) but could occur within a vineyard without detection due to 
symptoms being slow to exhibit.   

 

Spread by human transmission is more likely and could be extensive, either within vineyards 
or between the seven wine regions of Tasmania.  Sharing of resources within and between 
regions, such as agricultural equipment, processing facilities and workers, including 
contractors increases the likelihood of transmission.  Good vineyard hygiene practices can 
mitigate this to some extent but these practices may not be applied consistently across all 
vineyards.  Rapid movement of visitors and tourists between regions, as they follow wine 
routes is possible due to the small size of the State. 

 

Regardless that host plants can be found state wide, spread still requires the pest to come in 
contact with grapevine plants.  The popularity of wine tours for locals and tourists alike in 
Tasmania and the mainland could cause such contact to be more likely. 

 

Spread, like establishment, is possible to curb with pesticide use but this is not likely to 
prevent spread entirely due to the ability of grape phylloxera to produce new generations 
quickly by clonal or asexual reproduction.  However, spread is likely to be impeded by a 
slow rate of reproduction in Tasmania where soil temperature severely limits the number of 
generations of crawlers in the warm season and exposes winter populations to risks 
associated with prolonged hibernation.  Spread of the pest is likely to be slower where good 
vine growing conditions are present and when vines are strong and healthy (NVHSC and 
NPTRG, 2007). 

 

Likelihood estimate:  Moderate 

 

Likelihood of Entry, Establishment and Spread (L(EES)):   
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The combined likelihood estimates for entry, establishment and spread generate an overall 
L(EES) of: 

L(EES) Potted vines, rootlings:  

High x High x Moderate = Moderate 

 

L(EES) Cuttings, wine grapes, table grapes, wine grape products, vehicles, 
farm/vineyard equipment and machinery, people (clothes and shoes): 

Moderate x High x Moderate = Low 

 

L(EES) Tissue cultures: 

Very low x High x Moderate = Very low 

 

Impact of climate change on L(EES) 
Climate change could influence the likelihood estimates for entry, establishment and spread.  
Should Tasmanian begin to experience warmer temperatures, the ability for grape phylloxera 
to establish and spread in Tasmania could increase as temperatures become more favourable 
for grape phylloxera survivability and fecundity.  More frequent extreme weather events 
such as heat waves may also influence the likelihood estimates.  The likelihood of entry could 
be influenced by increased spread of the pest on the mainland, particularly in Victoria 
meaning that grape phylloxera is more likely to be picked up by vectors moving from the 
mainland into Tasmania.  This may particularly be the case if Tasmania becomes a more 
attractive growing region for grapes. 
 

3.3.2 CONSEQUENCE ESTIMATION 
Economic Consequences 

The potential economic consequences of grape phylloxera in Tasmania depend upon the size 
and extent of infestations.  Economic loss as a result of grape phylloxera infestation is likely 
to be severe on the individual vineyard and could be highly detrimental to the viticulture 
industry in Tasmania, in lost production and tourism, should the pest spread amongst 
vineyards.  If the entire viticulture industry was impacted by an outbreak, there would also 
be economic consequences in terms of lost job opportunities and lost business to allied 
industries.  Such allied industries include, but are not limited to: contract services such as 
chemical spraying, pruning and harvesting; compost and mulch producers; biological control 
services; nursery suppliers and laboratory services for soil and nutrient testing (D Sanderson 
2011, pers comm. 19 July). 

 

At a regional level, wide-spread infestation could cause direct economic impacts upon 
communities that rely on the viticulture industry for local employment, or business from 
tourists attracted to the area by vineyards.  Even temporary job loss or other disruption of 
economic activity could cause people to move away from an area, and hence have direct 
consequences on small communities in wine-producing regions such as the Tamar Valley.  
Even if grape phylloxera was detected in only one vineyard, economic activity could be 
interrupted due to the local area being quarantined for delimiting surveys.  However, if such 
an infestation was eradicable, the economic disruption to the local community would only be 
temporary. 
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Economic consequences may also be felt at the state level, most likely through loss of 
tourism.  Economic loss due to lost production and therefore lost domestic and export sales 
could also occur but an infestation would have to be extensive to make a dramatic impact on 
sales.  As an extensive infestation is less likely due to only marginal environmental conditions 
for the pest in Tasmania, economic consequences at the state level would not be as severe 
as at a regional level. 

 

Social Consequences 

Potential social consequences of grape phylloxera infestation flow from the economic 
consequences.  Impact is likely to be more obvious at a local and regional level should 
people move away from small towns due to declining employment opportunities.  In 
addition, small communities that rely on an influx of workers during harvest could suffer.  
The same could be said for communities that rely on visitors to wineries.   

 

Social consequences could also be felt at a state level.  Negative impacts could occur for 
Tasmania’s clean, pest-free image and culture of wine touring that is popular to tourists.  
Such perceptions may be short term or long lasting.   

 

Environmental Consequences 

Any environmental damage caused by grape phylloxera is likely to minimal.  Given there are 
no native Tasmanian Vitis species, environmental effects are not likely beyond the boundaries 
of vineyards.  However, pesticide use in eradication attempts could impact upon local 
waterways through run-off and neighbouring properties due to spray drift.   

 

Table 7.  Overall Magnitude of Consequence 

Consequence Economic Social Environmental 

Local Highly significant Significant Minor significance 

Regional Significant Significant Indiscernible 

State Minor significance Minor significance Indiscernible 

Combined Consequence Estimate:  

According to Table 3 (Magnitude of regional and state consequences) the overall magnitude 
of consequences is Moderate. 
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3.3.3 UNRESTRICTED RISK ESTIMATE (URE):  

 PEST RISK ASSESSMENT 

Pathway L(En) L(Es) L(S) L(EES) Mag of Conseq URE 

Vitis material 
(potted vines, 
rootlings) 

High High Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Cuttings, wine 
grapes, table 
grapes, grape 
products 
(must, juice, 
marc), vehicles, 
farm 
equipment and 
machinery, 
people (clothes 
and shoes), soil 

Moderate High Moderate Low Moderate Low 

Tissue cultures Very low High Moderate Very low Moderate Very low 

 

The Unrestricted Risk Estimate for all pathways except tissue cultures exceeds Tasmania’s 
ALOP of VERY LOW and therefore falls into the category of a Regulated Quarantine Pest 
requiring specific regulatory control.  Consideration of risk management measures for those 
pathways is therefore necessary.   
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4. PEST RISK MANAGEMENT 
4.1 IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT OF RISK MANAGEMENT OPTIONS  

The risk estimates in Part 3 demonstrate that the risk posed by grape phylloxera in the 
absence of pest risk management exceeds Tasmania’s ALOP of VERY LOW.  Specifically, the 
risk of grape phylloxera exceeds ALOP in respect of: 

• Vitis planting material (rootlings, potted vines and cuttings); 
• Fresh grape fruit; 
• Wine grape products;  
• Agricultural machinery and equipment used in grape growing areas; and 
• Visitors and vehicles to grape growing vineyards. 

Therefore consideration of pest risk management measures for each of these pathways is 
warranted.  Whilst pest risk management may apply pre-border, at the border and post-
border, this review is confined to pre-border phytosanitary measures.  Pre-border measures 
aim to reduce the likelihood of grape phylloxera entry along each pathway such that ALOP is 
met.  The current measures in Import Requirement 10 – Importation of grapes, grape 
products and potential carriers of grape phylloxera (IR10), plus any alternative measures 
devised and applied elsewhere since IR10 was first introduced, are assessed. 
 
Thus, as well as assessing the adequacy of IR10 to protect Tasmania from grape phylloxera, 
relevant national protocols and standards are evaluated.  These include four Interstate 
Certification Assurance (ICA) protocols as well as the National Phylloxera Management 
Protocol developed by the National Vine Health Steering Committee.  A summary of the 
relevant standards that apply to each vector is in Table 8. 
 
Table 8.  Phytosanitary standards that apply to each vector 

 
   Phytosanitary standard that applies to the 

vector 

  IR10 National Protocol ICA 

V
ec

to
r 

Potted vines X X X 

Rootlings Prohibited Procedure B ICA-37 

Cuttings Clause II, III Procedure B ICA-37 

Wine grapes Clause I Procedure A ICA-33 

Table grapes Clause I Procedure F X 

Must X Procedure D ICA-22 

Juice X Procedure D ICA-22 

Marc X Procedure E X 

Agricultural equipment, 
machinery 

Clause IV Procedure G X 

Vineyard visitors X Procedure H X 

Vehicles X Procedure I X 
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4.1.1 VITIS PLANTING MATERIAL: ROOTLINGS, POTTED VINES AND CUTTINGS  
IR10 
IR10 specifies that grape plants must be in the form of uncallused cuttings, callused cuttings 
(grafted or ungrafted) or tissue-cultured material from an approved source.  Rootlings are 
not permitted entry to Tasmania.  Rootlings are defined by IR10 as plants that have been 
callused and grown-on in soil or any other medium with some substantial root growth. 
 
Uncallused cuttings must be certified by an approved person as having been taken from 
plants grown on a property outside of a 40km radius of any land on which grape phylloxera 
is known to occur. 
 
Callused cuttings must be certified by an approved person as: 

• From plants grown on a property outside of a 40km radius of any land on which 
grape phylloxera is known to occur; and 

• Grown continuously in soil-free media. 

Additionally, callused cuttings can only enter Tasmania if they are free of roots.  Once in 
Tasmania, the callused cuttings must be grown-on in an approved quarantine place. 
 
IR10 permits entry of tissue-cultured material from an approved source.  
 
Technical basis for phytosanitary measures 
The basis of the current 40km radius certification requirement for cuttings is unknown 
(Buchanan et al. 1997; K Powell 2011 pers comm. 13 October), even though other 
Australian jurisdictions also previously required it. It is not defined by natural dispersal ability 
of grape phylloxera but could have been implemented to account for human-assisted 
dispersal and an increasing occurrence of infestation on mainland Australia (L. Hill 2011 pers 
comm. 27 September).     
 
Justification for prohibiting entry of rootlings is based on the fact that grape phylloxera 
primarily infest the roots of grapevines in Australia which therefore present a high risk. 
Likewise, the extra requirements for callused cuttings are valid as older, callused cuttings are 
more likely to have to be re-potted and therefore more likely to have come into contact 
with the pest.  Therefore, certification of growth in soil-free media and confinement inside 
an approved quarantine place upon arrival to Tasmania are likely to ensure that the pest 
does not enter the wider Tasmanian environment.   
 
Tissue-cultured material does not require the same stringent requirements because by its 
very nature, it should be low-risk as long as the source is approved as having good hygiene 
practices to ensure quality of the product.   
 
ICA-37 Hot Water Treatment of Grapevines 



Uncontrolled Copy 

Routine IRA for IR10: Version 12 PB&DB, DPIPWE  April 2013  28 

ICA-37 specifies disinfestation by hot water treatment of grapevine planting material, 
including rootlings, and irrespective of callus formation, according to one of two regimes: 

• 54ºC ± 1ºC for five minutes; or 
• 50ºC ± 1ºC for 30 minutes. 

ICA-37 specifies the responsibilities and actions of personnel involved in hot water 
treatment of grapevine material; operating principles and procedures, and design and 
standards for treatment.  It also covers facility and equipment testing and calibration, 
procedures for post-treatment security and accreditation and documentation requirements.  
Hot water treatment cannot be used as a phytosanitary treatment for grapevine material 
from a PIZ under ICA-37. 
 
New South Wales, South Australia, Victoria and the Northern Territory all accept ICA-37.  
Hot water treatment of grapevine planting material is also reflected in the relevant import 
requirements for Queensland. 
 
Technical basis for phytosanitary measures 
Hot water treatment was first shown as an effective alternative to methyl bromide 
treatment for grape phylloxera by Sakai et al. in 1985. A study carried out by Buchanan et al. 
(1997) found that immersion in hot water at 52ºC for two minutes killed all eggs and active 
stages of phylloxera.  Hot water treatment has since been confirmed as an effective 
phytosanitary treatment against grape phylloxera by the European and Mediterranean Plant 
Protection Organisation (EPPO 2009). 
 
National Protocol 
Procedure B of the National Protocol relates to movement of grapevine cuttings and 
rootlings from a PRZ or PEZ vineyard into another PEZ vineyard.  Cuttings must: 

• Originate from a PRZ or PEZ vineyard; 
• Be fully lignified before taking; 
• Be washed free of soil and excess organic matter before bundling (no more than 200 

cuttings to a bundle); and  
• Undergo hot water treatment disinfestation immediately prior to dispatch. 

For rootlings, the original cuttings must be sourced from a PRZ or PEZ vineyard and be 
disinfested by hot water treatment prior to growing on as rootlings.  Additionally, rootlings 
must: 

• Be fully dormant before lifting (including grafted rootlings); 
• Be bare-rooted and washed completely free of soil; and 
• Undergo hot water treatment disinfestation immediately prior to dispatch. 

The hot water treatment specified in Procedure B for disinfestation is by the same regime as 
ICA-37.  The final requirement of the procedure stipulates that transport of grapevine 
cuttings and rootlings be via the most direct route and preferably not through a PIZ. 
 



Uncontrolled Copy 

Routine IRA for IR10: Version 12 PB&DB, DPIPWE  April 2013  29 

Technical basis for phytosanitary measures 
Sourcing cuttings from PRZ or PEZ vineyards reduces the initial risk of grape phylloxera 
infestation as those areas are not suspected of infestation or are indeed known to be free of 
the pest.  Further, washing the planting material free of soil and organic matter means a risk 
pathway (soil) is removed.  The technical basis for hot water treatment is previously 
detailed.   
 
The National Protocol also contains Procedure C which relates to movement of diagnostic 
sample from a PIZ or PRZ into a PRZ or PEZ.  Given that the risk posed by diagnostic 
samples is already accounted for under Import Requirement 37 – Plant Material and Soil for 
the Purpose of Laboratory Analysis or Diagnosis of the Plant Quarantine Manual Tasmania, 
this Risk Analysis need not consider Procedure C. 
 
Comparison of risk mitigation options for grapevine planting material 
Type of planting material 
In comparing IR10, ICA-37 and the National Protocol for Vitis planting material, the first 
evident difference concerns the scope of vectors included under the definition of ‘planting 
material’.   
 
All three standards include cuttings but do not consider potted vines.  The National 
Protocol lists potted vines as a vector but does not contain an approved procedure for their 
movement.  Whilst IR10 allows importation of tissue cultured Vitis plants, ICA-37 and the 
National Protocol make no mention of tissue culture.  The likelihood of tissue cultured 
plants being a pathway for grape phylloxera is negligible, requiring no risk management. 
 
Perhaps the most significant vector difference is that rootlings are permitted under ICA-37 
and the National Protocol but are not permitted entry to Tasmania under IR10.  Even 
though rootlings are more likely to be infested with grape phylloxera, the evidence 
underpinning the phytosanitary measures in ICA-37 and the National Protocol, particularly 
hot water treatment, suggests that it is possible to sufficiently reduce the risk posed by this 
vector.   
 
40km radius certification 
The 40km radius certification requirement under IR10 has no known scientific justification 
and appears arbitrary.  It is not consistent with the National Protocol which, within the 
definition of a PIZ includes a 5km buffer zone from the closest infested vineyard.  To 
differentiate between a 5km or 40km radius makes little difference given that human-assisted 
dispersal of grape phylloxera could potentially be unlimited.  The smaller, 5km buffer zone 
also sufficiently protects from natural dispersal of the pest which is limited to only hundreds 
of metres per year.  The successful confinement of grape phylloxera to PIZs (formerly vine 
disease districts) is because of their limited ability to naturally disperse any great distance.  
As such, the 40km radius requirement appears excessive and could be considered 
unnecessarily trade restrictive.     
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Tasmania could adopt the National Protocol terminology which would facilitate regulatory 
harmonisation across the jurisdictions given that most states and territories use it.  Further, 
given that the National Protocol zones are determined by annual inspections and mapped 
accordingly, the National Protocol zones can be adopted with relatively high confidence. 
 
Hot water treatment 
The hot water treatment regime in ICA-37 and the National Protocol has been tested both 
overseas and in Australia and found to be highly effective at killing both grape phylloxera 
crawlers and eggs.  The disinfestation technique could be applied to planting material 
originating from a PRZ or PEZ.  If hot water treatment were to be adopted, the requirement 
in IR10 that callused cuttings be grown-on in an approved quarantine place in Tasmania 
could be removed as grape phylloxera would likely have been killed by treatment. 
 
Neither ICA-37 nor the National Protocol allow for hot water treatment of planting 
material sourced from a PIZ.  The higher risk posed by planting material from PIZs means a 
stricter approach is prudent.  
 
Additional requirements under the National Protocol 
The requirement for cuttings and rootling to be washed free of soil prior to hot water 
treatment is consistent with Tasmania’s prohibition on soil entering the state.  Procedure B 
of the National Protocol also requires cuttings to be lignified and rootlings to be fully 
dormant before taking.  IR10 has not previously required cuttings to be lignified and few 
other jurisdictions require it.  Some jurisdictions do however; require cuttings and rootlings 
to be fully dormant at the time of import.  Finally, the transport requirement in Procedure B 
is merely good hygiene practice for security of transit.    
 
Conclusions 
An assessment and comparison of the risk mitigation options for grapevine planting material 
has found IR10 to be outdated, unnecessarily trade restrictive and inconsistent with other 
current standards and other states and territories import requirements.  It is therefore 
proposed that clauses II and III of IR10 for planting material be replaced such that: 

• Planting material is clearly defined to include cuttings, rootlings and tissue cultured 
material; 

• IR10 takes on the phylloxera management zone terminology developed under the 
National Protocol with high confidence due to scientific basis in annual audits to 
effectively reduce the original trade restrictive 40km radius protection area down to 
a 5km buffer zone; 

• Hot water treatment, as detailed by ICA-37 and the National Protocol, is utilised to 
treat planting material, including rootlings originating from a PRZ  

• Rootlings and cuttings originating from a PEZ are allowed so long as they are certified 
under area or property freedom; 
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• Planting material moved subject to ICA-37 conditions be accepted on the basis that it 
is equivalent to the conditions of IR10; 

• Tissue cultured material from a PEZ, PRZ or PIZ be permitted entry without 
treatment so long as they originate from an approved source, consistent with a very 
low unrestricted risk estimate finding; 

• A prohibition is maintained on the entry of potted vines which pose a higher risk due 
to soil presence, consistent with ICA-37 and the National Protocol; and 

• A prohibition is maintained on any planting material, except tissue cultures, 
originating from a PIZ as such planting material is likely to be infested with grape 
phylloxera. 

 
4.1.2 WINE GRAPES AND TABLE GRAPES 
IR10 
Clause I of IR10 specifies that grape fruit must, like Vitis planting material, be certified by an 
approved person stating that the fruit was taken from plants grown on a property outside a 
40km radius of any land on which grape phylloxera is known to occur.   
 
Technical basis for phytosanitary measures 
As mentioned, no technical basis to the 40km radius certification requirement is evident 
aside from speculation that it was implemented to account for human-assisted spread and a 
growing occurrence of infestation on mainland Australia.   
 
ICA-33 Movement of Wine Grapes (Phylloxera and Fruit Fly) 
ICA-33 covers movement of wine grapes only and only movement from PRZs.  It specifies a 
protocol for loading of wine grapes at the PRZ source, transport in between vineyards and 
processing of the wine grapes at their destination.   
 
To comply with ICA-33, source vineyards inside PRZs must be inspected annually and be 
certified as being grape phylloxera free on a Plant Health Certificate (PHC) or Plant Health 
Assurance Certificate (PHAC).  The grapes must be packed in bins that are cleaned free of 
soil and plant material, and sealed securely to prevent infestation.  The bins must be loaded 
onto transport cleaned free of soil and plant material on a hard stand surface.  Transport 
should be via the most direct route.  Once at a receiving winery, the wine grapes must be 
processed within 24 hours and all measures be taken to prevent spillage. 
 
New South Wales, South Australia, Victoria and the Northern Territory accept ICA-33. 
 
Technical basis for phytosanitary measures 
The technical basis for ICA-33 is self-evident.  Certification of property freedom, based on 
annual inspections (as according to National Protocol inspection guidelines) gives high 
confidence that any wine grapes taken from the source vineyard will not be infested with 
grape phylloxera.  Ensuring bins or containers are cleaned free of soil and planting material 
protects against infestation from outside sources coming in with the transport.  Loading on a 
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hard stand surface prevents crawlers emerging from the soil and climbing onto transport or 
bins for grape storage.  Further, should spillage occur during loading, clean up is easier and 
more effective at preventing potential spread of the pest.  Finally, processing the grapes 
within 24 hours will reduce the survival rate of any grape phylloxera crawlers that might be 
on the grapes and prevent new infestations whilst waiting to be processed.   
 
National Protocol 
The National Protocol contains different procedures for wine grapes and table grapes.  
Procedure A is about movement of fresh wine grapes out of a PRZ into a PEZ.  Procedure A 
contains the same requirements as ICA-33 but also adds a few other requirements.  For 
example, the procedure suggests that vineyards have protocols in place to prevent entry of 
phylloxera such as controlled access and documentation of source of planting material.  
Further, a receiving winery should have a dedicated, hard stand receiving area with wash 
down facilities; waste water disposal away from any vines and arriving transport and bins 
should be inspected for cleanliness and security and origin confirmed.   
 
Procedure F concerns movement of table grapes from a PIZ to a PRZ or PEZ.  At their 
origin, table grapes must be: free of soil and plant material; packed in new or returnable 
plastic containers free of soil and plant material and undergo disinfestation either by being 
packed with sulphur pads or by being fumigated with methyl bromide according to one of 
three different treatment regimes, depending on fruit temperature (Table 9).   
 
Table 9.  Methyl bromide treatment regime 

Fruit pulp 
temperature 
(ºC) 

Dosage rate 
(g/m3) 

Duration 
(hours) 

Dosage at 30 
minutes (75%) 
(g/m3) 

Dosage at 2 
hours (60%) 
(g/m3) 

≥ 21 32 2 24 20 

15.5 – 21 40 2 30 24 

10 – 15.5 48 2 36 29 
Source: National Vine Health Steering Committee (2009) 
 
Like Procedure A, bins must be loaded on a hard stand surface onto a transport that is clean 
of soil and plant material and travel should be via the most direct route possible. 
 
There is also a procedure for movement of table grapes from a PRZ to a PEZ.  Procedure F1 
is the same as Procedure F except that a source vineyard can either disinfest the fruit as per 
Procedure F or have the vineyard inspected annually and be found free of grape phylloxera.   
 
Technical basis of phytosanitary measures 
The additional requirements in Procedure A, aside from those also contained in ICA-33, are 
based on good vineyard hygiene practices and are about keeping potential grape phylloxera 
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risks away from healthy vines, thus the hard stand surfaces, wash down facilities and waste 
water disposal away from vines. 
 
Unlike Procedure A for wine grapes, which is limited to movement out of PRZs, Procedure 
F allows movement of table grapes out of a PIZ.  Ensuring that the table grapes are free of 
soil and packed in new, clean packaging will prevent against initial infestation of the product.  
Should grape phylloxera be on those grapes however, the use of sulphur pads in packing is 
an effective disinfestation method, also commonly used for control of mould on table grapes.  
Buchanan (1990) found that grape phylloxera were susceptible to sulphur dioxide fumigation 
and therefore sulphur pads could be used for effective disinfestation.  Methyl Bromide is also 
a common treatment for fruit and was determined to be effective for grape phylloxera 
disinfestation by Sakai et al. in 1985.   
 
The technical basis for Procedure F1 is the same as for the disinfestation treatments in 
Procedure F.  The alternative option for annual inspections ensures produce free of grape 
phylloxera due to area freedom, as in ICA-33. 
 
Comparison of risk mitigation options for grape fruit 
40km radius certification  
As mentioned at 4.1.2, the 40km radius certification requirement lacks a robust technical 
basis.  Should Tasmania adopt the National Protocol Terminology, this requirement can be 
removed in favour of using the National Protocol phylloxera management zones.  The 
National Protocol regime is more robust than the 40km radius certification requirement 
because it is based on annual inspections of vineyards. 
 
Differentiation between wine and table grapes 
Whilst IR10 accounts for both wine and table grapes with the 40km radius certification 
requirement, ICA-33 does not consider table grapes and the National Protocol has different 
procedures for wine and table grapes.  ICA-33 only covers movement of wine grapes from 
PRZs, as does Procedure A of the National Protocol.  However, the National Protocol also 
allows movement of table grapes from both PRZs (Procedure F1) and PIZs (Procedure F).  
 
It can be assumed that the reason for allowing movement of table grapes from a PIZ but not 
wine grapes under the National Protocol relates to the destination of the fruit.  Table grapes 
are unlikely to be sent to a destination in close proximity to vines meaning risk of 
introduction of grape phylloxera to that area is likely to be low.  Ensuring table grapes 
originating from a PIZ are disinfested further reduces this risk.  Wine grapes however, are 
more likely to be destined for another vineyard or processing plant near vineyards so the 
risk of spreading grape phylloxera is likely to be higher.  This logic may also indicate why 
disinfestation is not an option for movement of wine grapes from a PRZ under the National 
Protocol. 
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Conclusions 
The 40km buffer zone requirement under IR10 has been found to be outdated, without 
technical basis and inconsistent with current standards used by other states and territories.  
It is therefore proposed that clause I of IR10 be replaced as follows: 

• Enable movement of both wine and table grapes from a PRZ or PEZ under a PHC or 
PHAC declaring property freedom from grape phylloxera based on annual 
inspections, as required by ICA-33 for movement of wine grapes from a PRZ; 

• Accept grape fruit moved under ICA-33 as part of utilising the movement conditions 
contained within it;  

• Utilise the disinfestation treatments of sulphur pads and methyl bromide specified in 
Procedure F of the National Protocol for table grapes originating from a PIZ; and     

• Prohibit entry of wine grapes originating from a PIZ, consistent with the ICAs and 
National Protocol. 

 
4.1.3 WINE GRAPE PRODUCTS: MUST, MARC AND JUICE 
IR10 
Wine grape products such as marc, must and juice are not accounted for in IR10.  This does 
not account for an unrestricted risk estimate finding of low. 
 
ICA-22 Transfer of Grape Must and Fresh Juice from a Phylloxera Infested Area 
(PIZ) or Phylloxera Risk Area (PRZ) for Winemaking in a Phylloxera Free Area 
(PEZ) 
There is no ICA that applies to marc.  However, ICA-22 applies to the transfer from PRZs 
and PIZs to a PRZ or PEZ, and processing, of grape must and juice.  ICA-22 is accepted by 
South Australia and Victoria and covers the responsibilities, requirements and specification 
for the crusher, carrier and receiving winery. 
 
Under ICA-22, crusher operators must provide, as well as normal grape processing and 
cooling equipment, a hard stand tanker-truck cleaning and inspection area with wash down 
and drainage facilities as well as a dedicated loading and dispatch point separate from the 
receiving area.  Carrier operators must provide tanker-trucks that are in good repair, clean 
and sealed effectively to prevent leakage or spillage of must or juice.  The valves on the truck 
must drain dry after emptying and cleaning.  Tanker-trucks should also be fitted with an 
effective means of communication and carry procedures in case of a spillage en route.  The 
receiving winery must have a dedicated hard stand unloading area with wash down facilities 
and drainage away from vines.  Waste from the must or juice must be disposed of at least 
500 metres from any vines, in a manner that prevents cross-contamination.   
 
Technical basis of phytosanitary measures 
ICA-22 relies on good vineyard hygiene practices to prevent spread of grape phylloxera 
through the movement of must and juice.  This reflects the fact that whilst there can be 
crawlers present in grape must and juice, most die within 24 hours in must, and in 48 hours 
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in juice (Buchanan et al. 1997).  The use of hard stand surfaces at unloading and wash-down 
areas prevents the spread of crawlers by preventing them from reaching soil and/or vines as 
crawlers are unable to spread more than tens of metres naturally (PGIBSA 2011).  Again, 
transport cleanliness and sealing of loads to prevent leaks also prevents spread of the pest. 
 
National Protocol 
There are two procedures under the National Protocol relevant to wine grape products.  
Procedure D relates to movement of must or juice from a PIZ or PRZ into a PEZ and 
specifies that must or juice must undergo disinfestation by either three days of fermentation 
or filtering to achieve a maximum particle size of 50 microns; or be moved under specific 
conditions.  Those conditions are the same as the requirements set out in ICA-22 but also 
detail the procedure for cleaning up spills en route to the receiving winery as well as 
methods for waste water disposal and truck cleaning at the receiving winery. 
 
Procedure E contains requirements for moving marc out of a PIZ or PRZ.  It specifies that 
marc must undergo disinfestation by either completing three days of fermentation or by 
composting or pasteurisation per Australian Standard AS 4454.  Marc must be securely 
packed and covered for transport and the container and transport vehicle must be cleaned 
free of soil and organic matter.   
 
Technical basis of phytosanitary measures 
Survival of grape phylloxera immersed in grape must or juice beyond 24 to 48 hours is 
generally less than 5% (Buchanan et al. 1997).  Buchanan et al. (1997) noted that further 
fermentation for three days would reduce the chance of survival over and above those 
normal mortality rates.  Filtering to a maximum particle size of 50 microns will also kill any 
crawlers as they will be removed from the must or juice during the filtering process.   
 
Buchanan et al. (1997) suggests that fermentation of must and juice would effectively kill 
grape phylloxera crawlers but does not specify whether disinfestation by fermentation is 
effective for marc.  Composting according to Australian Standard AS 4454 however, may be 
effective for marc.  During three days of composting, temperatures in the compost must be 
maintained at over 55ºC to comply with this Australian Standard.  Grape phylloxera are 
sensitive to temperature (Granett and Timper 1987) and Keen et al. (2002) found that grape 
phylloxera are not likely to survive three days composting, with regular turning, as long as 
the conditions of AS 4454 are adhered to.  Korosi, Trethowan and Powell (2009) found 70% 
mortality of grape phylloxera within 24 hours in a composting marc pile but went on to 
suggest that four days composting would be needed for 100% mortality due to wide 
fluctuations in temperature of the composting pile.  Should AS 4454 be followed stringently 
and achieve the necessary temperature threshold, 100% mortality of grape phylloxera in 
marc would likely be achieved. 
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Comparison of risk mitigation options for wine grape products 
IR10 does not make any condition for importing grape products into Tasmania.  This does 
not account for a finding of low unrestricted risk, which exceeds ALOP.     
 
Movement conditions  
Both ICA-22 and the National Protocol contain essentially the same conditions for 
movement of must and juice, however, Procedure D of the National Protocol goes into a lot 
more detail.  Given that the unrestricted risk for these grape products is not as high as for 
planting material, must and juice could be moved without disinfestation as the numbers of 
crawlers in these products is likely to be low (Deretic, Powell and Hetherington 2003).   
 
Movement of marc without disinfestation is not permitted under ICA-22 or the National 
Protocol.   Even though marc is just as likely to contain grape phylloxera crawlers as must or 
juice, marc is unlikely to ever be destined for a receiving winery.  It is also unlikely to ever be 
purposely sent to Tasmania as it is not used in wine making.   
 
Disinfestation treatments 
Whilst disinfestation by fermentation and composting for wine grape products is referred to 
in the literature, this area still remains relatively un-researched.  Composting according to 
Australian Standard AS4454 cannot be applied for grape must and juice but evidence 
suggests that fermentation will kill any grape phylloxera crawlers still surviving after 24 hours 
of immersion.   
 
Conclusions 
IR10 makes no provision for the movement of wine grape products into Tasmania, despite a 
unrestricted risk estimate finding of low.  It is therefore proposed that conditions extracted 
from ICA-22 and Procedures D and E of the National Protocol be adapted to allow for such 
movement.  It is helpful to consider must and juice separately from marc as different 
conditions apply. 
 
As very few grape phylloxera crawlers and/or adults are likely to survive immersion in must 
or juice for more than 24 to 48 hours subsequent to the crushing process, movement 
conditions should suffice to reduce the risk without the need for disinfestation treatments.  
The highly detailed movement conditions from ICA-22 and Procedure D can be adapted for 
must and juice originating from a PRZ or PIZ, ensuring: 

• Containers or tanker trucks used for transport are loaded with must or juice over a 
hard stand surface, away from vines; and 

• Containers or tanker trucks are clean, free of soil and plant material and secure from 
contamination. 

 
ICA-22 and the National Protocol do not extend the same movement conditions to the 
movement of marc from a PRZ or PIZ to a PEZ.  Survival or crawlers and/or adults beyond 
the initial crushing process may be higher in marc solids than must or juice such that a 
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disinfestation treatment is necessary to achieve the same reduced risk.  There is a general 
lack of evidence to support fermentation as an effective disinfestation treatment for marc.  
Composting according to Australian Standard AS4454 however, has been found to 
successfully disinfest marc in some initial studies so long as the defined temperature 
thresholds are adhered to as this disinfestation treatment relies on grape phylloxera’s 
intolerance to high temperatures.  Australian Standard AS4454 could therefore be applied to 
marc originating from a PRZ or PIZ. 
 
Finally, it is proposed that all wine grape products originating from a PEZ not be subject to 
any movement or disinfestation conditions as the likelihood of crawlers and/or adults being 
present on wine grapes in a PEZ vineyard could be expected to be very low.  As such, wine 
grape products originating from a PEZ need only show evidence of area or property 
freedom from grape phylloxera. 
 
4.1.4  AGRICULTURAL EQUIPMENT AND MACHINERY 
IR10 
The risk posed by agricultural equipment and machinery from vineyards infested with 
phylloxera is considered by IR10.  Part IV requires that all agricultural equipment (including 
machinery, tools, bins, containers and even used posts) that has been used in an area where 
grape phylloxera exists or has ever known to exist must be accompanied by a certificate 
signed by an approved person in the originating state of territory stating that the agricultural 
equipment has been: 

• Cleaned free of soil, fruit, leaves and any other grapevine material by thorough 
treatment with steam; or 

• Cleaned of all organic material specified above by another method and disinfested by 
the application of heat at a minimum of 45ºC for at least two hours; or 

• Used in an area known to be free of grape phylloxera for at least the last two weeks 
of use. 

 
Technical basis for phytosanitary measures 
The technical basis for dry heat treatment as an effective disinfestation technique for grape 
phylloxera stems back to the work of Granett and Timper (1987) who determined the 
upper thermal limits for all grape phylloxera life stages to be between 36 and 40ºC.  In 1990, 
Buchanan found that grape phylloxera had a 100% mortality rate within an hour when 
exposed to temperatures exceeding 40ºC.  More recently, Korosi, Trethowan and Powell 
(2009) found that grape phylloxera can survive at least two hours in 40ºC heat and 100% 
relative humidity without a food source or soil.  It is now accepted that to achieve 100% 
mortality, the pest needs to be exposed to at least 45ºC for a minimum of 75minutes 
(Korosi, Mee and Powell 2012, Powell et al. 2009). 
 
As for heat treatment, the scientific basis for steam cleaning of machinery and equipment lies 
in the biology of grape phylloxera and its inability to withstand high temperatures.  Should 
steam be applied at a high temperature (such as 100ºC, as specified in the National 
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Protocol), it should kill any grape phylloxera exposed to that steam.  Some authors refer to 
steam cleaning as an effective method for removing grape phylloxera crawlers from 
machinery (Buchanan and Whiting 1991, Granett et al. 2001) but there is a lack of published 
data on steam as a method of disinfestation.   
 
The last IR10 option which requires machinery or equipment to have been used in an area 
free of grape phylloxera for the past two weeks is effective to prevent grape phylloxera 
introduction in Tasmania as it is unlikely to be present on the machinery and equipment 
during that time.  However, if it was present, the pest is only able to survive without food 
for seven to ten days in optimal temperatures (Kingston et al. 2009).  Therefore, if grape 
phylloxera was present on the machinery or equipment prior to spending two weeks in an 
area free of the pest, it would not likely survive and enter Tasmania alive. 
 
ICA 
There is no ICA relevant to movement or treatment of agricultural equipment and 
machinery.   
 
National Protocol 
Procedure G of the National Protocol concerns movement of vineyard equipment out of a 
PIZ or PRZ.  Under Procedure G, vineyard equipment must be cleaned with a steam cleaner 
or pressure hose and disinfested using either steam ( above 100ºC), hot water treatment 
(immersed for two minutes in at least 70ºC) or dry heat (75 minutes of 45ºC heat or two 
hours of 40ºC heat). 
 
Technical basis for phytosanitary measures 
The National Protocol, like IR10, contains steam cleaning and then disinfestation by steam or 
dry heat.  Procedure G however, provides for heat treatment at 75 minutes of 45ºC heat or 
two hours of 40ºC heat.  This regime of treatment was confirmed as the most efficient and 
effective by Korosi, Mee and Powell (2012).   
 
Disinfestation by steam at 100ºC would be expected to effectively kill any grape phylloxera 
on machinery or equipment because they are unable to tolerate such high temperatures but 
there is a lack of published data on this as a method of disinfestation for grape phylloxera. 
 
Procedure G also permits disinfestation by hot water treatment.  No scientific basis can be 
found for hot water treatment of machinery and equipment even though hot water 
treatment is commonly used as a disinfestation technique for grapevine planting material and 
despite the fact that high water temperatures would exceed grape phylloxera’s heat 
tolerance threshold. 
 
Conclusion 
IR10 already contains conditions for importing agricultural machinery and equipment into 
Tasmania that would ensure reduced risk to meet ALOP.  However, those conditions in 
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clause IV of IR10 can be updated to include the National Protocol phylloxera management 
zones terminology as well as the latest accepted disinfestation rates. 
 
It is therefore proposed that clause VI of IR10 be amended for agricultural machinery and 
equipment originating from a PRZ or PIZ to require: 

• Thorough cleaning of the machinery or equipment with steam to remove all soil and 
plant material or 

• thorough cleaning by some other method (such as high pressure hose); andDry heat 
treatment at 45ºC for 75 minutes  or 40ºC  for two hours. 

 
Finally, the existing condition that allows the import of agricultural machinery or equipment 
used in an area known to be free of grape phylloxera for the past two weeks without any 
disinfestation should be amended to state that such items used in a PEZ for the last two 
weeks be allowed to enter. 
 
Whilst there is an existing import requirement that applies to agricultural equipment, 
machinery and vehicles (new and used) – Import Requirement 39, these conditions are 
specific to such equipment and machinery used in vineyards and are required to satisfactorily 
lower the risk to meet ALOP for grape phylloxera. 
 
4.1.5  VINEYARD VISITORS AND THEIR VEHICLES 
IR10 
IR10 does not account for people or vehicles as potential carriers of grape phylloxera.   
 
ICA 
The ICA scheme is not suitable for regulation of visiting people and vehicles to areas where 
grapevines are grown.  
 
National Protocol 
The National Protocol contains Procedure H for movement of vineyard visitors out of a PIZ 
or PRZ vineyard and Procedure I for movement of vineyard vehicles out of a PIZ or PRZ 
vineyard.   
 
Procedure H details some general requirements for vineyard visitors including: 

• That entry be authorised only and using fences, barriers and signs to discourage 
unauthorised entry; 

• Visitors are not to remove any grapevine material or soil from a PIZ vineyard; 
• Visitor’s vehicles should be confined to hard stand parking areas in full sun at least 

100 metres from grapevines; 
• Encouragement to clean cars before leaving a PIZ or PRZ vineyard and provision of 

wash bays for cleaning; 
• That workers and visitors visit phylloxera infested vineyard after non-infested 

vineyards where possible; and 
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• Limit access to vine rows where possible or footwear is disinfested using 2% active 
sodium hypochlorite solution if access is allowed. 

 
Procedure I specifies that vehicular access to vineyards should be limited where possible and 
that any visitors should be advised of the risks of grape phylloxera.  Vehicles that do access 
vineyards should be cleaned free of soil and plant material before leaving and travel on hard 
stand surfaces where possible.   
 
Technical basis for phytosanitary measures 
The measures specified in Procedures H and I are based on good vineyard hygiene 
techniques, commonly used throughout the viticulture industry for general pest prevention.  
Such general measures can be easily used to prevent spread of grape phylloxera through 
good communication with vineyard visitors and workers.   
 
Additional to those general hygiene measures, disinfesting footwear with sodium 
hypochlorite solution is known to be successful in killing grape phylloxera crawlers, with  
100% mortality when immersed in 2% solution for 30 seconds (Dunstone, Corrie and Powell 
2003).   
 
Conclusion 
IR10 makes no provision for regulating vineyard visitors and vehicles, despite an unrestricted 
risk estimate finding of low.  Whilst the National Protocol contains two procedures for 
preventing spread of grape phylloxera by vineyard visitors and their vehicles, those 
procedures are based on good vineyard hygiene which is the responsibility of the vineyard 
owners or occupiers, vineyard staff and the visitors themselves.  Given the vast numbers of 
visitors that vineyards see every year, it would be impractical and onerous to impose import 
requirements on the movement of these potential vectors into Tasmania.  The risk can be 
mitigated by industry action to ensure that good hygiene principles are adopted in all 
vineyards.  The techniques outlined in the National Protocol could be used in this way.   
 
Industry education to adopt good vineyard hygiene techniques together with regular, 
random checks at the barrier will reduce the risk to meet ALOP without having to impose 
import requirements on these vectors. 
 
4.1.6  APPLICATION OF ICA-23 – CERTIFICATION OF AREA OR PROPERTY 

FREEDOM BASED ON MONITORING BY THE ACCREDITING AUTHORITY 
ICA-23 enables certification for any plant or plant product for area or property freedom 
from one or many pests.  As such, ICA-23 can be utilised in circumstances where area or 
property freedom is required in the new IR10, the benefit being that a business can issue just 
one certificate for area or property freedom from more than one pest if required.  
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4.2 TASMANIA’S STATUS AS A PEZ 
Since the creation of the National Protocol and the phylloxera zoning terminology, Tasmania 
has been an established PEZ.  Whilst state government does not conduct surveys to test for 
the presence of grape phylloxera in Tasmania, it can be expected that the Tasmanian 
viticulture industry is highly vigilant to any potential symptoms of grape phylloxera.  Regular 
quarantine inspections at the barrier also support PEZ status. 

 

4.3  STAKEHOLDER COMMUNICATIONS 
Communications with stakeholders will be important to convey the changes made to IR10.  
The key changes to IR10 that will need to be highlighted include: inclusion of wine grape 
products as a grape phylloxera vector accounted for; adoption of phylloxera management 
zones (including specifying that the whole of Tasmania is a PEZ) and acceptance of ICA’s 22, 
23, 33 and 37 as acceptable alternatives to the new IR10.   

 

Communication will be via a Biosecurity Advisory, new information on the DPIPWE website 
and contact with Tasmanian wine makers through Wine Tasmania prior to commencement 
of the new IR10 for a 60 day consultation period during which comments will be sought. 

 

5. CONCLUSIONS  
It is proposed that IR10 be amended to adopt the following recommendations: 

 

Recommendation 1: Adopt the National Protocol phylloxera management zone 
terminology of Phylloxera Exclusion Zone (PEZ), Phylloxera Risk Zone (PRZ) and Phylloxera 
Infested Zone (PIZ) to differentiate requirements depending on phylloxera status 
(determined by annual surveys): 

Phylloxera Exclusion Zone: an area recognised as being free of grape phylloxera, demonstrated 
by scientific evidence; 

Phylloxera Risk Zone:  an area not defined as a PEZ or PIZ where the grape phylloxera status 
is unknown; 

Phylloxera Infested Zone: an area containing grapevines known to be infested with grape 
phylloxera or have been infested with grape phylloxera. 

 

Recommendation 2: Remove the 40km radius area freedom requirement in favour of the 
National Protocol phylloxera management zone terminology which relies upon annual 
surveys for area freedom in PEZs and PRZs. 

 

Recommendation 3: Amend the conditions for Vitis planting material by: 

3.1  Allowing entry of rootlings and cuttings originating from a PEZ so long as they are 
certified for area or property freedom (either on a PHC or PHAC under ICA-23); 

3.2  Adopting ICA-37 for entry of cuttings and rootlings from a PRZ subject to hot water 
treatment;  
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3.3  Prohibiting entry of cuttings or rootlings from a PIZ; 

3.4  Retaining the permitted entry of tissue cultured planting material so long as it is from an 
approved source; and 

3.5  Prohibiting entry of potted vines. 

 

Recommendation 4: Amend the conditions for grape fruit (wine and table grapes) by: 

4.1  Adopting ICA-33 for movement without disinfestation treatment for grape fruit from a 
PEZ or PRZ; 

4.2  Prohibiting entry of wine grapes from a PIZ; and 

4.3  Allowing entry of table grapes from a PIZ, subject to disinfestation (methyl bromide or 
sulphur pads). 

 

Recommendation 5:  Include wine grape products (must, juice and marc)as vectors and 
impose conditions on their entry by: 

5.1  Allowing entry of all wine grape products from a PEZ as long as they are certified for 
area or property freedom under a PHC or PHAC for ICA-23; 

5.2  Allowing entry of must and juice from a PRZ or PIZ subject to the movement 
conditions contained in ICA-22; and 

5.3  Allowing entry of marc from a PRZ or PIZ provided it has been disinfested by 
composting according to Australian Standard AS4454. 

 

Recommendation 6:  Amend the conditions for agricultural equipment and machinery by 
updating the dry heat treatment regimes necessary for disinfestation. 

 

Recommendation 7:  Not impose phytosanitary measures for vineyard visitors and their 
vehicles as that risk can be mitigated by good vineyard hygiene and pre-existing quarantine 
inspections at the barrier. 

 

Recommendation 8:  Include definitions of the following in the explanatory notes: 

• Phylloxera Exclusion Zone (PEZ); 

• Phylloxera Risk Zone (PRZ); 

• Phylloxera Infested Zone (PIZ); 

• Rootlings; 

• Tissue culture 

• Approved Source; 

• Must; 

• Juice; 

• Marc;  

• Agricultural equipment and machinery; and 
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• The relevant Interstate Certification Assurance Scheme documents 
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7. APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 7.1:  PEST DATA SHEET 
 

GRAPE PHYLLOXERA (DAKTULOSPHAIRA VITIFOLIAE (FITCH, 1855)) 

 

Common Names: grapevine phylloxera, grape leaf louse, vine louse, phylloxera 

 

PEST DISTRIBUTION 

Tasmania: Not present 

Interstate (mainland Australia): New South Wales and Victoria. 

In New South Wales, grape phylloxera is present in the Albury/Corowa PIZ and the Sydney 
(Counties of Cumberland and Camden) PIZ (NSW DPI 2007).  The rest of New South 
Wales is classified as a PEZ.  Victoria has six PIZs where grape phylloxera is present.  They 
are the Maroondah, Whitebridge, North East, Mooroopna, Nagambie and Upton PIZs (Vic 
DPI 2011).  The rest of Victoria is a PRZ apart from the Western Victorian PEZ.  Grape 
phylloxera is not present in all other mainland states and territories.   

Grape phylloxera has been detected in Brisbane, Queensland five times between 1910 and 
1967 but has not been detected since.  Queensland are currently working towards having 
the entire state classified as a PEZ (Biosecurity Queensland 2010).  At Stage One on this 
process, the major table grape production districts of Emerald, Mundubbera and St George 
are included in a small Central Inland Queensland PEZ. 

International: The pest is globally distributed and is present to varying extents in every 
continent (EPPO 2009).  Distribution of the pest is wide-spread in Europe after grape 
phylloxera was introduced in the 1860s (CABI 2010).   

 

HOST RANGE 

Primary: Grape phylloxera is host specific to Vitis species.  The major host is the European 
grapevine, Vitis vinifera, which is highly susceptible to the effects of the root-dwelling form of 
the pest (radicicolae).  Other minor hosts include Vitis aestivalis, Vitis labrusca and Vitis riparia.  
The native North American Vitis riparia is resistant to root attack by the radicicolae (EPPO 
2007). 

Secondary: None 

Non-hosts and/or disputed hosts: None 

Plant Parts Affected: Parts of the plant affected depends on whether the leaf-galling form 
or the root-dwelling form is present.  In Australia, the leaf-galling gallicolae is rare (NVHSC 
and NPTRG 2007) but the radicicolae cause major damage to the roots of Vitis vinifera 
grapevines.  This damage causes other symptoms in the plant with initial yellowing of the 
leaves and as infestation continues, a decline in vigour and fruit yield until eventual death of 
the plant (PGIBSA 2011). 
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BIOLOGY 

Fecundity & Life Cycle: The full life cycle of grape phylloxera that involves a complex 
alteration between leaf-feeding gallicolae and root-feeding radicicolae is rarely seen on 
European grapevines in Australia and is common to the American native Vitis riparia (CABI 
2010).  In the full life cycle, winged adults emerge from the soil and mate and the female lays 
eggs on the grapevine.  Crawlers that emerge either crawl up the vine to infest the leaves or 
some drop to the ground and crawl down cracks in the soil to feed on the roots.  Those 
crawlers reproduce asexually to produce clones.  Once the clones hatch from the eggs, they 
develop through several life stages before emerging from the soil as wingless or winged 
adults (refer to Granett et al. 2001).   

In Australia, winged adults rarely emerge to reproduce sexually. They may disperse by 
crawling or flying to other vines and then crawl back into the soil to produce new 
infestations.  Given that the radicicolae can reproduce asexually, several generations can 
occur in one summer meaning population growth is rapid.  Population growth is however, 
dependent on soil temperature to an extent.  Granett and Timper (1987) found that 
population doubling time was longer at lower temperatures (16ºC) as opposed to moderate 
temperatures.  Also, population growth is more likely in clay soils as opposed to sandy soils 
(Granett and Timper 1987). 

Pest Vectoring: None 

Symptoms: Symptoms from grape phylloxera infestation are slow to exhibit and may not 
show until two to five years after initial infestation (PGIBSA 2011).  Feeding activity by the 
radicicolae on the roots of the vine causes symptoms to occur due to interrupted water and 
nutrient intake and exposure to soil-borne pathogens (Granett et al, 2001; NVHSC and 
NPTRG, 2007).  Symptoms include stunted plant growth, yellowing of the leaves, decline in 
plant vigour and fruit yield and eventual death (Granett et al. 2001, PGIBSA 2011). 

 

INVASIVE CAPACITY 

Dispersal Mechanisms 

Trade Assisted: International and national trade of potted plants, cutting and rootlings; wine 
grapes; table grapes; wine products (must, juice, marc); movement of vehicles, farm 
machinery and equipment; travel by people; soil carried on other objects (NVHSC 2009, 
NVHSC and NPTRG 2007, PGIBSA 2011). 

Natural: Grape phylloxera naturally disperse when adults or crawlers emerge from the soil.  
Crawlers can either crawl along the soil to another plant or winged adults can fly to other 
plants, assisted by wind.  Natural dispersal is limited to approximately 200m per year 
(PGIBSA 2011). 

Invasion History: 

International: Originating from its native North America, grape phylloxera spread throughout 
the globe due to international trade in the late nineteenth century (CABI, 2010).  When the 
pest reached Europe in the 1860s, it caused severe losses to vineyards until resistant root 
stocks were used to curb spread (CABI 2010).   

National: Grape phylloxera was first detected in Australia in 1877 when it was found in 
Geelong, Victoria (PGIBSA 2011).  It has since been detected in further parts of Victoria and 
New South Wales in areas now contained within PIZs.  The pest has not been detected in 
Queensland for over 40 years. 

Tasmania: The pest has not been detected in Tasmania. 
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PATHWAYS:  

Primary: Grapevine material such as potted vines, cuttings and rootlings; soil. 

Secondary: Vehicles, machinery and equipment from farms/vineyards; people.  

Minor: Wine grapes, table grapes and wine grape products such as must, marc and juice. 

 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

The economic implications from a grape phylloxera infestation will depend on the extent of 
the infestation and will vary according to the scale at which that impact is assessed (e.g. local, 
regional, state and national).  Nonetheless, it has been documented that eradication efforts 
are very costly.  The Australian Table Grape Association Inc estimates that an infestation can 
cost over $20 000 per hectare to eradicate (ATGA 2010b).  In California, grape phylloxera 
damage has been estimated at costing over $1B over a decade (Fisher and Hellmon 2000). 
Economic losses may also occur through lost access to markets and lost tourism.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Uncontrolled Copy 

Routine IRA for IR10: Version 12 PB&DB, DPIPWE  April 2013  50 

 

APPENDIX 7.2: PROPOSED IMPORT REQUIREMENT 10 

 
10 Grape Phylloxera Vectors 

A person must not import, or cause to be imported, any vector of grape phylloxera 
(Daktulosphaira vitifoliae (Fitch)), except in accordance with the following: 

 

I. Grapevine planting material:  

 

  Phylloxera management zone vector originates from 

  PEZ1 PRZ2 PIZ3 

G
ra

pe
vi

ne
 p

la
nt

in
g 

m
at

er
ia

l 

Cuttings (callused 
or un-callused) 
and rootlings4  

Must have originated from 
a property free from 
grape phylloxera  

 

Must be:  

a) cleaned free of soil; 
and 

b) disinfested by hot 
water treatment at 
either: 

i. 54ºC ± 1ºC for 
5 minutes; or 

ii. 50ºC ± 1ºC for 
30 minutes. 

* Cutting or rootlings that 
meet ICA-375 satisfy 
clause I of this Import 
Requirement. 

Not permitted entry. 

Tissue-cultures From an approved 
source.6 

From an approved source. From an approved source. 

Potted vines Not permitted entry. Not permitted entry. Not permitted entry. 

 

II. Grape fruit: 

 

  Phylloxera management zone vector originates from 

  PEZ PRZ PIZ 

G
ra

pe
 fr

ui
t 

Wine grapes Must have originated from 
a property free of grape 
phylloxera. 

* Wine grapes that meet 
ICA-337 satisfy clause II of 
this Import Requirement. 

Must have originated from 
a property free of grape 
phylloxera. 

* Wine grapes that meet 
ICA-33 satisfy clause II of 
this Import Requirement. 

Not permitted entry 

 

Table grapes Must have originated from Must have originated from Must be disinfested by: 
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a property free of grape 
phylloxera. 

a property free of grape 
phylloxera. 

a) Packaging with sulphur 
pads containing a 
minimum of 970g/kg 
sodium metabisulphite 
at the labelled rate and 
in accordance with 
manufacturer’s 
instructions; or 

b) Methyl bromide 
fumigation.8 

 

III. Wine grape products: 

 

  Phylloxera management zone vector originates from 

  PEZ PRZ PIZ 

W
in

e 
gr

ap
e 

pr
od

uc
ts

 

Must9 and juice10  Must have originated from 
a property free of grape 
phylloxera. 

Must be loaded into 
containers/tanks cleaned 
free of soil and plant 
material over a hard stand 
surface. 

* Must/juice that meets 
ICA-2211 satisfies clause III 
of this Import 
Requirement. 

Must be loaded into 
containers/tanks cleaned 
free of soil and plant 
material over a hard stand 
surface. 

* Must/juice that meets 
ICA-22 satisfies clause III 
of this Import 
Requirement. 

Marc12 Must have originated from 
a property free of grape 
phylloxera. 

Must be disinfested by 
composting according to 
Australian Standard 
AS4454. 

Must be disinfested by 
composting according to 
Australian Standard 
AS4454. 

 

IV. Agricultural equipment and machinery13: 

 

 Phylloxera management zone vector originates from 

 PEZ PRZ PIZ 

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

l e
qu

ip
m

en
t 

an
d 

m
ac

hi
ne

ry
 

Must have been used in a 
PEZ for at least the last 
two weeks. 

Must be: 

a) Thoroughly cleaned 
free of soil and plant 
material by steam;  or 

b) Thoroughly cleaned 
free of soil and plant 
material by some 
other method; and  

c) Disinfested by dry 
heat treatment at: 

Must be: 

a) Thoroughly cleaned 
free of soil and plant 
material by steam;  or 

b) Thoroughly cleaned 
free of soil and plant 
material by some 
other method; and 

c) Disinfested by dry 
heat treatment at: 



Uncontrolled Copy 

Routine IRA for IR10: Version 12 PB&DB, DPIPWE  April 2013  52 

i. 45ºC for 75 
minutes; or 

ii. 40ºC for two 
hours. 

i. 45ºC for 75 
minutes; or 

ii. 40ºC for two 
hours. 

 
PROOF: Consignments must be accompanied by a Plant Health Certificate 

or a Plant Health Assurance Certificate 
 
 
EXPLANATORY NOTES: 
                                                 
1 “Phylloxera Exclusion Zone (PEZ)” means an area recognised as being free of grape 
phylloxera, demonstrated by scientific evidence. 
 
2 “Phylloxera Risk Zone (PRZ)” means an area not defined as a PEZ or PIZ, where the 
grape phylloxera status is unknown. 
 
3 “Phylloxera Infested Zone (PIZ)” means an area containing grape vines known to be 
infested with grape phylloxera or have been infested with grape phylloxera.  
 
4 “Rootlings” mean cuttings grown on to develop roots 
 
5 “ICA-37” means Interstate Certification Assurance Scheme document number 37 – Hot 
Water Treatment of Grapevines 
 
6 “Approved Source” means a source approved by DPIPWE 
 
7 “ICA-33” means Interstate Certification Assurance Scheme document number 33 – 
Movement of Wine Grapes 
 
8 Methyl bromide fumigation must be according to one of the following treatments: 
 

Fruit pulp 
temperature (ºC) 

Dosage Rate (g/m3) Duration (hours) Dosage at 30 
minutes (75%) 

Dosage at 2 hours 
(60%) 

21ºC or greater 32 2 24g/m3 20g/m3 
Between 15.5ºC and 
21ºC 

40 2 30g/m3 24g/m3 

Between 10ºC and 
15.5ºC 

48 2 36g/m3 29g/m3 

 
 
9 “Must” is the total product of crushing grape fruit, including juice, skins, seeds, pulp and 
possibly some stems and leaves. 
 
10 “Juice” is the liquid fraction from must, excluding skins, seeds and other large solids. 
 
11  “ICA-22” means Interstate Certification Assurance Scheme document number 22 – 
Transfer of Grape Must and Unfiltered Juice from a Phylloxera Infested Zone (PIZ) or 
Phylloxera Risk Zone (PRZ) for Winemaking in a Phylloxera Exclusion Zone (PEZ) 
 
12 “Marc” is the solids residue from crushing or pressing of must or wine, containing skins, 
seeds and possibly some stems. 
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13 “Agricultural equipment and machinery” includes any machinery, hand-operated 
equipment, tools, bins, containers, used fencing and posts or farmyard vehicles used for the 
production and processing of grapes and grapevines in an area where grape vines are grown. 
 
* Consignments that meet Interstate Certification Assurance (ICA) protocol ICA-23 
(Certification of Area or Property Freedom Based on Monitoring by the Accrediting 
Authority), satisfy any condition of this Import Requirement where area or property freedom 
from grape phylloxera is required. 
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