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ECONOMICS AND INDUSTRY STANDING COMMITTEE 
Third Report - Interim Report on the Inquiry into Production and Marketing of Foodstuffs 

MS J.A. RADISICH (Swan Hills) [10.09 am]:  I present for tabling the third report of the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee, entitled “Interim Report on the Inquiry into Production and Marketing of 
Foodstuffs”. 

[See paper 742.] 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  It is with great pleasure today that I table the committee’s third report, which is about 
labelling.  This issue has been of great interest to many people within government, within the media and within 
the community.  The process for the formulation of the report was quite arduous, and all members of the 
committee contributed to that process.  I acknowledge the deputy chairman, the member for Greenough, who I 
think is coming back from Dowerin some time soon, as well as the other members: the members for Mandurah, 
Vasse and Collie, and our coopted members, the members for Warren-Blackwood and Stirling, who made a 
particular contribution.  In fact, the terms of reference for our inquiry were originally referred to our committee 
by the Assembly as a result of a motion of the member for Warren-Blackwood, and a motion of the member for 
Stirling, if I recall correctly.  They have certainly been instrumental in bringing us to this point today. 

The background and issues relating to the report are fairly well known and well documented through the media 
and through general publications by government, and in light of various retailer media releases and so on.  
Essentially, the purpose of our labelling report today is to further inform the debate on labelling.  Unfortunately, 
it is not as simple an issue as we might like to think it is.  The committee sought to clarify the roles of 
government and to identify ways to strengthen the legislative provisions that apply to labelling in Western 
Australia, as well as make suggestions in an attempt to influence the labelling standards generally that apply at 
the federal level. 

Currently, the commonwealth probably has the biggest role to play in labelling, as it applies across the nation 
through the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code, which is overseen by the Australia New Zealand Food 
Regulation Ministerial Council, on which the Western Australian government has representatives.  Most 
members would be aware of transitional standard 1.1A3, which was released by Food Standards Australia New 
Zealand in March this year and which I believe let down consumers in that it sought to weaken labelling 
standards rather than strengthen them.  Fortunately, though, in August this year the transitional standard was 
revisited by FSANZ.  Its original standard was amended to provide for mandatory country-of-origin labelling on 
many of the foodstuffs that fall within its purview.  Committee members support the strengthening of the 
standard, and we in fact go further in our recommendations, which I will address shortly. 

Finding 6 in our report identifies that some foods are still outside the scope of the FSANZ regulations.  The 
foods that fall outside the scope of the regulations relate particularly to meat and dairy products.  Again, we 
make recommendations about those, which I will get to shortly. 

Finding 11 refers to the ingredients in mixed and processed foods.  This is an extremely difficult issue.  FSANZ 
continues to rely on the Trade Practices Act definitions to label foods that have a number of ingredients.  
Recommendation 4 in our report supports FSANZ’s position in this respect.  My view on this matter is that, in an 
ideal world, we would certainly have country-of-origin identification for all ingredients in foods.  However, as 
members would be aware, many foods contain not just one or two or three ingredients, but may contain up to a 
thousand ingredients, if it is a complicated packaged foodstuff.  Therefore, when making our recommendations, 
we must be realistic about the balance between consumer choice and the cost burden imposed on producers and 
manufacturers in this regard. 

I will deal with the role of state and local governments.  The implementation of the Food Standards Code occurs 
through the regulations appended to the Health Act.  Finding 17 in our report confirms that, under section 26 of 
the Health Act, local government is authorised and directed to enforce those labelling standards, primarily 
through the work of its environmental health officers.  A voluntary mechanism also exists to support Western 
Australian labelling, and that is presently administered by the Department of Industry and Resources through its 
Buy WA First program. 

At the international level, which we also delved into in our research, we identified the existence of the 
international food code called Codex Alimentarius, which comes under the United Nations World Health 
Organisation.  Australia is required to align its food standards to the Codex standards, as it is a member of the 
United Nations as well as the World Trade Organisation.  However, the Codex standards have no requirements 
regarding unpackaged food, which is a strong focus of the report that I have presented today. 

Australia has World Trade Organisation obligations.  As a member of the WTO, Australia is also bound by the 
agreements on technical barriers to trade as well as rules of origin.  At this stage, there have not been any 
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challenges to Australia’s labelling under either of those agreements.  That is not to say that it is impossible for 
that to happen.  However, it seems to us, on the basis of our research, that many countries endeavour to protect 
their own food and food production industries, and there is what one could perhaps call a gentleman’s 
agreement.  Although one could perceive stringent country-of-origin labelling as a barrier to trade, because every 
country does it, no country has yet got on its high horse and sued others in the WTO. 

The committee has identified a range of options for Western Australia to amend the labelling on our food.  Quite 
clearly, support for stronger labelling exists within the community; that is, in consumer groups, producer groups, 
retailer groups and the community at large.  Certainly, all the members of the committee have been approached 
by people from inside and outside our electorates to support the work we are doing and to advocate for more 
truth in labelling.  There are some opponents of stronger labelling requirements.  They primarily base their 
arguments on the fact that it results in increased compliance costs for producers and manufacturers, and it also 
has the potential to mislead consumers in that they might be falsely led into believing that because a product 
comes from a state such as Western Australia, it may be more healthy or more nutritious than a food that is 
perhaps imported from another country.  That may be the case but, equally, it may not be the case.  However, we 
must be cognisant of that fact. 

Earlier, I briefly touched on international trade considerations.  Finding 31 of our report indicates that it is 
unlikely that mandatory country-of-origin labelling would cause any breach of our obligations under the WTO 
and our free trade agreements.  That advice was reassuring for the committee. 

I come to the recommendations that the committee has brought down.  We have made 12 recommendations as 
part of the report.  Therefore, our program for improving labelling in Western Australia could be characterised as 
a six-pronged approach.  The first approach would be to make recommendations to FSANZ to broaden its 
country-of-origin labelling requirements and to encompass wholefoods and processed foods that are made from 
whole ingredients, which do not presently fall within its scope.   

The second recommendation calls on the state government to run a public awareness campaign.  The committee 
is of the opinion that there is still a great deal of confusion among retailers and consumers about consumers’ 
rights and retailers’ responsibilities.  It is appropriate for the state government to engage in a campaign to make 
sure that people who are uncertain about whether their products are correctly labelled can have access to 
information to confirm what is required.  
The third basic recommendation is for an immediate amendment to the Health Act and the Australia New 
Zealand Food Standards Code.  The reason for seeking to amend the Health Act as an interim measure is to 
incorporate those foods that presently fall out of the Food Standards Australia New Zealand regulations and to 
ensure there is compulsory country-of-origin labelling within Western Australia.   
The next two broad recommendations are perhaps the most interesting of the recommendations in the report.  We 
recommend that a new WA food act be enacted.  This act would encompass all manner of food regulation within 
Western Australia.  It could cover safety and handling, incorporate the Food Standards Code and include 
emergency powers and specific clauses relating to food analysis and food marketing.  It appears that Western 
Australia is the only state in Australia that does not have a food act.  Western Australia should follow the other 
states and implement legislation that amalgamates all the provisions relating to food in other acts so that there is 
a one-stop food shop administering all matters dealing with food.  The idea would not be to create unnecessary 
legislation, but simply to have all issues on food matters under the one act.  The law pertaining to food, at all 
levels, would then be much clearer and easier to understand by the people involved in the industry.   
To administer a new food act, the committee recommends the establishment of a new Western Australian food 
authority.  Again, it is not intended in any way to expand the bureaucracy, but simply to take the food regulatory 
aspects of other departments and bring them under a new food authority, so everyone involved in the food 
industry - restaurateurs, market gardeners and consumers - who is concerned about a health and safety or 
labelling issue can have one port of call for food-related matters.  The proposed authority could exist as a stand-
alone, independent agency or could just as easily be a division of an existing department; for example, the 
Department of Consumer and Employment Protection, which incorporates WorkSafe in its structure, or the 
Department of Agriculture.   

Another recommendation deals with state-of-origin labelling.  It appears from the legal advice we have received 
that legislating in WA for mandatory state-of-origin labelling would more than likely cause a breach of section 
92 of the commonwealth Constitution, which guarantees the right of freedom to interstate trade.  Therefore, 
whilst recognising the beneficial aspects of state-of-origin labelling in terms of consumer choice, as well as 
promoting the Buy WA First concept that helps not only employers but also employees within WA, we advocate 
for a voluntary state-of-origin certification and marketing scheme.  Currently the Buy WA First scheme requires 
that only 50 per cent or more of the product be value added in WA for it to have the Buy WA First badge.  This 
is misleading.  As a consumer, I was always under the impression whenever I saw the Buy WA First logo that it 
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meant that the food I was buying and, therefore, eating was actually Western Australian.  It disappointed me to 
find that this is not always the case.  A processed food that bears the Buy WA First badge could, in fact, be 
partially WA food; however, the majority of the Western Australian production component is actually from 
labour and manufacturing aspects.  We could either expand on the current Buy WA First program or create a 
new voluntary certification and marketing scheme.  An example of a similar certification scheme is the existing 
organic certification.  Many products are called organic, but unless they bear that certification they cannot be 
guaranteed as purely organic.  Another example is the Heart Foundation’s health tick. If one buys a product 
bearing that badge, one knows that the stringent criteria applying to the quality of that product have been met.   
That is the general breadth of the recommendations.  One aspect that is worth noting is the role of local 
government.  Environmental health officers have a statutory responsibility to enforce labelling requirements in 
this state.  Concern has been raised that the promotion of labelling as an issue and raising consumer awareness 
could lead to a greater resource burden on local government.  The committee is particularly cognisant of that 
fact, and it is not its intention to overburden local government.  From the research we have done and from 
speaking to various local government authorities it is evident that, although local government has had this 
responsibility for some time, either it has not been a priority or, for some reason, the work has not been 
undertaken.  We believe a review between the Department of Local Government and Regional Development and 
the Department of Health should take place in approximately one year to ascertain whether labelling, inasmuch 
as it is of interest to the community, is perhaps a passing fad - as a community we have fads from time to time - 
or is an issue of such importance that it will put a burden on local government.  We believe it should be reviewed 
within a suitable time frame, and if changes are required - with additional resourcing from the state government 
or some other mechanism, possibly the federal government - they should be investigated at that time.   
Again, I wish to thank all the members of the committee who have contributed to this report.  The 
recommendations we have developed are extensive and sound.  I look forward to the government positively 
responding to them and incorporating them in the work of government.   
Finally, I refer to the two committee staff who are in the gallery today.  Dr Karen Hall, our principal research 
officer, has had lots of sleepless nights helping us to prepare this report.  It is long and complicated.  We thank 
Karen for her efforts.  Jovita Hogan, the committee research officer, has supported Karen and the committee in 
the couple of months we have worked on this report.  Again, I thank them for their contribution. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [10.28 am]:  I thank the member for Swan Hills for her expediency in releasing 
this interim report on what is an important public issue.  I introduced a bill to this house on state-of-origin 
labelling.  I would like it to have passed through this house, but clearly, from the committee’s recommendations, 
there is an issue in its being unconstitutional.  We have to follow and adhere to the provisions of the 
Constitution.  The benefits of state-of-origin labelling are clear, as outlined by producers and interest groups.   

The member for Swan Hills mentioned that the committee has sought to strengthen the Buy WA First campaign 
by recommending a voluntary certification scheme, and I endorse that.  The committee has taken the step to 
support the Buy WA First campaign and Western Australian labelling.  Clearly, the committee has supported the 
position that the costs associated with compliance will, in all probability, outweigh consumer gains for 
mandatory ingredient labelling.  It is really a question of how far down they drill.  I support the committee’s 
recommendations, as I do the whole report.  I advise the house to monitor the dialogue that is happening 
federally in this regard.  The same issues will be debated and it will be interesting to see the outcome of those 
discussions.  I know that there are some strong views around and it will be interesting to see whether there is a 
community response to the recommendations that were made.  That may show up during the federal dialogue. 

The only other comment I make is about the compliance costs of local government.  Recommendation 6 
recognises that there could be an increased burden on local government.  We understand that local government 
now has a responsibility to monitor this issue.  However, a number of things need to be monitored at local 
government level.  I am aware of the resourcing issues that are faced on a whole heap of fronts, without having 
to pick up the issue of labelling requirements in supermarkets, shops and so on.  As mentioned in 
recommendation 6, the committee recommends that that issue be looked at in September 2006 to see whether 
there has been much of an impact on local government.  It will be interesting to see how that goes.  If there are 
issues at a local government level, I implore the government to support local government with appropriate 
resources.   

The only other comment I have, apart from endorsing the remarks of the member for Swan Hills, is to express 
my appreciation for the efforts of Dr Karen Hall and Jovita Hogan.  I have worked reasonably closely with those 
people, particularly with Jovita Hogan during a recent visit to my electorate when we had discussions with a 
number of producers in that area.  They have put an enormous amount of effort into this report in a very short 
period and they are to be commended for that effort.  I also thank the other members of the committee.  I am also 
on the Public Accounts Committee, and when one has been in Parliament only six months, one is still getting a 
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handle on the processes, let alone being involved with the preparation of a report such as this, and it was great to 
be a part of it. 

In conclusion, I fully endorse the recommendations contained in the report and I implore the government to take 
up those recommendations. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse) [10.31 am]:  I also wish to add my comments to the debate on the tabling of this 
report and the work of the committee.  Before I do so, I hasten to inform the member for Mandurah that I shall 
be somewhat more careful in my choice of words.  I would hate to see him get as excited as he did last time.  I 
am still trying to get over the names that the members of our committee earned following that outburst, which 
are probably worthwhile recounting so they are recorded in Hansard.  An eminent member of the press called 
our chairman “Chairman Radish”; the member for Greenough became “Mr Wood Smoked Ham”; I became 
known as “Butternut Pumpkin”; the member for Collie-Wellington became “Mick Mulberry”; and the member 
for Mandurah became “Member Hempleman”.  I will avoid dragging us into those sorts of scandalous comments 
today. 

I support the recommendations.  I endorse the previous comments about the staff and the work done in the 
preparation of this report.  It is an exceptionally good report to read.  It is very logical, it contains a lot of 
information, it leads members through what is a complex set of issues and it explains how the committee’s 
recommendations were reached.  I urge members, if they get an opportunity in a quiet moment, to have a quick 
look through the report, because it is a well-researched and well-written document.  I know that the marketing of 
foodstuffs is not an area in which the staff receive professional training, but if they have the skills and are good 
at their research, they will do a good job in whatever field they are asked to look at.  It is a great report. 

By way of history, the key issue driving this report was a wish to provide a mechanism by which Western 
Australian primary producers in particular could compete against imported foodstuffs.  A wide pool of anecdotal 
evidence was contained in the submissions received by the committee.  It is significantly difficult to identify 
locally grown versus imported foodstuffs at the point of sale.  It will be good if we can assist local producers 
with a non-price competitive advantage.  I am also interested in the dominance of the duopoly that seems to 
control most aspects of our consumption patterns in Australia and how we can help protect Western Australian 
suppliers from the impacts of that controlling duopoly.   

I will make a couple of quick points about the report.  Fundamentally, the report refers to three things.  It 
acknowledges, first, that there are existing provisions for country-of-origin labelling in Western Australia.  
Those existing provisions are not widely known or understood.  The recommendation to mount a public 
awareness campaign is a very positive step forward and is aimed not only at consumers but also at retailers.  The 
development of legislation to create a food authority will be good.  We learnt yesterday that it may eventually 
lead to the creation of the position of minister for food.  I can imagine that that would be a much sought after 
ministry by some who may be entering the chamber as I speak.  In all seriousness, this report creates a lot more 
focus and brings a more coordinated approach to not only country-of-origin labelling but also a variety of issues 
associated with food and its production and marketing in Western Australia.  The other matter that the report 
recommends, which I think is a terrific initiative, is the development of a voluntary state-of-origin marketing 
scheme for Western Australia.  That will provide a non-price form of competitive advantage for Western 
Australian producers.  It is voluntary, but I think producers will rush to embrace the advantages that it will 
provide.   

One of the interesting aspects of this report is what it does not do.  There are four things that it does not do, 
which I think is fantastic.  First, it does not recommend that we extend country-of-origin labelling to ingredient 
level for manufactured products.  That is a very important acknowledgment.  The extension of country-of-origin 
labelling requirements to ingredient level would have an enormous impact on compliance costs.  It would be 
almost impossible for a number of producers of a variety of products to meet those requirements.  That is a 
positive.  It has minimal impact on Western Australian small business from the point of view of compliance 
costs.  It is simply a labelling exercise at the point of retail sale.  That is a positive.   

One of the other things that it does not do is increase onerously the compliance issues for local government.  
Having re-read the report this morning, I point out that when we produce the final report, which will be after we 
have considered the review in 12 months’ time, having considered the enforcement impacts on local government, 
I will suggest to my fellow committee members that we should try to strengthen them.  That is something we 
will discuss in committee, but I will be raising the issue and I am sure the member for Warren-Blackwood will as 
well.  The suggestion has been made that there is a commitment to provide funding if there is an identified issue.  
However, it does not put any additional onerous burdens on local government, although the report acknowledges 
that it may have an impact.  It is almost impossible to predict what that impact will be, because it is essentially a 
compliance-driven process.  We will not know how many people will complain to their local councils until the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 1 September 2005] 

 p5005c-5011a 
Ms Jaye Radisich; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr David Templeman 

 [5] 

public awareness campaign is up and running.  At the end of the day, we do not want to be paying higher rates to 
help enforce country-of-origin labelling. 

The other thing the report does not do, which I can take some comfort from, is impose a whole new regulatory 
framework on Western Australia, although it does recommend the creation of a new food act and a new food 
authority.  It does not necessarily follow that there will be more legislation, because a wide variety of legislation 
should be brought together in one act.  That would be a good thing.  It does not necessarily follow that there will 
be an increase in bureaucracy, because the establishment of the new food authority will hopefully result in a 
consolidation of resources that currently exist in the Western Australian public service. 

I conclude by saying that, as a new member to the house, it has been interesting to be involved with this 
committee and to see how it works and, more importantly, to see how we can work through quite difficult and 
complex issues in a cooperative manner.  I am really looking forward to getting on with what I consider to be the 
main job of this committee as defined in its terms of reference, which is to look at the issue of market 
dominance.  I have a strong opinion that market dominance is a huge issue in Australia today, and not only from 
an economic point of view.  It is quite clear that the behaviour of the two companies that make up the duopoly in 
Australian retail trade is having a significant impact on not only the businesses they compete with, but also the 
businesses that supply to them.  I also think that, socially, we are headed into dangerous -  

Dr K.D. Hames:  Especially the latter - the ones that supply.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I thank the member for Dawesville.  He made a valid contribution, as always.  We are 
also heading into socially dangerous territory when two firms have such a huge control over what we, as 
independent consumers, spend during our lifetime.  It is an issue that needs to be teased out, and I look forward 
to working with the committee to address those issues.  I thank members for the opportunity to add my support 
to a good interim report.   

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.40 am]:  I will try not to go 
over the areas that have been covered by previous speakers, but I dare say that that is unavoidable.  The member 
for Vasse has covered the issues quite well.  I was hoping that he would not mention the term of reference that 
relates to the market dominance of major food chains, because I see that as fundamental to achieving the 
outcomes recommended in this report.  The majority of the report covers the issue of labelling.  I, too, am 
impressed with the quality of the work done by the research officers, Dr Karen Hall and Jovita Hogan.  There is 
a lot of information in the report.  It has been good to see the cooperation of members of the committee.  It goes 
to show that, despite what we read in the newspaper every day, the Parliament can work from time to time and 
that we work together in the public interest and do not always attack each other across the chamber.   

There are 12 recommendations and 37 findings in the report, which are all noteworthy.  I am pleased that the 
government has reacted positively to the proposals of the member for Stirling on the issue of state-of-origin food 
labelling and to the motion I proposed on the terms of reference that are before us today.  It was becoming 
increasingly evident that the market dominance of the major retail stores was impacting on food production in 
Western Australia and on the viability of producers in Western Australia.  It has been obvious for quite some 
time that people wanted to know not only what was in the food they were eating and where it came from, but 
also whether it was safe and of good quality, as was highlighted by the campaign run in The West Australian on 
the issue of food labelling.  That sentiment has now been well established, so much so that the commonwealth 
government is also conducting a review of food standards.  The presentation of this report to Parliament is 
timely, because it will be part of the submission of this Parliament to the federal review.   

It was and is a concern of many people in this state that a lot of home-brand products marketed by the major 
food chains come from other countries and that those countries do not have the same level of quality control as 
this state has.  The food safety standards in Western Australia are very good.  We probably lead the world in 
farming practices for primary production with the safe use of chemicals and fertilisers.  I recommend that 
members go to the Karragullen Field Day and look at the technology that is available today for horticulture.  In 
particular, I wanted to look at the market dominance of the major retail chains.  That leads to the distribution of 
the product, whether a monopoly is beginning to emerge in that area, the safety of imported foodstuffs, 
particularly fruit and vegetables, and whether the same standards apply in other countries.  China is one of 
Australia’s major competitors.  The cost for a worker in a factory in Australia, including on-costs and 
compliance costs, is about $33 an hour.  The cost in China is about $2.74.  With the emergence of China as a 
booming economy, European countries are locating state of the art factories in China.  The quality of the 
machinery and the production of foodstuffs are very high.  Whether the product is grown in a safe way is another 
question.  That is something we need to look at, but Chinese growers will adapt to it very quickly if they are to 
compete in the international market.   
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Another term of reference was to consider the role of, and mechanisms available to, the Australian Competition 
and Consumer Commission to restrict market dominance and tackle anti-competitive behaviour, along with the 
effect of the Trade Practices Act and whether amendments should be made to that Act.  The terms of reference 
are quite comprehensive and very important.  It is important that committee members cooperate.   

I will go through a couple of the recommendations in the report.  The issue of local governments having the 
responsibility for food labelling compliance has already been raised.  I understand that when local governments 
first inherited the responsibility for food labelling compliance, no allowance was made by the state for the cost 
associated with that.  In the end, the ratepayers pay, so they actually pay twice.  They pay not only bureaucrats, 
but also to comply with the code.  Evidence has shown that local governments have not been actively policing 
this matter.  Therefore, if there is to be mandatory compliance, there will be an impact on local governments.  I 
am pleased that the committee has recommended that local governments maintain their statutory role in 
monitoring and enforcing compliance with country-of-origin labelling.  The committee also looked at the issue 
of review.  The recommendation does not quite extend to compensation, but obviously the review will identify 
whether there has been a cost shift from the state or the commonwealth to local governments.  If that is the case, 
local governments, quite legitimately, could claim that they should be compensated accordingly, as they were 
with the emergency services levy.   

The committee also recommended that legislation for state-of-origin labelling not be supported, because it does 
not comply with section 92 of the Australian Constitution.  I would like to see that matter tested, because there 
are a lot of artificial barriers to imports and exports now.  If we want to export stone fruit to Japan, we have to go 
through a very stringent biosanitary system, Biosecurity Australia and the Japanese biosecurity scheme.  The 
reason for that is that we have Queensland fruit fly and Mediterranean fruit fly and we have to prove that those 
little beggars are not in our product.  That is being used as a trade barrier by the Japanese, and it certainly puts us 
at a disadvantage.  We have advantages in Western Australia, because we use coddling moth, fire blight and 
apple scab as barriers to prevent apples and those sorts of fruit coming into Western Australia.  The World Trade 
Organisation is very active in scrutinising any artificial barriers.  At least a dozen different cases of products 
imported into this state are considered at any one time by the WTO.  Although the committee has recommended 
that that legislation not be introduced in Western Australia, I am certainly happy about promoting a voluntary 
state-of-origin certification marketing scheme.  However, I also recognise that we do not want to impose any 
further production and labelling costs on not only producers but also retailers.  We need to be conscious of that.  

Another issue is the new food authority.  Again, I am not too keen on creating any new bureaucracies or new 
regulation that would result in a cost to consumers.  In the end, the consumer bears the cost.  Obviously, the new 
food authority could be part of the Department of Health, as occurs in other states, as I understand it.  I hope that 
we can keep it to a minimum, and that local governments’ role in compliance will not be overly burdensome.  I 
think the report covers that and, if it identifies that, this Parliament should do something about it.   

The report is a very good start in response to the committee’s terms of reference.  The other issues relating to the 
market dominance of major food chains will be quite complex.  I look forward to the challenge of working with 
the committee and certainly with its excellent research staff.  I am sure that the final report will be invaluable to 
the state of Western Australia.   

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [10.51 am]:  I will make some very brief comments.  I support the 
previous speaker’s endorsement of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee interim report.  As the 
chairperson of the committee has already highlighted, this report addresses term of reference (c), the labelling of 
foodstuffs and their origins to identify the location where produce is grown and packed.  It is interesting to note 
that a number of the 85 submissions that have so far been received give very strong support for country-of-origin 
labelling.  It underpins the importance of this interim report, the research that has been done and the information, 
recommendations and findings in the body of the report that has been tabled today.  I will focus on key 
recommendations because the chairperson has gone through them all.   

One of the recommendations is for an interim measure, which I think is important, that relates to the Health Act 
1911.  Recommendations 9 and 10 relate to the development of a food act for Western Australia.  Western 
Australia is the only state that does not have an act that oversees food.  Recommendation 10 seeks to establish a 
Western Australian food authority, such as the authority that has been recently established in New South Wales.  
I commend the principal research officer and the research officer for their work on this report.  I also commend 
the work of the chairperson and committee members.  In good collegial spirit, I acknowledge the contribution of 
everybody to this interim report.   

I will take up one quick point that the member for Vasse mentioned in his comments on the dominance of major 
supermarkets and relate an issue that is of concern to me, although it may touch on one of the terms of reference 
to be investigated further by the committee.  I refer to a major chain store that has decided that it will no longer 
provide home delivery services from its supermarket in Mandurah.  Although that may seem a small point to 
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many, Mandurah, like many other communities, has many seniors, infirm people and people with disabilities 
who rely on a home service.  It is interesting that the Woolworths chain in Mandurah has chosen to cease home 
delivery services.  I learnt this from a number of my older constituents who rely on that service.  One of my 
constituents who has a severe disability previously relied on this service.  When he rang me he was quite 
distressed about it, so I wrote to the retail support manager of Woolworths earlier in August.  The reasons the 
retail support manager cited for ceasing the home delivery services were, first, the inability to attract a service 
contractor who would perform consistently and, secondly, which is probably the key point, the changing 
environment in food safety and the protection of cold goods causes liability concerns.  We all need to take up 
this issue.  I may be drifting slightly from the report, but I think this is cause for concern in our communities and 
particularly for those people who are vulnerable or older or who have disabilities, and who rely on home delivery 
services from their supermarkets, in this case from a major chain.  It seems to be only the beginning.  I am not 
sure whether it is being repeated in other constituencies, but I assume it is because I understand that Woolworths 
throughout Western Australia has chosen to cease home delivery services.  Although the letter I received 
explained that it was not an easy decision, the decision has potentially quite a large impact on those vulnerable 
people.  This mirrors the comments of the member for Vasse on the general concern about the monopolisation of 
the market.  The issue is not only about food being available or people going to a supermarket.  If the larger 
chains decide to abrogate their community responsibilities and obligations, as I see it, we should stand up and 
comment on it.  That is why I have raised it in the context of the body of this report.  It is an issue that concerns 
my electorate and a number of my constituents.  In this case Woolworths has clearly decided what it will do, but 
I would hate to see other chain stores adopt this policy.   

Obviously, the committee will be looking at food safety, particularly in food imports and their production.  
However, when we are looking at the issue of market dominance, we should not forget social issues either.  If 
major chains are allowed to dominate the market, I have a real concern about the social obligations that those 
major chains may abrogate, particularly in light of the example I have given this morning.  I fully support the 
recommendations that have been presented in this report.  Of course, I acknowledge the work of all committee 
members and particularly the research staff.  I look forward to working with members of the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee as we now pursue the other terms of reference of this inquiry.   
 


