[image: Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry]OFFICIAL

OFFICIAL

Webinar: Information session: Review of devitalisation requirements for fresh cut flower and foliage imports draft report – 11 November 2025
November 2025
[bookmark: _Hlk213852419]Webinar: Information session: Review of devitalisation requirements for fresh cut flower and foliage imports draft report – 11 November 2025
Questions and Answers

1. Shouldn't the devitalisation review happen after the part 3 pest review is complete, so we know what we are trying to prevent with it? 
· The devitalisation review can be done separately to part 3 because it assesses the biosecurity risk of pathogens associated with DFIU of imported cut flowers to propagation.
· The devitalisation review takes all pathogens into consideration because the highest rating for the likelihood of importation, establishment and spread, as well as the highest rating of consequences (except for consequences for Phytophthora ramorum) was included in the assessment. This is explained in Section 3.4.3 in the draft report.   
· For Part 3, we plan to analyse the biosecurity risks of pathogens associated with imported cut flowers that are used as intended (that is, for time-limited decorative purposes) and recommend risk management measures, if required. If there are no available risk management measures to effectively manage particular biosecurity risks, trade will not be permitted until suitable measures are identified.

2. Plant breeders in Australia do not chase up Plant Breeders Rights (PBR) infringements because of the cost of proving the case, not because it isn't happening! 
· Noted 

3. Do we not have cases of diversion from intended use (DFIU) because, largely, we have that policy in place. We have for a long time and people know this? 
· We acknowledge there is a risk that cut flowers may be diverted from an end use of time-limited decoration to propagation. We have considered this in the draft report when determining the biosecurity risk associated with diversion from intended use.
· For personal DFIU, Reddit data represent global figures and are not specific to Australia. 
· Personal DFIU occurrence is ‘at or below very low level’ even though all countries, except Australia and New Zealand, do not require devitalisation for their imported cut flowers. Although this is the global occurrence, to address uncertainty, we assume that all these occur in Australia and use ‘at or below very low level’ in our assessment. 
· For commercial DFIU, infringement cases of Plant Variety Right in the EU involved direct propagation from propagative materials, including whole plants, seeds, bulbs and fresh cuttings. None of the infringement cases related to DFIU of cut flowers to propagation even though there is no devitalisation requirement for cut flowers imported into the EU. This information supports that DFIU of cut flowers to propagation is unlikely to be worthy for commercial production and sale.  
· The department will conduct future monitoring of Reddit or other data following the release of the final report to monitor the level of DFIU.


4. Will fumigation be undertaken to minimise insects such as thrips which can carry Chrysanthemum stem necrosis virus which is absent in Australia? 
· There is existing policy to manage thrips (and other arthropods) established from the Part 1 and Part 2 of the pest risk analysis for imported cut flowers. All cut flowers require pre-export measures and are inspected for live arthropods on arrival. Remedial action is taken, including fumigation at appropriate rates, as required.

5. DFIU has been non-existent in Australia due to the devitalisation of material, this will potentially change due to the cost to import new plant material through correct import channels. 
· The review considers that there may be an increase in DFIU to propagation if devitalisation requirements on imported cut flowers were removed. However, the increase is likely to be minor and temporary. This is because:
· The level of personal DFIU of cut flowers to propagation that may be occurring globally is at or below very low levels even though all countries, except Australia and New Zealand, do not require devitalisation treatment on their imported cut flowers. 
· There is no information to suggest that commercial DFIU of cut flowers is occurring. Infringement cases of Plant Variety Right in the EU involved direct propagation from propagative materials, and none related to DFIU of cut flowers to propagation even though there is no devitalisation requirement for cut flowers imported into the EU. As presented in section 3.4.2 of the review report, several other reasons also support that DFIU of cut flowers to propagation is unlikely to be worthy for commercial production and sale. 
· The department will monitor relevant social media to inform our understanding of the level of DFIU.
· Importantly, diversion of intended use (DFIU) of any imported goods potentially increases the biosecurity risks associated with the goods and is not permitted by the department. We have powers under the Biosecurity Act 2015 to investigate suspected DFIU, undertake an assessment of the biosecurity risk, and take action where required. Action can include education and warnings, significant fines, revocation of permits and/or other approvals from us, and criminal prosecution or civil litigation.
· Australia’s national biosecurity system is built on shared responsibility whereby all stakeholders, including Australian governments, industry and the broader community, have important roles and responsibilities in the management of biosecurity risks in Australia. If you become aware of a suspected breach of Australian biosecurity laws, including DFIU, you can confidentially report information through our Redline on 1800 803 006.

6. If devitalisation is to proceed will species with Plant Breeders Rights require PBR logo and warning? 
· The focus of the report deals with managing biosecurity risk only. The report makes no recommendations in relation to PBR requirements. IP Australia is responsible for managing Plant Breeder’s Rights.

7. Isn't risk of Xylella entering Australia considered an extreme consequence? 
· No, the consequence rating for Xylella is assessed as high, not extreme.  
· Xylella is our top national priority plant pest. We take the risk of managing Xylella very seriously as one of the few countries free of this pathogen. 
· According to our pest risk analysis methodology (please see Appendix A of the draft report for more details), estimating potential consequences of a pest is conducted in a 2-step process. In the first step, a qualitative descriptor of the impact is assigned to each of the direct and indirect criteria in terms of the level of impact and the magnitude of impact. The second step involves combining the impacts for each of the criteria to obtain an ‘overall consequences’ estimation the overall consequence rating by combining the impact scores of a range of possible consequences. 
· Impact criteria:
· plant life or health
· direct environmental impacts
· eradication and control costs
· non-commercial values and indirect environmental impacts
· domestic trade
· international trade.
· For each of the criteria, the level of impact is estimated over 4 geographic levels:
· National
· Regional
· District
· local.
· For each of the criteria, the magnitude of impact at each of these geographic levels is described using 4 categories: 
· unlikely to be discernible 
· minor significance 
· significant 
· major significance.
· The consequence assessment considered what is known about the effect of the pathogen in its native areas and when introduced to new areas overseas. For a rating of extreme, a pest would be assessed as having an impact of ‘major significance’ which is expected to threaten the economic viability through a large increase in mortality/morbidity of hosts, or a large decrease in production. It is also expected to severely or irreversibly damage the intrinsic ‘value’ of non-commercial criteria. And this ‘major significance’ impact is expected to occur at national level. Globally, this extreme impact is not seen as a result of Xylella. 
· Xylella’s impact was assessed to be ‘significant’ for Australia, which is expected to threaten the economic viability of production through a moderate increase in mortality/morbidity of hosts, or a moderate decrease in production. It is also expected to significantly diminish or threaten the intrinsic value of non-commercial or environmental criteria. The effects may not be reversible. And this ‘significant’ impact is expected to occur at national level. When combined with the scoring used in our PRA methodology, it was concluded that the consequence rating for Xylella in Australia would be ‘high’.

8. Have alternative devitalisation methods or treatments been assessed or tested as part of this review, beyond glyphosate and metsulfuron-methyl? 
· No, alternative devitalisation methods or treatments have not been assessed or tested as part of this review.
· The report reviewed the likelihood of DFIU occurring and the risks associated with DFIU and concluded that there is no technical justification for devitalisation of propagatable cut flowers irrespective of the method used to devitalise them.
· As indicated in section 1.2 of the report, should the biosecurity risks associate with DFIU do not achieve the ALOP, risk management measures would be required. And the review would evaluate if the existing devitalisation methods or treatments are effective. If not, the review would determine and propose methods or treatments that can be used to reduce the risks to achieve the ALOP.
· The department is aware of a number of methods for devitalising fresh cut flowers including chemical, irradiation and physical removal of growing points. 

9. Will removing devitalisation would result in reduced costs or faster processing times for importers? 
· This is not something that the department would assess. The focus of the report is to assess the biosecurity risk associated with DFIU. 

10. As part of analysing production systems and import pathways, does the department collect or review chemical treatment manifests from countries bringing flowers into Australia? 
· The department does not collect or review chemical treatment manifests from countries bringing flowers into Australia.
· The regulation of agricultural chemicals in a country of export is the responsibility of the country’s national agriculture and veterinary chemical regulator. 

11. Can you advise which species will still require devitalisation? 
· Based on the proposal of the draft report, there are no species of imported cut flowers that will require devitalisation.
· The draft report concluded that the unrestricted biosecurity risks associated with DFIU of imported cut flowers to propagation are ‘negligible to ‘very low’ for personal DFIU and ‘negligible’ for commercial DFIU, which achieves Australia’s ALOP.  
· As such, measures are not required to manage the biosecurity risk associated with DFIU to propagation. So, we propose removing the existing requirement for devitalisation treatment that applies to imported cut flowers.  

12. Are only 20% of each cut flower import shipment inspected or has it been increased? I understand 100% are inspected but isn't it only a small portion of each shipment? 
· Every consignment of imported cut flowers is inspected by the department, in accordance with the international standard ISPM31: Methodologies for sampling of consignments. 
· ISPM31 provides guidance to national plant protection organizations (NPPOs) in selecting appropriate sampling methodologies for inspection to verify compliance with phytosanitary requirements.  This ISPM provides guidance on sampling methods to provide a required level of confidence.
· Australia applies a sampling regime that would be among the strictest internationally for goods such as fresh cut flowers and foliage, providing a high level of confidence of compliance in each consignment. The department also has specific inspection techniques for cut flowers to ensure pest risks are detected.
· Only goods that are free of biosecurity risk, including freedom from disease symptoms and insect vectors are released from biosecurity control. 

13. Have we been specifically asked to review devitalisation by the WTO? 
· The WTO does not instruct countries to conduct reviews. However, they do require from member countries that phytosanitary measures imposed on traded products should be justified by an appropriate pest risk analysis, hence Australia undertaking import risk analyses and reviews.
·  Trading partners have requested Australia to review its devitalisation requirements. 
· Australia must meet its international obligations as a member of the WTO. This means our risk management measures must be scientifically justified through a pest risk analysis, only be applied to the extent necessary and not unnecessarily restrict trade. Based on this, Australia’s current devitalisation requirements for imported cut flowers do not meet these obligations.
· As an exporting nation, Australia’s agricultural trade relationships are important to our economy and our agricultural industries. 
· Australia accepts imports only when we are confident the risks of pests and diseases can be managed to achieve ALOP. 

14. If the decision to discontinue devitalisation is taken, will this be done as a trial or permanent basis? 
· The department proposes to discontinue the current requirement for a devitalisation treatment on imported cut flowers. If taken, the decision to discontinue devitalisation will be ongoing.
· As stated in section 4.3 of the report, the department reserves the right to review the import policy as deemed necessary, including if there is reason to believe that the occurrence of either commercial or personal DFIU of imported cut flowers to propagation and/or associated biosecurity risk has changed.

15. With Australia having tighter quarantine that other countries due to location etc. should we increase our sampling rates above what’s recommended in ISPM 31? Such as ToBRFV cases? 
· ISPM 31 provides a range of sampling options for importing countries. 
· Australia already applies a sampling regime that would be among the strictest internationally for goods such as fresh cut flowers and foliage, providing a high level of confidence of compliance in each consignment.
16. Part of RA is to review the decision 
· Noted 

More information
Web: https://www.agriculture.gov.au/biosecurity-trade/policy/risk-analysis/plant/cut-flowers 
Email: plantstakeholders@aff.gov.au
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