
Pest categorisation process 

 

The Emergency Plant Pest Response Deed (EPPRD) provides an effective and efficient mechanism for 

governments and industry to work together to reduce the risks and share the costs and responsibility of 

responding to Emergency Plant Pests.  The EPPRD reduces delays in securing funding, provides 

industry with greater involvement in eradication efforts, and removes disincentives to report suspect 

pests. 

The relative share of the total cost of incursion management that will be covered by industry and 

government respectively varies according to the relative public and private benefits obtained from 

eradication. The four cost sharing categories are listed in Table 1.  

The categorisation process described below determines the relative industry and government funding 

of eradication efforts.  

Table 1 Cost sharing categories 
 

Category Cost share 

Category 1: Very high  
public benefits 

100 per cent public funding 

Category 2: High public  

benefits 

80 per cent public funding,  

20 per cent private funding 

Category 3: Moderate  
public benefits 

50 per cent public funding,  

50 per cent private funding 

Category 4:Mostly if not  
wholly private benefits 

20 per cent public funding,  

80 per cent private funding  

 

The categorisation process consists of two stages, initial categorisation by nominated specialists 

(government and industry) who will complete a Pest Categorisation Questionnaire (PCQ), followed by 

formal categorisation by the Categorisation Group. Both stages of categorisation are based on the Pest 

Categorisation Decision Tree which provides a decision making process for deciding pest categories 

(Figure 1). 

 

 



Pest Categorisation Questionnaire 

The PCQ is a quick and effective means of determining the proposed category of individual pests. It 

consists of seven questions and covers the degree of impact of the incursion on productivity, production 

cost, product quality, environment, human health, amenity values, economy and trade. The PCQ is fully 

internet-enabled allowing experts to complete the questionnaire online. 

The PCQ will be completed by plant health experts nominated by PHA industry and government 

members and will be a data gathering exercise to enable the Categorisation Group to make an 

informed decision on the likely impact of a pest under Australian conditions.  

 

Figure 1 Pest categorisation decision tree 
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Will it impose major costs on plant 
industries which would significantly 
benefit from eradication? 

Are there moderate public cost 
implications? 

▪ for the environment 

▪ for trade and/or some regional 

economies 

▪ for amenity values 

 

Category 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Will it cause major damage to the 
environment and to the natural 
ecosystems if not eradicated? 

OR 

Will it affect human health or cause major 
nuisance to humans? 

OR 

Will it cause major damage to park lands 
and amenity values. 

Will the pest mainly affect the industries 

concerned through: 

▪ increased control and production 
costs? 

▪ moderate market or trade effects 

Definitions 

*Major – Important serious or significant 

*Moderate – Average in amount, intensity or degree 



Categorisation Group 

 

Once the PCQs have been completed, the results will be compiled by PHA management and provided 

to members of the Categorisation Group for independent review and formal final category 

determination. The Categorisation Group will arrive at a consensus on pest categories through analysis 

of the pooled PCQ scores and other relevant information, including Pest Risk Analyses and data from 

the Economic Modelling Project. The membership of the Categorisation Group is listed below. For 

further details of the membership and terms of reference of the Categorisation Group, please refer to 

PLANTPLAN, Chapter 5: Roles and responsibilities of decision-making bodies. 

 

Membership of the Categorisation Group: 

 An independent chair from Plant Health Australia 

 A standing member representing industry parties 

 3 technical experts (people with specific expertise in the areas of plant pathology or entomology) 

- 1 nominated by the Australian Government 

- 1 nominated by the States and Territories 

- 1 nominated by plant industries 

 A person with relevant economic expertise; including social, trade and regional impact 
assessment; and 

 A nominee from each plant industry(s) affected by the emergency plant pest being categorised 

 



Revised Pest Categorisation Questionnaire – Endorsed 29th May 2008 
 
 

Collaborator: __________________________________ 
Pest: ________________________________________ 
Scientific name:________________________________ 
Common name:________________________________ 
 
1. The impact of the pest on the environment and natural ecosystems would be: 

 Major 

 Moderate 

 Minor or no impact 
 
2. The impact of the pest on human health and lifestyle would be: 

 Major 

 Moderate 

 Minor or no impact 
 
3. The impact of the pest on public amenities and/or parklands would be: 

 Major 

 Moderate 

 Minor or no impact 
 
4. The direct impact on industry net returns would be: 
 
The answer to this question is derived through the following supplementary questions. 
 
a. Are there resistant varieties or germplasm available either in Australia or overseas? 

 Available in Australia = 1 

 Available overseas = 3 

 Not available = 5 
 
b. Are chemicals available and accessible for the management of the EPP either in Australia or 
overseas? 

 Available in Australia = 1 

 Available overseas = 3 

 Not available = 5 
 



c. If chemicals are available are these chemicals already registered and/or already used in 

Australia? 

 

 Yes = 1 

 No = 5 
 
d. If chemicals are not available could these be incorporated into the agricultural system within 
5 years? 
 

 Yes = 1 

 No = 5 
 
e. Does the EPP kill the plant? 
 

 Yes = 5 

 No = 1 
 
f. Does the presence of the EPP reduce or cause production to cease in the affected area? 
 

 Yes = 5 

 No = 1 
 
g. Are additional costs incurred to make the product marketable?  
(For example: when processing sugarcane affected by Sugarcane borers there are higher processing 
costs incurred. Other EPPs may affect the crop quality, for example grains or chickpeas may be 
shrivelled and unmarketable. Fruit yield may not change but the EPP may impact on the sugar content 
or appearance and therefore the product is unmarketable. Therefore the marketability of the product 
infected with the EPP is important. 
 

 Yes = 5 

 No = 1 
 
Add up the scores from a) –g) above. 

 Major –Score equals 26 –35 

 Moderate –Score equals 17 –25 

 Minor –Score equals 7 –16 
 
 
5. The presence of the pest in Australia would result in market/trade restrictions with: 

 The majority of trading partners (countries/states) 

 Some trading partners (countries/states ) 

 No trading partners 
 
 



6. Would the presence of the pest cause indirect (flow-on) effects to other industries or other 
sectors that were: 
 
The answer to this question is derived through the following supplementary questions. 
 
a. Is importation of the commodity into Australia restricted? 
Yes or No 
 
b. Is production of the commodity geographically isolated? 
 
Yes or No 
 
If you answered ‘Yes’ to both of these questions the answer to Question 6 is ‘Large in relation to the 
direct industry effects’. 
 
If you answered ‘Yes’ to one of these questions the answer to Question 6 is ‘Equivalent to the direct 
industry’. 
 
If you answered ‘No’ to both of these questions the answer to Question 6 is ‘Small in relation to the 
direct industry’ 
 

 Large in relation to the direct industry effects 

 Equivalent to the direct industry 

 Small in relation to the direct industry 
 
 
7. Will the presence of the pest impose significant social adjustment costs to regional 
communities? 
The answer to this question is derived through the following supplementary questions. 
 
a. Is the industry very geographically concentrated? 
 

 Yes = 1 

 No = 5 
 
Suggested reasoning: If the industry is mostly located within a small number of areas (whether these 
areas are large or small) and these areas are separated by large distances then answer yes. 
Alternatively, if the industry is dispersed across regions, with no clear boundary from area to area, then 
answer no. For example rice production is very geographically concentrated, wheat is not. 
 
b. Is this industry a significant employer of people in the region? 
 

 Yes = 1 

 No = 5 
 
Suggested reasoning: If large local communities depend on the industry for their livelihood, then 
answer yes. If local communities do not depend on the industry for their livelihood then answer no. For 
example, the banana industry in Tully is a significant contributor to the local economy compared to the 
banana industry in Coffs Harbour where the banana industry is a minor contributor to the overall 
regional economy when all contributors are taken into account. 



c. Is there value-adding, for the pest affected crop, located in the region that is a significant 
employer? 
 

 Yes = 1 

 No = 5 
 
Suggested reasoning: If there is a processing plant in the region that relies on the industry under 
consideration and the region depends on this plant for its livelihood then answer yes. If there is no 
processing plant or the region does not depend on the plant then answer no. For example, the region 
around Bairnsdale, in Victoria, relies on two vegetable canneries for a significant amount of local 
employment. Conversely, although there is some canola crushing in the Riverina region of New South 
Wales, it is not a significant employer in relation to other sectors and therefore ‘No’ would be the 
appropriate answer. 
 
d. Do regional communities where the crop is grown have other work opportunities or 
alternative employment opportunities and if so, would these alternatives be suitable to switch 
to? 
 

 Yes = 5 

 No = 1 
 
Suggested reasoning: If there are other industries that are possible and profitable in the region, whether 
they be agricultural or not, and it would be possible to switch to these industries then answer yes. If 
there are no other possible industries then answer no. For example, broadacre farmers may be able to 
change crops, focus on grazing or switch to forestry while sugarcane farmers in Bundaberg may be 
able to find work at a mine or in town, in both of these cases the appropriate answer would be ‘Yes’. 
Conversely, grain growers around Geraldton in Western Australia face little opportunity for switching to 
non-cereal crops so ‘No’ would be appropriate. 
 
e. Do individuals living in the regional communities where the crop is grown have a strong 
attachment to living in this area? That is, would individuals be prepared to move away from the 
community to seek employment or has there been a long history of no change in the area? 
 

 Yes = 1 

 No = 5 
 
Suggested reasoning: Some regional areas have demonstrated stability in population (refer ABS survey 
data) where as other areas have a high transient population. In the plant industries some regions have 
employees who have been involved in the industry for a long time while other areas rely on mobile 
groups such as backpackers to provide the bulk of the labour force. To adequately answer this question 
supporting evidence would need to be provided that supports the claim to the proportion of the 
workforce that has lived in the region for a long period. 
 



f. Would a relocation of this workforce to another area cause schools, banks and health care 
facilities to close down. That is, will the regional population be reduced to such an extent that is 
no longer sustainable for these facilities to remain open? 
 

 Yes = 1 

 No = 5 
 
Suggested reasoning: If a region’s population is composed of people involved in the industry  to such an 
extent that removal of these people would cause schools, banks and health care facilities to close, then 
answer yes. If, after the removal of these people, these facilities could remain open then answer no. 
For example, if a Pest was to affect the vineyards of the Barossa valley it would likely cause the 
facilities in the town to close. However, if a Pest was to affect vegetable growers on the outskirts of 
Sydney, local facilities would, most likely, not be seriously affected. 
 
Add up the scores from a) to f) above. 

 Yes –Score equals 7 –14 

 No –Score equals 15 –30 
 
 



Further notes on PCQ 

 

 Question 1 

The impact of the pest on the environment and natural ecosystems would be… 

 

Would an incursion of an EPP impact on the environment or natural ecosystems? 

 

The impact has to be direct on native flora/fauna and does not take into account issues such as 

increased pesticide use or other management/control strategies that may cause loss of flora/fauna. 

 

Examples of EPPs that have a major impact on environment or natural ecosystems are guava rust and 

red imported fire ant (RIFA): Guava rust could see the destruction of large areas of Eucalypt spp; and 

RIFA has the potential to decrease populations of native fauna. 

 

Examples of EPP’s that have a moderate impact on environment or natural ecosystems are black 

Sigatoka which can infect native Musa spp. 

 

Question 2 

The impact of the pest on human health and lifestyle would be… 

 

Would the incursion of an EPP have an impact on human health or lifestyle? 

 

The impact on lifestyle relates to the potential for an EPP to limit common activities that communities 

undertake. 

 

RIFA is an example of an EPP that would cause major impacts on lifestyle as many outdoor activities 

would be impacted on if RIFA was established. 

 



A moderate impact would be an EPP that limits the ability of communities to cultivate common plant 

species which are also grown commercially.  For example grapevines and lemon trees are very 

common backyard plants and the presence of some EPP’s could impact on the ability of communities 

to continue cultivation. 

 

Question 3 

The impact of the pest on public amenities and/or parklands would be… 

 

If an incursion of an EPP could impact on public amenity plants or parklands. 

 

A major impact would be an EPP such as Sudden Oak Death (Phytophthora ramorum) which has the 

potential to kill many tree species commonly grown in street scapes or parklands. 

 

A moderate impact would be an EPP that impacts on the appearance of tree species commonly grown 

in street scapes or parklands.   

 

Question 4 

The direct impact on industry net returns would be… 

 

The question relates to the extent of the direct economic damage caused by the pest. It includes yield 

and quality (that is, price-reducing) impacts, and is measured by the net returns for the industry. The 

key issue is whether the impact on net returns for the industry in the region would be major (> 25%), 

moderate (5-25%) or minor (< 5%).   



 

Question 5 

The presence of the pest in Australia would result in market/trade restrictions with… 

 

Would an incursion lead to trade restrictions (domestic and international) or export embargoes?  

 

This does not refer to a short-term suspension of trade in the immediate period after a suspected 

incursion, but to restrictions that remain in place once the full extent of the incursion is known. 

Information is needed on whether the markets affected in this way would be only some trading partners 

or the majority of them. Interstate embargoes as well as export embargoes are included here, as the 

impact for the affected producers is the same if their produce is unsaleable whether it results from 

interstate or international embargoes 

 

Question 6  

Would the presence of the pest cause indirect (flow-on) effects to other industries or other 

sectors that were… 

 

Indirect effects are defined as flow-on effects to a regional economy as a result of an emergency plant 

pest (EPP) incursion in the directly affected industry. 

 

Things to take into consideration when determining the likely magnitude of the indirect effects include: 

 the effect of an EPP incursion on demand for local services (ie. labour, farm inputs) 
 the extent of value adding which might be affected (ie. milling, canning or other processing) 
 the likely effect of the EPP incursion on consumers in the region (ie. higher prices for particular 

produce) 
 

It is important that the magnitude of these effects be considered relative to the direct effects, rather than 

in absolute terms. This ensures consistency with the cost sharing categories. For example, where the 

indirect effects of an incursion are large relative to the direct effects, the government’s contribution to 

the cost sharing arrangement is likely to be larger than the industry contribution. Similarly, where the 

indirect effects are much smaller than the direct effects, the industry is likely to bear the majority of the 

costs. 

 



If an industry group has funded research into the estimated regional economy effects of an EPP 

incursion (for example, using a general equilibrium model such as the Monash model, or input-output 

models) then these published figures can be used to assist in the determination of the likely magnitude 

of the indirect effects. It is unlikely that many industries will have undertaken such research. In the 

absence of published work, a qualitative assessment of the likely indirect effects based on the three key 

factors outlined above (demand for local services, extent of value adding, impact on local consumers) 

will suffice. 

 

Question 7 

Will the presence of the pest impose significant social adjustment costs to regional 

communities? 

 

The direct and indirect economic impacts of a plant pest or disease cause social adjustment through 

changes in employment, and through the family responses to this and other associated changes.  

 

While a small proportion of those affected may be unemployed long term, most individuals do find new 

employment.  The costs of labour market adjustment will depend on the time taken to find new 

employment, and whether the individual incurs costs in re-training for a new occupation, moving 

location, or acquiring new industry knowledge.  To some extent, these costs will be smaller in a location 

which has more diverse employment opportunities (the affected industry provides a small percentage of 

the employment in the region).   

 

Some towns or regions are more diversified or resilient than others, and perhaps have a greater 

'capacity to cope' with change than others.  This would depend on education levels (eg % of population 

who remained in education past the age of 15), the rate of unemployment in a region, and possibly the 

proportion of residents reporting low incomes (as a proxy measure of human capital).   

 

The social consequences of an EPP will extend beyond labour market adjustment, and are more 

difficult to quantify. 

 

 

 

 


