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TABLE GRAPES — IMPORTATION 
Motion 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [4.01 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett–Grylls government for being misleading about its intention in 
relation to allowing the importation of table grapes from California, and its neglect of the fruit and 
vegetable industry in Western Australia.  

I rise today because of the significant issue that has occurred in the fruit and vegetable industry in recent 
weeks—that is, the government allowing table grapes to be imported from California. I want to go through the 
history of what has happened here, and in particular the fact that the opposition sought and was given assurances 
by the government in June—not that long ago—that it would take this matter to the World Trade Organization. 

In June I brought to the house a grievance on this matter, and the minister representing the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food in the other place said that the state legislation would stop this and that the government 
would take the matter to the WTO. That has not happened, and we have now seen a complete reversal of the 
government’s position. I will go through the history of this issue and some of the details in a moment, but I 
would like first to make some introductory remarks about biosecurity and quarantine. 

As we all know, Western Australia has historically enjoyed freedom from many pests and diseases, and we have 
gained a reputation as a clean and green state. Everyone who comes through our airports is asked to dispose of 
any fruit or vegetables that they are carrying, so they know that Western Australia has taken the issue of 
quarantine and biosecurity very seriously. I want that situation to remain; I want Western Australia to continue to 
have a clean and green image, and I want us, wherever possible, to make the best decisions in respect of 
biosecurity for Western Australia. 

I support having a local agricultural industry and I think we have seen a significant shift in community sentiment 
over recent years in this regard. People, particularly parents with families, want to know that they are able to buy 
Australian produce, particularly Western Australian produce. We want to have some sort of certainty that there 
are local fresh producers continuing to survive out there. I do not think anyone in this place or in Western 
Australia generally would like to see the demise of fruit and vegetable industries in Western Australia. 

Western Australia is a trading state; there is no doubt about that. Our past and future success has relied and will 
rely significantly on us being a very open state with strong export links. But we also have a responsibility to look 
after our local producers and to ensure that we have industries that continue to survive, particularly in relation to 
food. The food industry is a bit different from other industries. As I said, Western Australian families want to 
know that there are people in Western Australia producing fruit and vegetables that their children and families 
can enjoy. There is a level of confidence in our local producers and there is also the understanding that we are 
very tight on our biosecurity and quarantine. 

One of the issues that has been put to me—I strongly believe this—is that as we continue to erode our 
biosecurity and quarantine measures in Western Australia, there will be an increased use of pesticides and other 
measures to try to combat potential or real threats. I do not think we want more pesticides being used on the food 
that our families eat; I think we all want fewer pesticides and fewer chemicals. However, as we continue to 
expose our industry to overseas species, diseases and pests, there is an increase in the amount of pesticides and 
other chemicals being used. 

When we look at the agricultural industry in Western Australia, we have to look at the entire agricultural 
industry. Many members on the other side—particularly those in the National Party—have a very narrow view 
of the agricultural industry in Western Australia. 

Mr D.T. Redman: Give us a rest! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: A very narrow view. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: A very narrow view. I checked; when the member who just interjected was Minister for 
Agriculture and Food, he did not utter the words “Swan Valley” once in four years. The government has an 
obligation to look after the entire agricultural industry, which includes the Swan Valley, the fruit producers in the 
Darling Range, the producers around Harvey and Donnybrook, and other producers across the state. The 
government cannot be fixated on one project and say that it supports the agricultural industry; it has to look at 
the existing producers and see what it can do to support them. I strongly believe that there is a very narrow 
interpretation of agriculture in this state under this government, and the government has an obligation to look 
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after the entire agricultural industry, including the Swan Valley, and the apple, pear and stone fruit growing 
industries across the south west and through Pickering Brook and the entire Darling Range. 
Let us go through the issues more generally. I go back to 2011 when I first raised this issue with the government 
in this Parliament; I called on the government to respond to the potential threat of the import of international 
grapes into Western Australia. On 6 October 2011, I requested an update on the government’s position on 
importing international grapes into Western Australia. I wrote to the then Minister for Agriculture and Food, 
Hon Terry Redman, and stated, in part — 

Recently I have been informed that particular agents are doing what they can to ensure a break in the 
grape market to open the way for international grapes to be imported. 

I received a response from the minister on 26 October 2011, which read, in part — 
Currently, Western Australian legislation prohibits the entry of grape fruit, seed and plant material from 
all sources. I assure you that grapes entering WA from any source in breach of the legislation would be 
seized and action taken if necessary. 

We sought and received that assurance back in 2011—that the existing legislation would block any attempted 
import of table grapes into Western Australia. I refer now to an article that appeared in the Bullsbrook 
Ellenbrook Advocate on 2 November 2011. It reads, in part — 

Agriculture Minister Terry Redman said bio-security was the number one priority when considering 
whether to allow international grapes, or any other plant or animal product, into WA. 

“WA legislation prohibits the entry of grapes, seed and plant material from all sources,” Mr Redman 
said. 

“Grapes entering WA from any source in breach of the legislation would be seized and action taken, if 
necessary.” 

I will just go through what happened then. A report was instigated by an importer and the federal government 
started a risk analysis of the import of Californian table grapes into Western Australia. That report was started in 
July 2012. At that time, on 17 May 2012, I brought another grievance on this issue into the Parliament. I again 
sought an assurance from the state government that it would resist all attempts to bring grapes from California or 
elsewhere overseas into Western Australia. On that occasion, the then Minister for Agriculture and Food, Hon 
Terry Redman, stated — 

I support maintaining strong biosecurity at our borders in Western Australia to stop diseases that are not 
here. We will be doing whatever we can to support a scientific outcome and come to a good scientific 
conclusion to protect our crops in Western Australia.  

Again in 2012, the government made the same guarantee. In June I also wrote to the then federal Minister for 
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Senator Joe Ludwig, to express my concerns. On 8 May I made a submission 
to the federal inquiry into this issue. I will go through some of the key issues that I raised on the prospect of 
importing table grapes from overseas. I outlined five key points and I will go through them. The first point is the 
high risk of contamination, given that the Swan Valley is in the metropolitan area and only 15 minutes from 
Perth’s CBD. The risk of contamination is high given its proximity to not only the CBD, but also the significant 
residential development that is sometimes only tens of metres away from the grape-growing district.  

Another point that has been made to me is that the federal analysis did not adequately assess the recent 
emergence of red blotch disease in California. The discovery of red blotch disease was first reported in 2012. 
The virus has been reportedly found in some states and other wine-growing regions of the USA. Given its short 
history, not a lot of research has been undertaken. However, preliminary indications suggest that the virus could 
cause serious damage, such as vine decline, delayed ripening, low yield and low sugar content. Further research 
and information is required before a decision can be made to allow those imports into WA.  

The third point is that WA is free of many diseases and pests. As I said, we are all proud of our history of 
quarantine and biosecurity in WA and we must do whatever we can to ensure that we can maintain that image 
and our industries in WA. The key point is that WA is disease-free. Many diseases are not in Western Australia, 
including leaf spot disease, Phomopsis viticola. That is one of the key diseases that Western Australia is trying to 
ensure is not brought in.  

The fourth point is that the Department of Agriculture and Food in WA started a pest risk analysis. I am not quite 
sure what stage that is at, but it commenced back in 2011. We understand that it is still underway but no 
conclusion has been made. I understand the Department of Agriculture and Food has had a lack of resources.  

Mr P. Abetz: Haven’t you read the report? 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Has it been released?  

Mr P. Abetz: I got it on the website.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This one or the other one? 

Mr P. Abetz: This one.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay. I will cross-check that later. I have seen the submission.  

Mr P. Abetz: Sorry; the submission.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have the submission. This is another pest risk analysis report that was quite separate. As I 
said, the table grape industry is very important to both the Swan Valley and Western Australia. It is estimated 
that Swan Valley table grapes contribute $20 million to the Swan Valley’s economy and that the total value of all 
Swan Valley sectors is in the order of $187 million. The table grape industry in WA helps produce those lovely 
grapes that we have around Christmas time and, of course, the wine industry is of increasing importance to the 
Swan Valley, the Margaret River region and other regions throughout WA. As I said in May, I made a 
submission opposing any changes to the importing of grapes. Importantly, the Department of Agriculture and 
Food Western Australia also made a submission. On 7 May the Department of Agriculture and Food said — 

In summary DAFWA maintains the position that P. viticola poses an unacceptable level of risk to 
Western Australia and requires that the final report recognises that the unrestricted risk likelihoods for 
importation is ‘High’ …  

Basically, the department is saying that there is no way to mitigate the significant risk of bringing in grapes from 
California.  

I will go through some of the questions we asked. On 19 June I asked a question of the minister representing the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food in the other house. It states — 

(a) what is the Minister for Agriculture’s position on the draft analysis; 

Again, the minister said — 

… Phomopsis viticola poses an unacceptable level of risk to Western Australia … 

He also stated that the Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia has made a submission rejecting 
the importation of grapes into WA.  
I also raised a grievance on this issue on 13 June 2013. The industry and I were very happy with the stance taken 
by the Department of Agriculture and Food in WA. Everyone was content with the position being taken by both 
the minister and the department. I must say that when I met some of the key stakeholders, I learnt that they were 
all very content with what the state government was saying and doing about this issue. I raised the issue in 
Parliament. The member for Warren–Blackwood, the minister representing the Minister for Agriculture and 
Food, stated — 

The member for West Swan highlighted the article in today’s The West Australian. The Department of 
Agriculture and Food is taking up that position. The government does not believe the federal analysis is 
correct. It does not believe that the risk-mitigation strategies for those farmers are sufficient to give the 
level of protection they expect to maintain the standard for products exported to other countries.  

He went on to say — 

The state Department of Agriculture and Food has advised Minister Baston, the Minister for Agriculture 
and Food, that the unrestricted risk posed by Phomopsis viticola associated with the importation of 
fresh table grapes into Western Australia is unacceptable. Our position stands absolutely clear. The 
government does not want to see the importation of those products, simply because of the risk they 
pose.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Who said that? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Warren–Blackwood on 13 June. He went on — 

What is the consequence of this position? Right now there is legislation in place to block that 
happening, and the government is sticking to that position. Western Australia’s position could be 
challenged. The science on which we have based our argument to put up a biosecurity barrier given the 
risk of diseases coming to the state could be said to be unacceptable. The matter could well go to the 
World Trade Organization.  

In June we were told that the government was sticking to its guns, that legislation was in place to prevent it 
happening, and that the state government would take it to the WTO if necessary. It was a very strong position 
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and a position that was welcomed by the entire table grape industry, the wine industry and me. We were very 
surprised to see the absolute 180-degree turn on this issue. 
Mr T.K. Waldron: So was I.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Do members opposite think it is funny?  
Mr D.T. Redman: Not at all.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Members opposite think it is funny and act as though they are the only ones who know 
anything about agriculture. Honestly, the absolute contempt and arrogance of members opposite is incredible.  

Mr T.K. Waldron: You guys laugh through question time every day. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The members are contemptuous and arrogant towards many producers in Western Australia.  

After taking this matter to the WTO and blocking it through legislation, as advised by the minister in this house, 
what happened? On Thursday, 18 July the federal department made its final recommendation—that is, to allow 
the grapes into WA. The interesting part of this is what happened after that. On the following Monday or 
Tuesday I received a phone call from an industry stakeholder who asked whether I had heard the federal 
department’s decision. I had not. I had a look. That industry had received no communication from the state 
department. It sought a meeting with the minister and the minister’s chief of staff and was told they were not 
available. I understand that the key industry stakeholders were told on the Wednesday. By that stage the grapes 
were already in the markets. The absolute failure to communicate and provide industry consultation and 
management on this issue was a disgrace. 

On 24 July the Department of Agriculture and Food put out a media statement. From absolutely saying that there 
was no way of reducing, minimising, stopping or mitigating the risk of bringing in these grapes, the department 
completely changed its tune. The media statement of 24 July stated — 

Table grapes from California will be allowed entry into Western Australia under strict import 
conditions.  

This statement was issued on the day that, or the day after, the grapes were already in the markets. It 
continues — 

The WA Department of Agriculture and Food (DAFWA) will amend its import conditions for fresh 
Californian table grapes into the State in response to a change in Commonwealth import conditions. 

… 

Mr Delane said DAFWA had advised that Phomopsis viticola presented a disease risk and appropriate 
biosecurity protection measures were required.  

The department went from saying there was no way of mitigating the risk to saying that it can mitigate the risk. 
It continues — 

He said in this case, the export standards which California has in place reduced this risk to an 
appropriately low level. 

It was a complete change in position. It was done in such a short time frame. The Minister for Regional 
Development is laughing.  

Mr B.J. Grylls: Can Hansard please record that the member for West Swan is verballing me and doesn’t know 
what she is talking about?  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Minister for Agriculture and Food is laughing. Everyone in the industry knows about his 
arrogance and the contempt that he has for people who are not part of his party. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: You.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is very grown-up for a minister.  

The key issue was that we saw a complete reversal in the department’s position. There was no proper 
communication and no proper consultation. When we asked a question about this in the chamber today, we got 
absolutely no clarity of what happened. In one month this matter was going to be taken to the WTO and there 
was no way of allowing these grapes in. A few weeks later the government said that there are new export 
standards and everything was going to be fine. How did that happen? How could it happen? How could we have 
such a contradiction of what was said in this place and what was promised to the people of Western Australia 
without giving people the courtesy of providing them with some information? People are struggling to find out 
information. The first they knew about it was when imported grapes were in the markets. As I said, it is not only 
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a case of the decision having been made and the fact that there was a complete reversal of what was said in this 
place a month previously, but also the contempt and arrogance of not communicating this properly.  

As I said, this is an issue for my electorate. Many growers in my electorate are very angry at what has occurred. I 
know that many growers in other areas are worried about other produce that they grow. There is significant 
concern in the stone fruit and apple and pear industries about the lack of consultation and the lack of assistance 
that this government is giving to it. 

The Swan Valley is a very important part of Western Australia. It is a very important part of our metropolitan 
area. It is one of the few tourism icons that we have. There is no doubt that WA does struggle with tourism. The 
Swan Valley is a gem. It is an icon that is 15 kilometres from the CBD. People want to go there because they 
want not only a bit of wine, chocolate or other produce, but also to experience the ambience of the Swan Valley, 
which is the vines. Without the vines, the Swan Valley would not exist. We need to ensure that we keep the 
Swan Valley for generations to come. A Swan Valley planning review is being undertaken. We need to be 
serious about this. We cannot expect people to be growing grapes in an industry if it is not viable. Decisions that 
have been made by this government and the lack of concern about or concentration on this area means that we 
will have fewer producers in WA and fewer fruit and vegetables. It is fine to concentrate on big new projects but 
we have to look at what we currently produce and try to retain some of that for our local population. As I said, 
we are an exporting state but we have to ensure that we have some local food production for Western 
Australians. Western Australians want that choice. When they go to the markets or shops, they want a choice. 
They want to know that at least some food is being produced in WA. We have a very strong history of producing 
fine quality fruit and vegetables, in particular, grapes. We need to maintain that.  

Mr D.T. Redman: Member, what is your strategy for ensuring that we maintain a level of local production in 
the whole range of areas that you described to ensure the locals have choice of local product? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am going to talk about the Swan Valley and give the minister some examples. There are 
three key issues associated with the Swan Valley. The first is water allocations. In the Ord, for example, growers 
are subsidised. Full cost recovery is not charged. The government provides $300 million of infrastructure. What 
is the minister’s answer for the Ord? His answer is to subsidise water and provide infrastructure. We can look at 
other industries.  

Mr D.T. Redman: But there’s a whole heap of infrastructure applied across the state. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The minister asked a question. The Swan Valley is meant to be an agricultural precinct. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: Why didn’t you have your Swan Valley agriculture plan in the election, then, if it was so critical 
and you are a senior member of government? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We did. 

Mr D.T. Redman: The only thing you had on agriculture was $30 million on tier 3 rail. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the minister did not read my Swan Valley policy, obviously he should hire better 
researchers.  
Mr B.J. Grylls: Yours or the Labor Party’s? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Labor Party’s. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Honestly, the arrogance — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Members, can we return to the subject we are talking about.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am. I was asked what should be done. What has the government done in the Ord? It has 
provided $300 million for assistance in infrastructure. It provides subsidies for water pricing. The minister asked 
me a question. They are fighting for water allocation in the Swan Valley; they cannot get the water to actually 
water their table grapes. Number one is water allocation. Transport needs to look at — 

Mr D.T. Redman: Who loses the allocation for them to get it? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The minister asked the question.  

Mr D.T. Redman: Water allocation, no, no. You’re not dealing with the hard decisions, which is typical. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We are not dealing with the hard decisions! The guy who spends $300 million for an 
unknown product for an overseas company is telling me that I am not dealing with the hard decisions! Water 
allocation needs to be improved. I turn to transport. There are people with tractors — 
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Mr B.J. Grylls: Are you opposed to foreign investment?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I believe in supporting local producers who are out there working hard and need some 
support. Honestly, the minister can laugh. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: You’re opposed to Chinese investment in WA?  

Mr P. Papalia: What is the investment? You gave them $320 million!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Where is the sugar mill?  

Mr P. Papalia: Where’s the 400 jobs from the sugar mill?  

Mr W.J. Johnston: You gave them the land for free!  

Mr D.T. Redman: We have invested in state-owned infrastructure.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: What’s the investment?  

Mr D.T. Redman: It is state-owned infrastructure. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You’re hopeless! There is no worse minister in the place than the Leader of the National 
Party. He’s a joke! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, can we return to the Swan Valley, please.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: A complete and utter embarrassment! 

Mr B.J. Grylls: Cut me down from the greatest failed Labor secretary in history!  

Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s why you came begging me to get you into Parliament. You are only here because 
you asked me to put you there.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, can we return to the subject of the Swan Valley, please. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sure. The western suburbs Nationals — 

Several members interjected.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: You handed out Labor how-to-vote cards to get elected to this place. That’s the only way 
you did it. That’s what happened.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Let’s not rewrite history. Let’s not be dishonest in this place. You are only here because you 
handed out Labor how-to-vote cards. That is how you got here!  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I would appreciate it if members just return to the subject of the Swan Valley.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The minister asked what I would do. It is about supporting local producers—that is what I 
would do. For example, they are putting $300 million and are subsidising water costs in the Ord while they are 
ignoring local producers who cannot even get access to water. It is not even subsidised water. They cannot get 
access to water because of the water allocation policies, which they refuse to analyse. 

Members opposite continue to ignore the transport issues through the valley. Farmers trying to drive their 
tractors from farm to farm are contesting with thousands of vehicles because this government cannot develop a 
transport plan for any part of the metropolitan area, and in particular the Swan Valley. In relation to airports, 
members opposite do a complete reversal without any communication or consultation. As I said, the National 
Party has a very narrow view of agriculture. 
Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How many days has the minister been working on the farm? Seriously, how many?  
Mr D.T. Redman: I have — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No. Honestly; I am over the pretence.  
Several members interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I grew up on an orchard. My parents are still there growing stuff, if members want to know. 
Do not come into this house as though you guys are the experts in agriculture. Members opposite have no respect 
and no concern for local producers. The way the minister handled local producers was with contempt and 
arrogance. His only focus is on subsidising—what product is it now?  
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Mr W.J. Johnston: Sorghum!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorghum! After promising a sugar — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: A food bowl!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: A food bowl!  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Some 50 000 tonnes of rice! That’s what he promised!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Some $300 million of infrastructure — 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is subsidised infrastructure; just admit it. The minister is subsidising infrastructure; he is 
subsidising water. He should not pretend he does not know how to fix agriculture everywhere else.  
Mr B.J. Grylls: There is no government infrastructure in the Swan Valley? There are no roads, no schools, no 
hospitals—nothing! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The roads are for people travelling up and down; they are not for the actual producers.  

Mr B.J. Grylls: Then what are the roads in the Ord for?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the minister wants to sit here and say that everything done in the Ord is justified, and that 
everyone else should be allowed to just die off, he should go ahead. That is what the minister is saying. Member 
for Southern River, the minister is saying, “Our only priority is for the Ord and not all other parts of agriculture.” 
Those parts of agriculture do not serve his political purpose for a particular time, and that is particularly so with 
those in the Swan Valley, given it is not part of a potential National seat. If that is the minister’s view, he should 
go ahead because that is what he is doing. At the next election people will have a proper choice about the people 
who actually care about the whole of Western Australia—people who just do not go around promoting 
themselves to their own constituencies and do not care about anybody else. The Swan Valley is facing serious 
issues that relate to water allocation, to the ability of producers to produce their grapes, and also to transport as 
the roads are an absolute mess. Farmers cannot get from one place to another. They cannot get their tractors on 
the roads just because the government has failed to meet the challenge of our growing suburbs. With this issue, 
the minister came into Parliament and said, “We will take this to the World Trade Organization. We have 
legislation that will block it.” That is what the minister said.  

Mr D.T. Redman: I did, yes.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Therefore, he needs to explain why he changed his position. Not to just sit here talking about 
the commonwealth government like I know he will. The minister said that he could stop those imports, and that 
he would take the matter to the WTO. He is no longer saying that as he has changed his position — 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The minister will get his chance in a minute. He changed his position. 

Mr D.T. Redman: Make a global statement and I am prepared to be tackled. The question I ask is: do members 
support the notion of using science to access biosecurity risk, therefore using science as a judgement about 
whether we can use it? 
Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s the wrong question.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I ask the minister: why did the minister’s science say in June that he could not mitigate the 
risk?  
Mr D.T. Redman: I will tell members why: it is not a political decision.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In June the minister said—through his science; not my science—that he could not mitigate 
the risk.  

Mr D.T. Redman: Absolutely!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Then he said he could.  

Mr D.T. Redman: And I am going to give members the reason — 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In June, the minister said, after a very detailed analysis, the science is there that the risk 
cannot be mitigated. He came in here and said, “The science is proven. We can’t mitigate the risk. I’m taking it 
to the WTO. I’m off! I’ve got my grapes and I’m off to the WTO to fight this!” He said that he would legislate; 
he would use existing powers. That is what he said. The minister might have got it wrong. He should come in 
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here and tell me that he got it wrong, say he made a mistake or say whatever, but he should not pretend that he 
has not contradicted himself.  
In June, the science was that the risk is there; he could not mitigate the risk. It was the minister’s science; it was 
his analysis and he told that to Parliament and stakeholders. A month later, the minister said, “Oh, well; we can 
mitigate the risk.” What could change in that time for the minister to say that his science—the science that the 
Department of Agriculture and Food has been using for decades—could be absolutely so wrong in a matter of 
days?  

As I said, he can stand up, but he should not try to do what the Premier does every day, which is to give two 
completely different stories and not tell us the truth. Tell me why he said that in Parliament. Tell me why he got 
it wrong. He got it wrong. Apologise for getting it wrong. But he cannot sustain two completely different 
arguments.  

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [4.39 pm]: The motion that has been moved by the member for West Swan is 
to condemn the Barnett–Grylls government for being misleading about its intention in allowing the importation 
of table grapes from California and its neglect of the fruit and vegetable industry in Western Australia. I want to 
confine my comments just to the table grapes issue. For those who are perhaps not — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River, are you the lead speaker on this motion?  

Mr D.T. Redman: No, I am.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am sorry. Carry on.  

Mr P. ABETZ: For those who are not familiar with the fact, I did an agricultural science degree at the 
University of Tasmania and one of the subjects I specialised in was plant pathology. While I was overseas in 
July I tried to keep up to date a little with what was happening in the state. I must admit that after hearing the 
assurances given in this place on 13 June in response to a grievance the member for West Swan brought to the 
Parliament, I was shocked to read that Californian table grapes would be coming into Western Australia. I sent 
an email from Europe to the Minister for Agriculture and Food expressing my deep concern, saying, basically, 
that I needed to be convinced that the science can justify that change. I also said to him in this email I have in 
front of me that I have become increasingly frustrated with Biosecurity Australia, now the Department of 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, for the way it handles biosecurity matters for this country. With all due 
respect to Biosecurity Australia, it appears to me that it employs too many economic rationalists with an 
ideology of free trade being absolutely essential. Biosecurity Australia is willing to sacrifice our disease-free 
status on that altar of free trade.  

I made submissions to biosecurity when it wanted to allow the importation of bananas from the Philippines 
where the black sigatoka disease exists and we do not know how it is spread nor do we have any way of treating 
it. It reduces the productivity of banana plantations by at least 30 per cent, yet Biosecurity Australia was willing 
to allow bananas to come into this country on the basis that the benefit of lower prices outweighed the risk of 
disease. I find some of the decisions Biosecurity Australia has made to be utterly irresponsible, to say the very 
least. Biosecurity Australia decided that raw salmon from Canada could come into this country. Tasmania has a 
salmon farming industry. All it would have taken to potentially decimate the Tasmanian salmon industry was 
someone to go out fishing with a sandwich containing some of that Canadian salmon and, not wanting to eat the 
whole sandwich, throwing it overboard. Biosecurity Australia considered that was a negligible risk. It was totally 
irresponsible. Thankfully, the Tasmanian government was able to persuade Coles and Woolworths not to import 
the Canadian salmon into Tasmania and all the other fish shops refused to stock it, so we avoided that risk. 
Biosecurity Australia has what I regard as a quite irresponsible track record in its risk assessment.  

I am probably the only one in this place to have taken the time to read that 240-page report from the Department 
of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, which has replaced the Biosecurity Australia organisation. The July 2013 
report is the basis on which DAFF claims it is okay to allow California grapes into Western Australia. Having 
read that report, I must say that I was absolutely staggered at the rationale behind it. I am all for free trade but not 
at the expense of failing to keep our state reasonably disease free.  

As a plant pathologist, I know that a risk analysis involves weighing things up; it is not always a matter of things 
being absolute. A value judgement of the risks is involved. I was staggered at the use of the word “may” about 
six times in one of the paragraphs in this report. “It may not”; “it may not”. On the basis of those six “mays”, the 
department concludes that the risk is low. Hello! That is assuming the “may” is fact. I am deeply concerned at 
the methodology Biosecurity Australia uses in its approach. My question was the same as that of the member for 
West Swan: what has changed in the science? I know I am on the government side, but I said to the minister in 
my email to him that if I am not convinced of the science, I am prepared to move a motion in the Parliament to 
disallow this regulation.  
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I sought a briefing with the Department of Agriculture and Food, which was kindly given on 5 August, the other 
day. The interesting thing was that there is no new science, and that floored me. There is no new science. Based 
on the tonnage of grapes imported to the eastern states, Western Australia can expect some 1 500 tonnes of 
Californian table grapes to be sold in Western Australia. That is a significant tonnage. The greater the tonnage 
that comes in, the greater the risk of a disease sneaking through. If we import one box of grapes from California, 
when the grapes are visually inspected, the chance of diseases getting in is almost negligible. If 1 500 tonnes 
come in, we must make sure we have the science right. 

We are free of a number of grape diseases and that is why eastern states grapes are not allowed into this state. If 
my research is correct, since 1914, no grapes, plant material or used machinery, unless it has been specially 
treated, are allowed into this state because we are free of grape phylloxera, grapevine fanleaf virus and 
phomopsis cane and leaf spot, all three of which are in the eastern states.  
Mr J.E. McGrath: Are you saying we don’t import any grapes from the eastern states into Western Australia?  

Mr P. ABETZ: No, we do not.  

Mr D.T. Redman: I thought there was some from quarantine. I am talking about cultivars and cuttings.  

Mr P. ABETZ: Sorry, new varieties can go through quarantine. If plant material goes through quarantine, we 
can introduce new varieties, but semitrailers of the fruit do not come across the Nullarbor into Western Australia 
from the eastern states.  

It is interesting that in Western Australia, in a sense, our plant pathologists in the Department of Agriculture and 
Food have been putting their hand on their heart saying, “Guys, it’s too dangerous to bring in grapes from 
California because of the phomopsis fungal disease.” I have the submission they put to the federal boys and they 
said, “It’s too risky; we’re not prepared to back off.” The Department of Agriculture and Food has endorsed that 
and said, “Yes; it’s too risky”, and said they would take it all the way to the World Trade Organization. 
Interestingly, when I met with the Department of Agriculture and Food for the briefing, I learnt that this matter 
has been totally taken out of the state’s hands. That is where the problem lies. In fact, if we want to pass a 
motion in this place, it should not be to condemn the Barnett–Grylls government, but to condemn the federal 
Labor government for allowing DAFF to be totally out of control because DAFF says it is okay to bring them in. 
I cannot prove it but I suspect that the Department of Agriculture and Food recognises that if we go — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: When did that change happen?  

Mr P. ABETZ: I will come to that.  

Basically, if we as a state say that we think the risk is too great so we will take this to the World Trade 
Organization, guess what? Our Department of Agriculture and Food cannot represent itself at the World Trade 
Organization. It is only the federal government that can go to the WTO. The federal Department of Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry can go to the WTO, as can the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Why did the minister not tell the truth? 

Mr P. ABETZ: Mr Acting Speaker, I seek your protection. I do not have a lot of time left and I want to get this 
on the record.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Why did the minister not tell the truth? 
Mr P. ABETZ: He may well not have been aware of this. I do not think the Department of Agriculture and Food 
was even aware of it.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Member for Cannington, let the member be heard in silence, 
please. 

Mr P. ABETZ: The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service of the United States Department of Agriculture 
formally requested permission for fresh table grapes to be allowed into Western Australia in May 2005. At that 
point it became an official process that had to be dealt with. The reality is that even though Western Australia 
wants to take this issue to the World Trade Organization and argue its case on the science, and say that DAFF 
has got it wrong and has been too lenient in its science, we cannot; Western Australia cannot represent itself. We 
have a situation in which the US Department of Agriculture fronts up to the WTO saying it should be allowed to 
bring grapes into Australia, and the federal Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, appearing on 
behalf of Australia, agrees with the US Department of Agriculture! The result is that the case is dismissed and 
the grapes come into Western Australia. In other words, if we were to argue the case for not allowing Californian 
grapes into Western Australia, we would totally waste taxpayers’ money. I refer to the supposed reason for 
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allowing these grapes into Western Australia, where the science has now changed. Even DAFF was not aware of 
this document when it prepared its report in July 2013. Appendix D in DAFF’s report titled “Final non-regulated 
analysis of existing policy for Californian table grapes to Western Australia” cites section 51.884, US No 1 table, 
of the US Standards for Grades of Table Grapes, which has been in place since 1976. It is not new. Basically, it 
sets the standard under which Californian grapes can be exported. They have to meet a certain standard before 
they can be exported. The conditions in that US standard are very simple and would be met by any self-
respecting grape grower. The basic requirements are that the berries are mature, firm, firmly attached to the 
capstem, not weak, not materially shrivelled at the capstem, not shattered, not split or crushed; not wet, straggly, 
brittle, sunburnt, decayed or mouldy; and that they do not have waterberry. No self-respecting grower would 
bother putting fruit that was not in that condition in a box and send it halfway round the world, only to have it 
arrive in a rotten state. It is encouraging to know that the United States has this table grape standard. However, it 
does not add anything to the science on the fungus Phomopsis viticola, and it brings no new scientific evidence 
to the fore. We need to be clear on that. The Department of Agriculture and Food confirmed at the briefing that 
no new research has come to light. The only thing that has come to light is that the US growers are pretty good at 
meeting this standard because they do not want to waste money sending rotten fruit to Western Australia. The 
claim is that that reduces the risk to the Western Australian industry even further and makes it acceptable to 
import these grapes.  
In the short time I have left I want to say that I do not have any issue with free trade; in fact, I believe if we could 
allow Californian table grapes to come into Western Australia in a manner that does not put our grape industry at 
risk, it would be to the benefit of local grape growers because grapes would be available all year round. 
Generally, when that happens, that will increase the demand for in-season grapes. I spoke with Roger Fahl, the 
chairman of Table Grapes WA, who confirmed that. He said that if we could get that to happen, it would 
increase demand. The industry is not anti-trade, but growers do not want to put their disease-free status at risk.  
One of the other things I discovered when I read this report, and which the member for West Swan mentioned, is 
that California has grapevine redblotch associated virus. According to the rules of the World Trade Organization, 
when a new disease comes into an area that has previously received imports from that area, as a country we can 
say that this is a new disease and we do not have inspectors and so on and we can call for a suspension of 
imports. Every plant virus I know of—my information could be out of date as it has been a long time since I was 
at university—is also present in the fruit. Officers from Biosecurity Australia have made a judgement call, which 
is not based on any science whatsoever, that there is no risk from the fact that virus is in the Californian 
vineyards. If towards the end of the import season someone was to throw a bunch of infected grapes across the 
fence into a vineyard while travelling up the Great Northern Highway through West Swan and an aphid hops 
onto that grape, sucks the juice and goes on to have a little feed on somebody else’s grapevine, there is the 
potential—we do not know, but that is the way it works with most other plant viruses—to transmit that virus. 
However, Biosecurity Australia has made the blanket judgement call to say that poses no risk at all. 
Unfortunately, under biosecurity rules the Western Australian Department of Agriculture and Food cannot argue 
that issue with the WTO because the federal Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry makes the 
decision. That is the difficulty we have. If there is one thing we really need to look at in this whole issue of 
biosecurity is that we need a way in which, as a state, Western Australia can have more say in what happens. It is 
a great pity that we are not able to represent ourselves at the World Trade Organization, when we have such a 
big land area. The bureaucrats in Canberra might well be ignorant of some of the issues in Western Australia and 
we can bring them to their attention, but if they do not want to listen to us, there is nothing we can do. That is not 
the fault of the Barnett–Grylls government. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P. ABETZ: We need to be able to represent ourselves at the WTO so that we can put our case, because a 
bureaucrat in Canberra might not be aware of what is going on in Western Australia. It is not that important to 
those bureaucrats, but it is absolutely vital to us. I do not support the motion that has been brought before the 
house, but I believe we need to address the situation for the sake of other horticultural industries so that science 
is balanced a little more realistically against the forces that think that free trade is far more important than 
keeping our state disease free. The risk estimation matrix on page 14 of DAFF’s July 2013 report shows its 
thinking. I do not have a problem with that matrix, but I am concerned at how DAFF arrives at the conclusion 
that importing these grapes is a very low risk. I have read that report and the data that is presented. I understand 
the jargon because I have trained in that field—admittedly, I am very out-of-date with plant pathology because it 
is probably 30 years since I have done anything much in that field—but I seriously call into question DAFF’s 
determination of what represents a very low risk, when I would say it is probably a moderate risk. I accept that it 
is a value judgement, but when it comes to something as important as keeping our horticultural industry disease-
free, I believe that we should err on the side of caution rather than on the side of “she’ll be right, mate”. It takes 
only one disaster to really cause a major problem for our industry. 
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I reiterate that I do not support the motion because I believe it is misdirected, but I believe we need to address the 
issue of biosecurity and make sure that we get more say in what happens in our state. 
MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [5.00 pm]: It is unfortunate that the previous speaker was trying to make 
a silk purse out of a sow’s ear. The real issue is about misleading Parliament. As the member for West Swan 
said, it is about what was said in Parliament and what actually happened in the real world. I think an apology or a 
retraction is owed by the minister in a ministerial statement saying that he got it wrong. Yes, we all make 
mistakes, but the minister should be man enough to front up and say that the government got it wrong. He is not 
doing that; he is arguing the point along another line.  

Let us look at the history of the Ord River. There was a great big kerfuffle in this house about the biosecurity for 
the rice in that area. We all got a bag of rice each and we were told that there would be 50 000 tonnes within the 
next couple of years, but the government forgot about biosecurity. What happened? The rice that is being grown 
up there is being used for fodder. What a disaster that has been! That was done under the former Minister for 
Agriculture and Food or, as the Premier has said, the rotated Minister for Agriculture and Food. I could use other 
words but I am being quite nice. The minister rushed things. He went through the whole scenario and told us 
how good it was, but he forgot to shut the gate and in came the disease. No-one has ever done a study to see how 
it got in. Was it a biosecurity problem or was it an animal problem? Most of the farmers in the area have told me 
that it is likely that it came in on the bags that are used for the seed. We have a problem. We have ruined an 
industry due to biosecurity issues. 
I will move on to genetically modified crops. What an absolute debacle that was and still is! The matter is still 
before the courts, despite the minister again misleading Parliament when he said that protocols would be in place 
so that such an incident would not happen. It is not an issue with GM crops; the issue is with a GM crop not 
contaminating another person’s crop. But it did. The same minister did two wrongs in one parliamentary session. 
What a mess that was. He has wiped his hands of those poor people and has given them no assistance whatsoever 
other than to say that they can fight it out in the courts. It was argued very strongly in this place that the last thing 
that farmers want to do is have a go at each other over the fence and through the court system. But, no, the 
minister knew better. No wonder he has been put on the bench. He will probably wear the red jacket forever 
because of what he did during that period. Like many of the Eagles players, his contract is coming up; but, 
unfortunately, it will not be renewed. 

We have listened to what he had to say in recent times about the grapes. This has already been pointed out, but 
the minister said that the agricultural industry is worth around $5 billion in agricultural food products a year. I 
think that is great. If the local content is added, it goes up to about $7 billion. It is a very big industry that should 
be looked after, not just rubber-stamped, as happened in this place. To be quite honest, the only reason the 
minister made those statements was for political gain, because there are a lot of grape growers in his electorate. 

Mr D.T. Redman: Political gain? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Yes. People from Donnybrook have rung me this week — 

Mr D.T. Redman: I’m actually representing another minister in here. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: The people from Donnybrook said that they have a problem with grapes and also with 
pears coming in, because the gates have been opened by the Liberal–National government. I asked them whether 
they had spoken to their local member, but they said that they had not yet pulled the noose down from the 
shearing shed in the wheatbelt after the last time he was at a public meeting. That is the type of standing that the 
former minister has within the agricultural area—absolutely none. They said that they had also been to a meeting 
in the hills area. The minister’s name was mentioned again, and they said, “Don’t worry about it. Give Mick 
Murray a ring.” It is not my area. Although a few apples and some grapes are grown in the Ferguson Valley and 
in Harvey, the main growing areas are no longer in my electorate. When I tried to handball the job, they said, 
“We don’t want to talk to him. We can’t trust him.” Now we see why. He stood in this Parliament and misled 
Parliament, but he has yet to retract the statements he made—statements such as that he would take it to the 
World Trade Organization. The National Party made several biosecurity commitments at the last election 
because of the precedence it gave to the issue. That meant that it was going to be stronger than the Liberal Party, 
but it has not been; it has been weaker. A Liberal Party member could have taken something to the federal 
government, but certainly not a National Party member. The minister also said that the federal government is 
wrong and that it is a position that is backed by science. We have just heard an eminent scientist say that there is 
no new science. In interjections across the chamber, the minister was pushing the issue of science, yet his very 
learned colleague has just said that there is no new science. The minister has let this place down tremendously. 
The growers in those areas are struggling, and he would know that. 

That brings me to why I am on my feet today. People from the pear industry have rung me because they are very 
concerned that Queensland pears will be allowed into the state. It is another facet of the issue once the gate has 
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been opened. We can talk about apples and the codling moth. How many apple orchards have been pushed out in 
the last few years? There have been many, because growers cannot meet the costs of growing the apples in the 
marketplace over the whole year. They used to be able to bring some out of cold storage in the off-season and 
get a higher price, but a lot of people are leaving the apple industry now. We also let in the codling moth. Areas 
were pushed up and burnt. A lot of people in this place would not know how many acres were pushed up and 
burnt. There were also the five-acre hobby farmers who did not look after their properties properly and allowed 
the moth to spread throughout the apple-growing area. What did the Liberal government do? It did nothing. It 
just said, “That’s bad luck.” In fact, it reduced the number of people at the Department of Agriculture and Food 
in the Bunbury region. They were helping these growers, but the government reduced the number of staff by 
20 per cent and said that it was okay. We will also see in the future the impact of the other things the government 
has removed. They are not quite agricultural in a growing sense. The starling program has been removed. In one 
small step, 60 years of science and knowledge has been thrown out because the government gave redundancies 
to the two people in that area. Some dog fences have been put up. Again, it is a biosecurity issue. If farmers put 
the dog fences up themselves, the government will give them a few bob towards it, but it will not do the lot. 
Farmers have to get out there and dig the holes themselves, which they do. The minister would have to agree that 
those farmers have done some very good work themselves in that area with very little help from the government.  

We come back to what this government is actually doing about biosecurity. A whistleblower within the 
Department of Agriculture and Food WA—I must stress in WA—has warned that the state government has 
dropped quarantine safeguards at airports, railways and highway entry points. That has put key agricultural 
industries in jeopardy. They are doing it not only at the front end, but also at the back end. People are allegedly 
bringing truckloads of fruit, which should be examined, from the east coast across the middle of the desert. We 
have an industry under extreme threat from imports and from biosecurity problems from the east coast as much 
as anywhere else.  

The minister’s representative in this house has tried to wipe that off. He has tried to feather dust it, to say the 
least. I hope that he has enough gumption to stand here and say that he has got it wrong; I really do. We have 
talked about the Swan Valley. I see the Ferguson Valley as Bunbury’s Swan Valley in the next 100 years. It is a 
magnificent place. It really is something special for anyone who wants to go there for a beer or a wine, or just a 
day out, in just the same way as people treat the Swan Valley and drive out there. We do not want to see that 
devastated and we do not want to see problems that will cost growers their livelihoods. It will take away not only 
the scenic views when the grapes change colour, but also their livelihoods of growing table grapes or grapes for 
wine production. We do not want to see that. We have a huge threat on our hands, to be quite honest.  

Another thing I do not think people quite understand is the damage being done because of the inferior fruit 
coming into Western Australia that has been sprayed, waxed or fumigated. One of those methods is a gas called 
methyl bromide that is sprayed to try to kill the bugs, but it also has an impact on the fruit. Many tests on the 
impact on humans have been done but we do not seem to matter as much as some of the other issues. Some 
problems have been identified. Methyl bromide is not allowed to be used in soil because it will break down the 
soil and cause some problems. When methyl bromide is sprayed on fruit, it takes on a form of brown lesions or 
small round spots on the skin caused by increased or decreased pigmentation in the normal colour of fruit. 
People who see that type of fruit tend not to buy it. It is not good enough to look at and it is not good enough to 
eat. When that happens, people get out of the habit of buying an apple or a bunch of grapes because they look 
terrible, not because they taste different, which is what the science says. If something is not presented very 
well—whether it be fruit, a car or whatever—it does not sell. When fresh fruit from WA comes onto the market, 
although it is presented really well, it takes a while for people to get back into the habit of buying three apples 
for the kids to take to school, or bananas and grapes. Methyl bromide spray is used in Queensland. It allows fruit 
to be kept for up to six months. So-called fresh fruit could be six to eight months old. My electorate officer 
grows apples. I see the Hansard reporter’s ears prick up as well because they fight over the bags of apples I bring 
in! In my daughter’s workplace, when she asked on behalf of my electorate officer if anyone wanted to buy some 
apples, she sold something like 50 bags in a day. They are straight off the tree and have not been gassed. They 
are fresh Australian produce and they are not six months old. 

The WA fruit industry should have been promoted but that never happened. When biosecurity inspections were 
dropped, WA fruitgrowers were promised they would get help to promote their fruit but only a very small 
amount of money went in. I think that was a black mark against the government for not being out there 
promoting our fresh fruits and looking at ways to deliver fresh fruit. The farmers’ markets are starting to take off, 
which is really good. We need to look at how we can bring that fruit in and get an extra 50c a kilo for it instead 
of paying Coles prices, because Coles are screwing the hell out of them. Why can we not allow our growers to be 
successful and make some money in the future? Coming back to pears, we have another rein. We will have to 
look at what happens when pears are in season. I guess, from what we have seen in this house, it will be 
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absolutely nothing because the minister and the minister’s representative did not have the guts to take it on other 
than waving the flag in here and doing another thing outside.  

In finishing, I would like to see all involved have the guts to stand and say, “We got it wrong; we did not have 
the gumption to stand up and fight.” Why did we not have the guts to stand and take it to finality? We could have 
been beaten in the courts or beaten in the World Trade Organization or wherever it was. The minister should not 
come in here beating his chest and saying he will do one thing and then coming back like a dog with its tail 
whipped under its leg because it has been kicked in the butt! That is what he looks like at the moment; exactly 
like that—no guts, no glory.  

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Minister for Training and Workforce Development) 
[5.16 pm]: I thank the member for West Swan. I half anticipated that given the grievance I responded to back on 
13 June she might well bring this matter back before the chamber.  

A few principles need to be remembered when we talk about all things agriculture in Western Australia, because 
that is the area we represent and that is the area that is really important to us. From a state perspective, WA 
exports 80 per cent of the products it produces. It is the second biggest industry in Western Australia. It has a 
significant export focus. Notionally, all the product goes to overseas markets in Asia, the Middle East and other 
parts of the world, including Europe. Fundamental to those export markets is ensuring that we hold good 
biosecurity standards. It is actually a market access issue. Biosecurity in WA is partly about keeping diseases out 
from a production focus. In other words, we do not want diseases because they impact production. It is a concern 
for us because we have to put higher costs towards treatments to manage the growth of products here. Having 
good biosecurity principles in Western Australia and Australia leads to a level of freedom from disease, and if 
we have freedom from disease, we get access to many more markets. 
We are signatories to World Trade Organization agreements to say that if we seek out and want to be a part of 
free trade and be a part of trading with other countries, and we are looking for open markets to access those trade 
opportunities, we will also abide by World Trade Organization standards in the use of biosecurity as an argument 
to inhibit trade. As the former Minister for Agriculture and Food, people told me on a number of occasions that 
they did not want apples coming from China or they did not want other products coming from other international 
places because it impacted on our local markets. Like everybody else, when I buy a local piece of fruit, I like to 
have confidence it has been grown appropriately and is fresh, and all the things that go with that. However, we 
can only use a biosecurity argument in order to block that trade. The minute we take a different position and say 
that we do not want these imports for some other reason, we can be taken to a hearing at the WTO to challenge 
that position. If other countries are successful in challenging our position—that is, they make a claim we are 
using arguments other than biosecurity reasons to block trade—they can actually put trade sanctions on Western 
Australia or Australia. Being an export-focused state, we do not want to fundamentally put at risk access to 
international markets on the basis of putting up artificial barriers to trade. I think that is a principle that is really 
important. In respect of the weight of the market in Western Australia, we are an export-focused state, which 
means that access to international markets and adherence to the World Trade Organization rules are of 
paramount importance to the growth of agriculture in Western Australia.  

Let me just go through the statements I made and the reasons for making them, based on the advice that I had at 
the time. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am not versed in that, but that is certainly an issue. There are a number of other countries 
in the world that subsidise agriculture. There are big subsidies in Europe and there is the Farm Bill in the US. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: A lot of games are played in the international space, as I think the member will recognise; 
issues such as live sheep exports, exports going to Europe and exports going to other parts of the world—a range 
of factors come into the political mix and are used as arguments. They try to use the production or trade 
argument, but in fact they are actually artificial barriers to trade, for reasons of local politics. There are some 
complexities around that. 

I will go through the steps that I took in this place in response to the member’s grievance. The member asked for 
the government’s position on the import of table grapes from California. The advice I had at the time came from 
the Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia. The department said that it had done an analysis of a 
draft report produced by the federal Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry—I think I gave the 
member a copy; I may be wrong, but I gave her something at the time—and that it did not agree with DAF’s 
position. That was the advice I had on that day, and we were prepared to stand by Western Australian scientists 
and the WA Department of Agriculture and Food in their assessment. I backed the department; I worked with it 
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for a number of years and it put the effort in to say that there was an issue, and it was prepared to take up the 
science argument. DAF had said that there was a negligible problem in Western Australia, but the WA 
Department of Agriculture and Food’s assessment of that same report said, “No; we believe it has a low risk of 
having a concern,” but its assessment of low risk was actually above the threshold that it considered acceptable. 
It said that it was unacceptable to have the importation of table grapes under its description of a low risk. That 
report was there, that was the basis for the Western Australian decision, and that was the basis for my response 
to the member’s grievance at that time, on 13 April. That draft report came out on 9 February this year. The 
report came out, there was an analysis of it, and the department locally supported the view that the science did 
not stand up and was prepared to take up that argument. Federally, DAF said no and that it thought it was 
negligible. I responded to a grievance at the member’s request and came up with the view that it was 
unacceptable to have the importation of table grapes into Western Australia. 

On 17 June, just over a month later, DAF made a presentation to Department of Agriculture and Food here in 
Western Australia and brought new information into the report. This is the fundamental issue we are debating 
today. On the basis of the initial draft report, the Department of Agriculture and Food did not accept the science. 
DAF then presented the new information. The member for Southern River is quite right; there is no new science. 
Nothing had changed from a science perspective, but new information was presented to back up the argument to 
say that there were lower risks of bringing this into Australia and hence into Western Australia. There are issues 
with bringing grapes in from the eastern states, but we are talking about direct imports into Western Australia. 
The new information basically was that table grapes exported to Western Australia from the US would meet 
legislated US number one table export quality standards as a minimum. That was the additional information that 
came to the table. I will raise a point on that at the end, but I want to talk about the importance of that point and 
who presents the information from Western Australia’s position in terms of making an argument to another 
county. I will come back to that in a second. 
That was the new information that was applied to the risk analysis. With this information and the matrix of 
assessment that it did locally, it assessed the risk as very low. So it went from low to very low, and unfortunately 
that went under what it considered to be the threshold of acceptability and therefore it changed the risk 
assessment — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: The member for Southern River said that the number one standard from the US was simply 
that of edible fruit. That’s what his argument was—it was such a low standard that any farmer would adhere to 
that. His words were that if you put it in a container, when it got to market it wouldn’t be saleable. Are you 
saying that the assessment done by DAFWA was on the basis that Americans would sell unsaleable grapes to 
Western Australia—is that what you’re saying? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: No. The member for Southern River certainly has his assessments of the validity of the 
science, and he is more versed in his abilities to be able to assess that, but my understanding about the actual 
quality of the grapes that come over—the member might be able to make the point as well—is that if grapes are 
of poor quality and are crushed or broken, then the risk of carrying disease is far greater. The actual quality of 
the grapes as they come in is a factor in the assessment of the risk of bringing disease. I am not an expert on that, 
but I am making the point — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: He said that that is simply what any farmer would do—those are his words. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am making the point that new information was brought to the table which then was used 
to do a risk assessment on the concerns of bringing table grapes into Western Australia and hence the risk of 
disease. The Department of Agriculture and Food did not leave it at that; it actually sought independent advice 
from the South Australian Research and Development Institute to assess the analysis. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Can you table that report? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The SARDI one? That will be up to the Minister for Agriculture and Food; I am 
representing him here. The member will have to make that request to him. 

Ms R. Saffioti: There are some question marks over that. Are you saying that the SARDI report agreed with the 
Department of Agriculture and Food? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am saying that the department sought independent advice on its analysis of risk, based on 
the new information that came in and the original report that DAF produced. The SARDI assessment backed up 
Western Australia’s assessment to say that the risk had lowered to a point — 

Ms R. Saffioti: Have you seen it? Are you sure? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I have not seen it. I am advised that there was an independent assessment of it; I do not 
know what format that took. It actually agreed with the DAFWA finding, and the outcome is that DAFWA no 
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longer has a science-based justification for prohibiting the importation of table grapes into Western Australia and 
consequently, the restriction on entry of table grapes under the Biosecurity and Agricultural Management Act 
was modified on 24 July this year. 

I agree with the sentiment of most of the members’ contributions; biosecurity is a huge issue for Western 
Australia. We have relative isolation from a whole heap of diseases, with a heap of water on three sides and a 
desert on the other side. As I said from the outset, having that freedom from disease is not just an issue of 
production; it is also an issue of market access. Perhaps the more important aspect of being disease-free is 
market access, and hence putting effort into that is really critical. Resources are always challenging for all 
agencies and certainly the advice I applied as minister was that by putting resources into keeping out the bugs 
and diseases we do not have we get best bang for buck. The risk we have is that there are 50-something flights 
per week in and out of Bali and huge amounts of commerce going in and out of Western Australia—people 
movements, shipping movements and transport movements. Every time we have a movement of some form 
between states or internationally, there is the risk of diseases coming into the state. The best point of investment 
of resources into reducing biosecurity risk is at our borders and at areas where we can actually stop the things we 
have not got. To take on the challenges of the issues that we already have is damn hard, and to eradicate 
something that is already here is really, really difficult, and we can put a lot of money into it. Arguably, if we 
have a resource, and whatever resource we can secure as a government, we put it into keeping out the things we 
have not got. I think that has been the premise of the commitments that the National Party made and I know the 
Liberal Party made, going into the last election. I think both the Liberals and the Nationals have put together 
policies that say, yes, biosecurity is a growing and increasing risk in Western Australia. For a state that has the 
export focus that we do it is absolutely critical that we do not drop our guard, whoever is in government, and I 
think that sentiment is probably shared around the table.  

I want to come back to that point I said I would come back to—that is, the notion of someone putting up an 
argument to get access. In this case we could argue that people in California who wanted to access our markets 
could put up the argument to say, “This is what we do to get access to your markets,” and they could 
successfully demonstrate it or they would take the case to the World Trade Organization. I can think of only two 
examples—if I had access to the Department of Agriculture and Food, I could probably get some more—when I 
was minister when we were trying to make a case for our products to get into the Japanese market. One of those 
was grapefruit out of the Ord. A lot of grapefruit gets produced up there. We could not access the Japanese 
market. It is a significant market for Western Australia. No matter what we said, there was an argument that 
there was a risk of disease. We were able to work through protocols on the treatment of that grapefruit before it 
left Western Australia. It was cold treatment; it was not sprays. If we put them into a refrigerator and reduced the 
temperature to a certain level for a certain time, we could demonstrate that the grapefruit did not have fruit fly or 
whatever it might have been that was a concern. It is only bits of paper; it is not anyone doing any science. It is 
only bits of paper demonstrating that this is what we are doing and that we undertake to do it to access that 
market, and we did it. We have significant exports of grapefruit into Japan on the basis of that treatment. There 
are two sides to this argument. One side is that we need to ensure that we play by the rules that we ask other 
people to play by when we want to get our product overseas.  

The other example I can think of is live cattle in the north going into Middle East markets. Some areas in the 
north have a disease called bluetongue. To access these markets, some countries do not take animals from an 
area that is likely to have bluetongue. We need to take those animals, put them in an area outside the bluetongue 
zones, leave them for a time, demonstrate we have done that, and then we get access to the market. There may 
even be an injection treatment that assesses it. The point I am making is that we come up against blockers 
ourselves to get into markets to sell our products overseas. We use the best science we have to demonstrate that 
we are doing enough to take the risk down to a level such that those countries will accept our product. That is 
no more important for anyone than a state such as Western Australia, which exports 80 per cent of what it 
produces.  

I have sentiment for the issues raised by everyone here. I have a lot of sentiment about Western Australian 
product and support for our growers and all that. I could go into the positions I have taken on agriculture and so 
on. There are a lot of debates and discussions here for another day. The focus of this one is what I said when I 
presented a response to a grievance on the basis of the information that I had. I think I have articulated what is 
new and presented the reasons for it. If we are going to prosecute an argument that we do not want to see product 
coming into Western Australia and we do not adhere to strong, sound science principles and arguments that we 
are signatories in agreements to, we are putting at risk a $7 billion industry here in Western Australia. We export 
$5 billion of that overseas.  

The Liberal–National government has put a clear focus on agriculture. Policy settings in the last election 
demonstrate that. Members will have to wait until two o’clock tomorrow to see the Budget Statements, but where 
we sit in the game agriculturally is second to just about no-one else around. We are a country that is just below 
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or broadly in the same time zone as 50 to 60 per cent of the world’s population. Changing dietary habits, growth 
in those areas, demand for food and the notion of food security is coming up everywhere you go. I have never 
heard it as much as I have heard it in recent times. I am not sure whether they are at a point at which they are 
prepared to pay too much of a premium for that, but that is emerging. We have a level of production that is here 
right now. I have little doubt that we have huge scope to grow our productive capacity here in Western Australia. 
That means we need governments to make investments in infrastructure.  

The member opposite said “subsidy” in reference to the Ord. I talk about backbone investments and 
infrastructure to support the growth of an agricultural sector. That is why we are putting investments into 
proving up water resources around the state. That is why we are supporting the likes of Rio Tinto, which is using 
mine dewatering to produce 30 000 tonnes of hay a year in one of the most arid parts of Western Australia. 
Agriculture is supported by a product which for Rio is a liability, because they need to get rid of the water. The 
state has to create strategies and policy settings and resourcing and investments to support even international 
interest in investment in a managed, coordinated way. We have a chance to grow our productive capacity here in 
Western Australia and to genuinely leave a strong agricultural legacy in Western Australia that will buy and sell 
the resources sector going forward. We are supportive of that. I believe we have put the policy settings in place 
to deliver it. Fundamental to that is ensuring that we stick to sound principles in our international government 
agreements around open trade, because trade is really, really important to us. With that I leave my position here 
in support of Hon Ken Baston in the other house.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Do you withdraw your statements?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I do not withdraw the statements. The member has missed the whole point of the 
discussion. I suggest the member gets Hansard and has someone read it to him. I do not support the motion that 
has been moved. I believe I put up a sound position and explained why I took up those arguments when a 
grievance was raised with me and why that position has changed. The Liberal–National government stands on its 
record in agriculture. We have supported — 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected.  
Withdrawal of Remark 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member! I would like you to withdraw that. That is not 
parliamentary language.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Not withdrawn because it is a fact.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, it is not appropriate and it is not parliamentary language to talk about such 
things that the member has just talked about. I do not think it is parliamentary.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: It is in defence. I am sure I am allowed to have a defence on this.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: You can move dissent in the Chair if that is what you want to do or you can 
withdraw. That is your choice.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Can I seek a ruling on members speaking out of their chairs while this matter is being 
considered?  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Under extreme duress, I withdraw.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Excuse me members! Do not have the debate across the chamber. I have asked the 
member to withdraw. I accepted the withdrawal. That was my ruling. Thank you very much.  

Debate Resumed 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [5.38 pm] — in reply: I want to make my comments brief. Today we heard that 
the National Party in WA does not support the entire agriculture industry. I refer to the World Trade 
Organization argument.  

Mr M.P. Murray interjected.  
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Collie–Preston, perhaps you would like to take your argument outside. I 
understand that you are very emotional about this, but the member for West Swan has the floor. Member for 
Collie–Preston, I will call you again if there is debate across the chamber. Member for Warren–Blackwood, I ask 
that there is no debate across the chamber. The member for West Swan has the floor.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will make my comments brief and try to take some heat out of this place. I will go through 
the issues that were discussed today. In June the minister said that he would undertake a course of action. He was 
going to block any potential imports through legislation, and take it to the World Trade Organization. He 
acknowledged that he made a mistake but he did not apologise. I think that was a huge failure. In relation to his 
arguments about the WTO, he cannot use international agreements selectively, and the WTO is the key issue 
here. The same arguments he put on world free trade assessments can be put at any time a government assists 
industry. Basically, any industry assistance or subsidies could be taken to the WTO. With the Ord project, for 
example, there are significant subsidies and assistance provided. In relation to the argument in front of us today 
and the WTO arguments, the same argument could be put about the Ord project. There are significant subsidies 
and assistance. In the world of free trade, when we basically subsidise or assist an industry, those arguments 
could also be taken up. I do not think the minister can use the WTO argument in this case and not in other cases.  

As we said, we support our local producers. We want a government that supports all producers who are 
operating in WA. It is okay to look at the new producers but let us look at those who have been on the land, 
whether it is in Harvey, Donnybrook, the Swan Valley or the south west. We need better support. I believe that 
the government has failed to properly explain this. In relation to those export standards, no-one would ever 
export number three quality grapes. It does not make sense. Producers should always export their top quality 
product. The idea that the Department of Agriculture and Food did not know that in its first assessment and only 
became aware of that between 13 June and the end of July is nonsensical. Of course it would be aware that all 
exporting jurisdictions would have protocols in place that producers export their top quality fruit and vegetables. 
It just makes sense. In my experience, when we exported fruit, we would always put the best fruit in the export 
boxes. Otherwise, if they are rejected, we would lose that export market for the rest of our life. The idea that 
somehow the Department of Agriculture and Food did not know that the protocol that the US government had in 
place was to pack top quality or number one grapes is quite ridiculous. There was no change in science. There 
was a complete reversal and a complete misleading of the industry and stakeholders, and that is why we believe 
this government should be condemned for its failure on this issue.  

Division 
Question put and a division called for. 

Bells rung and the house divided. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Members! I made a ruling. It was withdrawn. I do not want to 
hear it in here again. Otherwise I will start calling people. I cast my vote with the ayes. 

Division Resumed 
Ayes (16) 

Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (32) 

Mr P. Abetz Ms M.J. Davies Mr A.P. Jacob Mr N.W. Morton 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms W.M. Duncan Mr R.F. Johnson Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.C. Blayney Ms E. Evangel Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr R.S. Love Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr V.A. Catania Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr C.D. Hatton Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 

            

Pairs 
 Ms J. Farrer Mr A. Krsticevic 
 Mr P.C. Tinley Mr I.M. Britza 

Question thus negatived.  
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