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NEW ZEALAND APPLES, IMPORT RISK ANALYSIS ON IMPORTATION 
Motion 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [2.03 pm]:  I move without notice - 

That this House consider that the import risk analysis on the importation of apples from New Zealand 
will provide inadequate protection to the Western Australian apple and pear industry. 

There has definitely been some confusion about whether the acronym IRA, for import risk analysis, is more 
accurately rendered as import risk assessment.  Biosecurity Australia appears to use the words interchangeably.  
On its web site, “assessment” is used, but the documentation, which only uses the acronym on the front page, 
uses “analysis” in its glossary.  After some consideration I decided to use “analysis”.  

This is an important and urgent matter for the House to be considering this afternoon, because we in Western 
Australia enjoy something very special.  Western Australia has arguably the cleanest apple industry in the world, 
paralleled nowhere in any commercial growing region on this planet.  As members know, Western Australia has 
not imported an apple since 1920, or thereabouts.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I did not know that, but I knew it had been a long time.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It has been a very long time.  Because of the stringency of our quarantine laws over 
the years, backed by geographical isolation, Western Australia has been able to protect the biosecurity of its 
apple production to a remarkable degree.  Therefore, we can enjoy eating some of the world’s healthiest apples, 
and produce them in a way that minimises the use of chemical pesticides.  That is a very special regional 
freedom, but this motion argues that it is currently under threat due to the provisions of an import risk analysis 
released for consultation throughout Australia by Biosecurity Australia, the arm of the federal Government that 
considers quarantine and free trade matters, and makes import risk analyses on behalf of the federal Government.  
The analysis is of the risk to Australia, and to Western Australia in particular, from the importation of New 
Zealand apples.  It has raised considerable concerns throughout the apple growing regions of Western Australia, 
as members are aware from a series of public meetings.  I attended a public meeting of apple and pear growers at 
Donnybrook a couple of weeks ago, at which the growers met with representatives of Biosecurity Australia.  I 
understand that there was another meeting in the hills. 

Growers are extraordinarily concerned about the implications of the IRA as it is currently construed, bearing in 
mind that in importing apples from New Zealand to Western Australia we risk the importation of fire blight.  
This is perhaps the hardest of all apple pests and diseases to eradicate.  In fact, it is considered impossible to 
eradicate, and can only be treated through the use of broad-spectrum antibiotic sprays, in particular streptomycin.  
Australia as a continent is entirely free from fire blight.  In addition to being free from fire blight, which is the 
particular focus of the import risk analysis we are debating today, Western Australia has the only commercial 
apple growing region in the world that is also free of the most commercially expensive apple disease; that is, 
apple scab.  Western Australia is also free from the third of the triumvirate of the most recognised apple pests 
and diseases - the codling moth.  In considering the risk from the importation of apples from New Zealand into 
Western Australia, which the import risk analysis does, Western Australia is considering a risk three times more 
significant than that faced by our eastern states counterparts.  Relative to growers in the eastern States, apple 
production is extremely clean at the moment, in our area of freedom.  Indeed, I am told that Western Australian 
apple growers spend 70 per cent less on pesticides than do eastern states growers.  It is precisely those 
commercial considerations that are put under threat by the current construction of the import risk analysis, as 
well as consumer health issues and agricultural issues around the use of chemicals in food production.  It is 
interesting to note, therefore, that this IRA is a second attempt by Biosecurity Australia.  Its first attempt was 
tabled in 2001.  At that time an inquiry by the federal Parliament’s upper House, the Senate, basically 
recommended that the first draft import risk analysis should be redone.  The IRA that we are now considering is, 
in fact, a second go by Biosecurity Australia as a result of pressure from the Senate’s Rural and Regional Affairs 
and Transport Legislation Committee.  That standing committee of the Senate has more recently reported on the 
new and current draft import risk analysis.  It tabled a report on 11 March this year that announced that the 
Senate standing committee would undertake a new inquiry into the current import risk analysis document.  There 
is considerable concern about this issue in the federal Parliament.   

I emphasise for the Western Australian Parliament, and of course for the Western Australian apple and pear 
industry, that the risks to us from the importation of New Zealand apples are considerably greater than the risks 
to our eastern states counterparts.  Therefore, one of the purposes of this motion is to emphasise to Biosecurity 
Australia and the federal Government that we consider that the approach taken in the IRA is particularly 
inadequate in recognising that Western Australia’s regional difference is that it has a greater area freedom status 
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than elsewhere in Australia.  It is of great concern that the IRA document scarcely touches on the other two 
major apple pests and diseases that will possibly be imported into Western Australia and which, unfortunately, 
already are contaminating certain orchards in the eastern States.   

I will conclude my remarks because I want to give members as much time as possible to debate this motion.  I 
will quote from the concerns that have been raised about the draft import risk analysis by the Western Australian 
Fruit Growers Association.  As of today, it has put forward a draft submission, which is not yet finalised and 
may incorporate further information.  I thank the association for the provision of this draft submission because it 
clearly brings to light some of the key areas of concern for the Western Australian apple and pear industry.  Its 
draft submission states - 

It is important to note from the outset that WA is the only commercial apple production area in the 
world that is free from the most economically destructive disease of apples worldwide - apple scab.  
Our industry is very proud of the fact that we are free of both Codling moth and Apple Scab and we 
have spent considerable money and resources over the years to maintain our freedom status.   

Its submission goes on to note seven concerns, which I will enumerate briefly.  The first is improper consultation 
on behalf of Biosecurity Australia.  The submission states - 

The WA Fruit Growers Association is not aware of Biosecurity Australia ever consulting with WA over 
regional risk (likelihoods of entry, establishment and spread and consequence) issues for apple scab or 
codling moth or any other regional pest in the preparation of the revised draft IRA.  It - 

That is, Western Australia -  

was consulted on current pest status but not on risk.  This constitutes a breach of the Import Risk 
Analysis Handbook.  

That handbook requires that regions be consulted on risk issues.  The second concern is the consequences for 
Western Australia.  The association notes -  

. . . the economic consequences for WA growers should be rated higher than that of Fire blight to 
Eastern States growers.  Yet in the document the overall consequence of Fire blight is rated as High, 
and Apple Scab is rated Moderate.  We believe this inconsistency should be investigated.   

The Consequences for WA growers are further exacerbated by the fact that they and the State 
Agricultural Department will have to meet any costs associated with eradication without any assistance 
from the Commonwealth or Eastern States growers (for all regional quarantine pests and in particular 
Apple Scab and Codling Moth).   

The third concern is that there is no access at this time to the integrated fruit production manual.  It is not 
currently publicly available for either the Western Australian Department of Agriculture or our industry to 
review.  However, a lot of weight has been placed on the protocols in the fruit production manual by the import 
risk analysis, but we are not aware of those details.  The association’s fourth concern is that there is a lack of 
detail of pre-export inspections.  For example, there are no details as yet on the sampling intensity in New 
Zealand orchards.  In the case of apple scab and European canker, the pre-harvest inspections in New Zealand 
are basically the first and last - in other words, the only - line of defence.  How can the WA apple and pear 
industry possibly comment on the adequacy of the IRA document without knowing what these inspection 
protocols will involve?  The submission goes on to state -  

Biosecurity Australia can not possibly expect WA to change legislation prohibiting entry of apples and 
pears into the state without knowing the full detail of orchard inspections for pests and diseases in New 
Zealand prior to export.   

The fifth concern is that there is no requirement for on-arrival inspections for apple scab.  The document points 
out - 

. . . Australia applies a verification inspection on arrival.  Quarantine pests are regularly detected in 
consignments certified as free.  Yet for apples we are expected to accept assurances from MAFNZ . . .  

That is, in the future Western Australian growers and, indeed, all Australian growers will be at the behest of 
assurances provided by New Zealand authorities.  No process will be in place for inspection verification as 
currently exists in Western Australia and which has given rise to our remarkable area freedom status.  I note also 
that there have been five outbreaks of apple scab in Western Australia in the past 50 years, even with the total 
import restrictions we currently enjoy.  Nevertheless, the five outbreaks in the past 50 years have cost a great 
deal of money to eradicate.   
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Perhaps at this point it would be good to acknowledge all Western Australian residents and visitors to Western 
Australia for their remarkable cooperation for many decades with these quarantine procedures to give rise to the 
remarkable area freedom which we currently enjoy, and which is under threat. 

I will go back to the Western Australian Fruit Growers Association submission.  Sixthly, the association refers to 
the movement of New Zealand fruit within Australia and states - 

The WA Fruit Growers Association would also like to know who is going to take responsibility for 
ensuring that apples arriving from New Zealand that do not comply with additional phytosanitary 
procedures for Western Australia (Apple Scab and Codling Moth) are not traded across the Western 
Australian border along with apples from New Zealand and the Eastern States that have met the 
additional requirements. 

This is a particularly grave concern; that is to say, these contaminated apples may not arrive directly from New 
Zealand, as they may in fact now be associated with a new movement of apples from eastern States.   

Lastly, the association touches on the miscalculation in importation step four in relation to apple scab in the 
import risk analysis document.  It states - 

Importation step 4 should only deal with the likelihood of apple scab surviving routine processing 
procedures in the packing house. 

I will finish now and allow other members to make their contributions so that I can hear whether they share my 
concerns.  It is very critical at the moment that we, on behalf of our fruit-growing industry, send a clear message 
to Biosecurity Australia that the current document is inadequate to meet the needs of our industry and risks a 
potential economic catastrophe for our industry and a great tragedy for our consumers, and that we request that 
Biosecurity Australia simply does it again and does it differently; in particular, it should give adequate 
consideration to the regional differences that exist in Western Australia and to our remarkable area freedom. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries) [2.22 pm]:  I thought it 
was appropriate that I speak at this stage.  I know that other members want to speak, so I will be as brief as I 
possibly can.  However, I thought that early on in the progress of the debate on the motion it would be helpful to 
have the Government’s position stated so that other members could then make their comments in the light of that 
understanding. 

I thank Hon Chrissy Sharp firstly for raising this issue, and advise that the Government will support the motion 
in its altered form.  Had the member not altered it in that form, I was going to propose another slight alteration.  
Nonetheless, we certainly support the principle.  I also acknowledge that those matters that have been raised by 
Hon Chrissy Sharp are, to the best of my knowledge, entirely accurate.  Therefore, I concur with the matters of 
fact that she has raised, and I do not need to restate them. 

These issues are matters that I have taken to not only the Commonwealth Government but also the Primary 
Industries Ministerial Council.  I have raised a number of the matters that Hon Chrissy Sharp has raised today, 
and some others.  However, most specifically, I expressed our deep concern that Western Australia had not been 
consulted, as per the requirements of our agreement with the Commonwealth, in the construction of the draft 
import risk assessment.  Western Australia has played a small part in this process.  However, it has had 
membership of only one of the two technical advisory committees.  It has had no policy input at all.  This was 
disputed by the Commonwealth, but I think it later understood what I was saying when it went back to the facts.   

This is a very sensitive issue.  However, no issue is so sensitive as should cause us to qualify in any way our 
pest-free status.  There is only one reason we are pest free or have minimal pests, and that is the eternal vigilance 
that we place on our pest-free status.  It is as simple as that.  If we do not guard it, we will lose it, and very 
quickly.   

I am extremely concerned about the direction that Biosecurity Australia is taking.  Honourable members will be 
aware, I think, that this IRA came out at the same time as IRAs for bananas and for pork, but at different stages.  
The IRA for pork is in the final stage, and the IRA for bananas has now been withdrawn and sent back to the 
drawing board.  I mention bananas in particular for one reason.  I will then mention pork, and I think it is 
relevant.  The IRA for bananas has gone back to the drawing board.  Somebody in BA made a mistake in the 
extension of a set of facts and figures while the report was being put together - a blue was made on the 
spreadsheet.  Nobody checked it.  The facts that resulted from the mistake on the spreadsheet then altered the 
fundamentals of the report so comprehensively as to require it to be sent back to the drawing board and to base 
one.  These are the risks we take when a simple clerical error can make such a fundamental difference. 

I said that I would refer to pork, and I will do so briefly.  I acknowledge the efforts of the West Australian Pork 
Producers Association and also the WA Fruit Growers Association.  Coincidentally, their executive officers are 
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brothers: David and Rob McFerran respectively.  They had a demonstration a couple of days ago over at 
Solidarity Park.  Their form of demonstration was to invite members of Parliament over there to feed them a 
barbecue, which I thought was particularly nice.  I thank the wide range of members who were able to get to that 
function at short notice. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Pork and apple go well together. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  They do indeed.  I believe they probably provided the apples that we had here, although 
perhaps Hon Chrissy Sharp made sure they got into the Chamber.  I thank her very much for that.  They made a 
very good point; that is, these are industries worth fighting for.  If we do not do that, and if we accept a standard 
of quarantine that is lower than that which we have traditionally accepted, we are bound for trouble.   

Hon Chrissy Sharp just made the point about the cost savings involved in not having these pests.  We tend to 
think about pest freedom in a number of different terms.  However, we need to think in hard, commercial reality 
terms.  Sometimes one pest can wipe out a competitive advantage.  New Zealand farmers are able to produce 
most things agricultural cheaper than we can.  They are pretty good farmers.  They have a halfway decent little 
farm out there in the Pacific Ocean, and they do it reasonably well.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  And they are incredible marketers. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, they are great marketers.  They are tough little guys to boot.  They can play rugby 
occasionally, too.  However, one thing they cannot beat Western Australians at is growing apples at a world 
competitive price.  Why can they not beat us when they can beat us in most other things?  It is because they have 
the three pests that were mentioned by Hon Chrissy Sharp - apart from the fact that I think our growers are pretty 
good, too.  However, the fact is that we would be, if not totally uncompetitive, certainly less competitive if we 
had any one of those three pests that have been mentioned. 

There is another reason for us to be very careful about the things that Hon Chrissy Sharp mentioned.  Western 
Australia has the same reason as every other State to be concerned about the possible importation of fire blight.  
However, it has no greater cause for concern than any other State because no Australian State has fire blight at 
this stage.  As Hon Chrissy Sharp said, Australia does not have the disease apple scab or the pest codling moth.  
Western Australia had a codling moth outbreak a few years ago; in fact, it was quite a while ago now because 
Hon Ernie Bridge was the minister at the time.  By quick action the Government, the Department of Agriculture 
and the industry were able to knock down that outbreak.  It still came at a cost of around $6 million.  I went to 
the airport to shake the hand of the little beagle hound that identified the pest, and, no, it did not bite me.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  You shook its paw. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is right, but members must not get me started on dog stories.  The beagle hound had 
found a dozen apples that were affected with codling moth.  It happened only a year and a half ago.  We dubbed 
it the $6 million dog.  The same dog had two weeks before found apples with apple scab, which was quite 
remarkable, but the people at the airport did not think of mentioning that to me when I had been there.  It is not 
enough to have the right laws in place.  The laws need to be closely guarded and compliance must be 
implemented.   

The situation with apple scab and codling moth poses another issue.  Why did it cost $6 million to get rid of 
codling moth?  It cost that much because codling moth and apple scab are deemed to be endemic diseases.  There 
is therefore no national cost-sharing arrangement for the elimination of any outbreak.  If Western Australia, New 
South Wales or Victoria were to have fire blight, every State would share in the eradication arrangements.  
Members would be aware of the arrangements we have with the Queensland Government for the elimination of 
imported fire ants, but there is no such national arrangement with apple scab or codling moth.  The Government 
has a particular reason for not wanting either of those two.  I will advise members who are not completely 
familiar or involved with the issue of quarantine of the import risk assessment process and where it stems from.  
The IRA process is an outcome of the sanitary and phytosanitary agreement, which is the basic rule-making 
power for quarantine worldwide.  The SPS agreement is a product of the world trade agreement.  Although even 
I have attributed blame to Biosecurity Australia, it is not fair or relevant to single out Biosecurity Australia as the 
culprit in this matter.  Biosecurity Australia is simply a commonwealth government agency and a functionary of 
policy.  I do not set out to accord blame to the Commonwealth, because while the Australian Quarantine and 
Inspection Service and Biosecurity Australia are both commonwealth functionaries, they have World Trade 
Organisation standards and obligations to uphold.  We need to be very careful and ask whether we have gone too 
far in meeting the requirements of the WTO.  We need to work on this issue very closely.  On the face of it, 
when one reads the requirements set down under the SPS agreement and action through the IRA process, it all 
reads okay at first sight because one keeps coming across terms such as “science-based decisions”.  We must 
have rules that govern international trade, and they must apply to everybody, but, just as with any other rules, 
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some are easier to live with than others.  We keep seeing a reference to objective measures and science-based 
systems.  It is hard to argue with that.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  Did you not agree with that in Adelaide last week? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I raised it a number of issues. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Did you not agree in Adelaide last week that these things should be based on science 
issues? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed, and that has always been my position. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  You are now arguing against it. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am not.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  That is what it sounds like. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member has not heard my argument yet.  I am saying that it is very hard to argue with 
a science-based process.  That is exactly what I agreed to in Adelaide.  Whether an objective measure gives the 
outcome we want or not, it is at least objective and measurable.  We can say that those are the rules and we will 
cop them.  It is hard to argue against it.  The problem comes not from the application of the science-based 
measurement but from the level of risk assessment, which is as subjective as we can get.  There is no objectivity 
in the setting of the risk. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  The level often sets an unreasonable limitation, which sometimes becomes impossible to 
meet. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Quite, and this is where the commitment to a science-based objective measurement test 
falls down.  We must try to find a better way of doing things.  No activity on earth is risk free.  Even the act of 
breathing involves risk.  Of course, there is greater risk if one does not breathe, but by breathing one could ingest 
something.  There is no such thing as a nil risk activity.  Exactly the same applies to making decisions on 
quarantine.  Any decision on quarantine will involve a degree of risk.  What must be determined is the height of 
the bar that is set for that risk and how much risk is acceptable in order to meet trade objectives.  I would argue 
that is a subjective measure and that we have set the subjective bar far too low.   

I earlier referred to the IRA on pork, which is now at its final stage.  The Australian Pork Producers Association 
contracted the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation to extend the terms of analysis 
relating to the pork import risk assessment.  IRAs are only ever constructed over a one-year period.  The CSIRO 
was tasked to take that analysis over a 10-year period.  The disease in pork that producers are worried about is 
called PWMWS or post weaning multisystemic wasting syndrome.  When the CSIRO did that extension on the 
same basis that BA did, it concluded that over a 10-year period, there was a 90 to 95 per cent chance of the 
disease being imported into Australia if we allowed raw pork to be imported in the way projected.  It is absurd 
that we would even think of doing that.   

In the same way, the protocols that have been established for fire blight contain huge gaps of credibility about 
the quarantine pathway and the possibilities that can exist on that pathway for the importation of apple fruit 
disease.  We all know that technically a clean apple that has no trash at all and has been appropriately treated 
will be an improbable, but not impossible, pathway.  However, one piece of trash inside the folds of the apple, 
even though the apple may have been immersed in a chlorine bath, means the apple will still carry the disease.  
That is the case with fire blight; there are elements of doubt and contention about the pathway.  With apple scab, 
there is no doubt and no contention at all.  Apple scab can come in on the fruit and will not be seen, nor will any 
of the importation protocols that have been talked about - that is, inspection at the orchard level, which is only a 
visual inspection, extended cold storage or chlorine baths - have any effect.  None of those three protocols will 
have any effect on apple scab.  Although Western Australia has the same concern as every other State about fire 
blight, my contention is that with apple scab it is impossible to suggest that a safe way can be found to import 
apples into Western Australia.  Having said that, it is important to find a way to make the World Trade 
Organisation sanitary and phytosanitary import risk analysis process work.  It is important to be constructive 
rather than destructive about this process.  I cast that word of caution because if this process does not work or if 
we set out to destroy the process and undermine its credibility, rather than to try to reform its credibility, we will 
not have an alternative.  No other system is sitting in the wings for us to employ to replace the process that has 
taken years to put together.  The WTO, however, will always roll on.  The bogey that arises in my mind is that if 
we destroy this part of the process, these decisions will be made by the WTO and we will not have any say at all.  
We have a problem, certainly, and we have issues - 
Hon Murray Criddle:  It will take the WTO 20 years to make a decision with the way it is going at the moment.   
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, but the WTO has a court and arbitration system.  It could simply rule that Australia’s 
continuing membership of the WTO could rely on this decision.   
Hon Dee Margetts:  Really?   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Now I have got Hon Dee Margetts all excited!  However, that could happen.  All members 
will be aware that Canada has been drawn before the WTO court 10 times in the past 14 years for its support of 
the Canadian Wheat Board alone, leaving aside any other issues.  Fortunately for us and for Canada, the 
Canadians have won on every occasion.  This is an issue.  It is necessary that we be constructive about the 
process and try to improve it rather than destroy it.  Having said that - I am on my last issue now - two forms of 
quarantine law affect Western Australia.  One is the commonwealth Quarantine Act, which draws its power and 
relevance from section 51(ix) of the Australian Constitution, and the other is the Plant Diseases Act, which 
draws its relevance from section 107 of the Australian Constitution.  Those two lines of legal authority were 
always designed to work concurrently and in parallel.  One is not in any sense a descendant of the other, as 
commonwealth and state law relativities often are.  One is not the state form of a commonwealth Act, nor does 
the state Act even refer to the commonwealth Act, as far as I am aware.  They were always designed to work 
concurrently.  In my view, even if the outcome of the IRA process were that the importation of apples from New 
Zealand to Australia would be approved under the commonwealth Quarantine Act, the authority of the Western 
Australian Act would remain in place; that is, the importation of apples from anywhere into Western Australia 
would still be prohibited, notwithstanding the ruling under the Quarantine Act.  Members should bear in mind 
that we are a long way from that point, because we are still in only the draft IRA stage.  I am hopeful that we will 
not get to that point.  There is a heap of legal argument about how the Commonwealth might react to that.  The 
reason I am hopeful that we will not get to that point is that we are in only the interim stage.   
The Commonwealth has given a commitment, since Adelaide, to take into account Western Australia’s regional 
freedom issues and particularly the issues of apple scab and codling moth.  Those matters ought to have been 
taken into account before now.  However, they were not.  That is unfortunate, but let us not cry over spilt milk.  
We must now ensure that they are taken into account.  I am hopeful that we can use this as part of the reform of 
the process.  I am deeply concerned about the subjective nature of how the bar is set.  I think it is wrong.  Some 
of the other issues about the way the protocols are adopted and the lack of an appeal process against those 
protocols also need to be reformed.  Let us try to reform rather than to destroy.  In the event that all goes wrong - 
if members like, this is a button B option - I would be entirely comfortable with our capacity to rely on the 
authority of the Plant Diseases Act to prevent the importation of apples into Western Australia.  It is possible that 
the Commonwealth could use section 109 of the Constitution to overrule the apparent inconsistency, but this 
would not be quite as easy as one might imagine because of the concurrent operation of the laws to which I have 
referred.  As far as I am aware, the only other way would be for the Commonwealth to impose its will on the 
State by a proclamation made under section 2A of the Quarantine Act, which in effect would make the state law 
subservient to the commonwealth law.  That would be difficult to do as well, because it would possibly be a 
disallowable instrument in the Commonwealth Parliament.   
I am comfortable enough with where we sit at this stage.  I want to work constructively with the Commonwealth 
and Biosecurity Australia, because this is an opportunity to reform the processes that we have.  I am not saying 
for a moment that I think the processes are perfect.  They are deeply imperfect, but we do not have too many 
options.  In fact, we do not have any other option if we are to remain within our general obligations under the 
WTO.  We are on top of this issue.  I have some confidence about the way in which we can proceed with this 
issue.  It is a very important issue.  I am grateful to the Western Australian Parliament for taking this time to 
consider it.   

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [2.48 pm]:  I am pleased to indicate the Opposition’s support for this 
motion.  It is also good to hear the Government’s support for this motion.  I thank Hon Christine Sharp for 
bringing this matter to the attention of the House during the time for non-official business, and for providing us 
with these pristine apples, which standing orders prevent us from eating in the House.  It may be advisable to 
remove them prior to some more contentious debate later on, in case members want to throw them at each other.  
As an illustration, they make the point very well.  The apple and pear industries are important to the State of 
Western Australia generally and very important to the south west of the State, which many of us in this Chamber 
represent.  Many areas are involved in the industry in the south west.  The industry is centred at Donnybrook, the 
capital of the apple industry in the south west.  This industry supports a vast array of primary and secondary 
industry and has a lot of economic, social and environmental consequences for the whole region.   

It is a little hard to get a handle on the total value of the industry, but I will provide a bit of a snapshot.  In 
publications by the South West Development Commission, the associated value in the south west area of the 
apple industry for 2000-01 was $27.5 million per annum and for the pear industry, including nashi pears, it was 
$5.1 million per annum.  In the Peel region, the estimated fruit production area is about 436 hectares - I have 
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only the number of hectares listed for that area, not the dollar value - which includes areas such as Serpentine, 
Jarrahdale, Murray, Boddington and Waroona.  I understand that the Peel and south west horticultural 
productions come to just under half of the total amount of horticultural production in Western Australia.  
However, in terms of apple and pear production, I suggest it is very much higher than that.  Virtually the whole 
of the industry is based in those two regions.   

Hon Kim Chance:  There is a fair sized but much smaller industry in the Perth hills; it is not as big as 
Donnybrook though.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  True.  Any risk to that industry, on economic terms alone, needs to be considered 
extremely carefully and to be fought vigorously.  An essential plank in Australia’s success and international 
reputation in agricultural and horticultural industries over the years has been the strict quarantine regulations and 
process that it has adopted.  As a nation, we have been able to remain free of such things as foot-and-mouth 
disease and other plant and animal diseases that have been quite common overseas.  Of course, we also have the 
subset of Western Australia’s controls within Australia, enabling us to keep out a range of pests and infections 
that have devastated industries in other parts of the world.  As travellers, I know that we sometimes get annoyed 
when we have to deposit fruit in the bin at the airport, when we are inspected at the border or when we return to 
Australia in an aircraft and the cabin is sprayed before we arrive - I am not sure whether that is still done now.  
However, those are minor inconveniences in view of the success rate over the years in keeping a range of bugs 
and pests out of Australia.   

The agricultural and horticultural industries have been fortunate that the precautionary principle that we hear so 
much about today in all fields of endeavour has been applied to those industries for a long time.  Now there is 
some criticism that the precautionary principle, when applied to planning, land clearing and a range of other 
things, is going over the top and has gone to the extreme of preventing people from doing things.  However, in 
this case, we will not find any argument from the industries that have so much at stake.  This Parliament has 
previously debated this issue when dealing with the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition (Western Australia) Bill, 
which is still sitting on the notice paper; it has been there for five or six years.  When the coalition was in 
government, about a year out from the last election, a few of us had some influence on our Leader of the House 
in this Chamber to not proceed with that Bill because of suspicions that everything was not quite right.  I guess 
we adopted the precautionary principle in that case, and that Bill is still sitting on the notice paper.  Notes on that 
Bill from the Department of Agriculture mention that the long-running consideration of the import risk analysis 
for apples from New Zealand has not yet been completed and that the risk assessment panel has now met 11 
times.  Those notes were dated 12 May 2003.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It could just have easily been in 2000 though.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, so things are not moving very quickly, which is comforting to the industry.  In this 
case, I am standing not to criticise that, but to applaud it because the consequences for the Western Australian 
industry are potentially devastating.  The current pressure to finalise the IRA comes from signing and entering 
into free trade agreements with New Zealand and the United States.  Am I correct in saying that?   

Hon Kim Chance:  No, it is stemming more from the multilateral agreements through the World Trade 
Organisation.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Sure.  Anyhow, the suspicion remains, and it is a healthy suspicion because we have so 
much to lose if we do not get it right. 

The background of this issue is that obviously all members in the south west know people involved in the apple 
and pear industry, and we have discussed these matters with them at various times.  I am indebted to two people 
with past and future connections to this place for information they have provided to me.  The father of one of 
them was a former Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, and the other one will be the next member for Capel.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Who’s that?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Dr Steve Thomas from Donnybrook.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I though Steve Dilley was in the other party.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am sure there is no difference between the views of Steve Dilley and Steve Thomas.  
Peter Hearman is the other gentleman to whom I am referring on this matter.  They are all united because they all 
come from Donnybrook, and have a personal interest in the industry.  I do not intend to read all the notes they 
have given me but I will make some points from them.  From a producer’s point of view there is concern that - 
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There is a blind belief that the suggested protocols will be effective in preventing the importation of 
diseases such as Fireblight, Apple scab & Codling moth.  Blind Fredie can see that one breach of 
protocol could lead to a disastrous impact . . .  

That one breach may come about because of human error.  In the management of the risks, human error can let 
something like that through a crack in the door.  The notes refer to the first issue regarding risk management - 

Inspection of orchards is a difficult and time-consuming job.  Spotting all the infected cankers in a 
lightly infected orchard would be nearly impossible.  Small distractions such as sun in the eyes, windy 
& wet conditions, hang-overs, showing off to the blond Swedish backpacker etc. . . .  

This could all easily affect the result.  I assure members that that can certainly happen in Donnybrook.  In terms 
of its labour component, the backpacker industry keeps the apple industry alive.  This information is from a 
practical person involved in the orchard industry, and he would know.   
Hon Kim Chance:  Does he know a lot of blonde Swedish backpackers?  
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am sure he employs some.  The second issue relates to dipping the fruit in a chlorine 
solution, which also comes attached with questions.  The notes state - 

Bio Security itself acknowledges that chlorine dips only reduce the presence of viable disease bacteria.  
It admits that chlorine dips will not eradicate bacteria found inside the apple and only has a limited 
impact on bacteria deep in the stem cavities.   

Added to this, the concentration of chlorine in the dip needs to be maintained at the correct levels to 
have any effect at all.  The dip is also temperature sensitive. 

Therefore, any small deviation from all those things could have a major effect.  

Cold storage is another part of the risk-management process.  Cold storage of apples reduces the amount of 
bacteria found on the surface of apples.  Biosecurity Australia freely admits that the dip has no effect in reducing 
viable bacteria inside the fruit itself.  Therefore, one is entitled to ask: why bother?  The fourth area is inspection.  
Inspection on arrival appears to be only a token inspection with only 600 pieces of fruit examined for each 
consignment.  That is a very hit and miss affair; it is very ad hoc.  The net summary of that is if any of the 
preventive measures are breached by human error or human failings, all the protocols are compromised.  It is a 
risk that the apple and pear industry cannot afford. 

I do not want to take up too much more time.  However, there are a few other issues involved.  An issue that 
needs to be mentioned is dipping the fruit in chlorine.  I am not too comfortable with the thought that fruit I 
might eat has been dipped in chlorine.  I could possibly be convinced that there is no effect on the taste or 
substance of the fruit.  I wonder about the occupational health and safety aspects. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I believe the in-crop spraying for fire blight involves spraying with copper, which is a heavy 
metal. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is right; it is a heavy metal.  We have also mentioned that the dipping protocol will 
consistently miss part of the apples.  When they are placed in water, the stems carry air pockets, which can be 
easily missed.  There is also concern that cold storage of apples enhances the survival of bacteria yet it is listed 
as a protection.  The longer apples are kept in store, the more likely it is that symptoms will appear.  Cold will 
keep bacteria alive but inactive.  I do not have a full copy of the tables but I am advised that table 29 at page 115 
lists the probability of the spread of fire blight, if it arrives in Australia, as high.  The conclusion at page 123 is 
that the overall likelihood of a fire blight outbreak is high.  I would suggest that is a fairly risky criteria to be 
working from.   
We have mentioned the rigid controls at airports and we have talked about sniffer dogs.  If we use sniffer dogs at 
airports to keep out the possible importation of apple scab and codling moth, which the minister indicated to us 
have already been detected at airports, why are we allowing a less rigid form of inspection that can easily open 
the door to infestation through some other means?  That is the basic question.  If imports are allowed from, for 
example, New Zealand, can we build into the system a protocol that the exporting Government guarantees to 
cover the full cost of eradication of any disease introduced due to the lowering of the quarantine standards?  It 
could be done through payment of a bond.  I suggest that in our international negotiations we put that proposal to 
countries with which we will trade.  If we import overseas products - in this case apples - the responsible 
Governments do it with the understanding that if they transport their diseases they are responsible for paying for 
the clean-up.  It is not an unreasonable proposition.   
I know other members wish to speak on this matter.  I am very pleased that the motion has come before the 
House.  I am pleased to support it in the interests of a vitally important and valuable industry not only in the 
south west, but also throughout Western Australia. 
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HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [3.05 pm]:  I am pleased that the House is discussing this matter.  I 
grew up in what was known as the heart of the apple industry, which was in Bridgetown.  Bridgetown used to 
hold the apple queen festivals until Donnybrook took them over.  Donnybrook is now better known as the heart 
of the apple industry.  I was also the secretary of the local fruit growers association when the codling moth 
outbreak occurred in Bridgetown.  It was a $6 million project.  It was a rather tragic time for some orchardists.  
However, I will refer to that later.  Biosecurity Australia is part of the federal Department of Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry.  It is meant to give sound scientifically based and cost-effective quarantine policy advice.  
As can be seen from the media releases, the banana industry is not very happy.  The minister mentioned that.  It 
believes that the credibility of Biosecurity Australia is in tatters following the admission of a crucial error in the 
computer model used to assess pest and disease risk from bananas imported from the Philippines.  There are 22 
pests and diseases of quarantine concern in the Philippines that affect bananas.  Of those, at least four diseases 
and one insect species present grave risks to the Australian environment.  That is the crux of the debate. 

The House is considering this matter because an application was made by New Zealand in January 1999 to 
export apples to Australia.  Biosecurity Australia released a draft import risk analysis for public comment in 
October 2000.  On 10 January 2002 it established an import risk analysis panel.  This matter has been under 
consideration for some time.  I believe a two-day workshop was conducted in Melbourne in July 2002.  I met 
yesterday with representatives of the apple and pork industry at Solidarity Park - as much as it choked me to go 
there!  It was actually a bit to the right of the park!  I was given some nice apples.  When I was growing up, the 
only apple varieties available were Yates, Granny Smith, Jonathon and Golden Delicious.  There were no Red 
Fuji or Pink Lady apples.  However, they are all certainly worth protecting.   

New Zealand has 442 species and many insects or pests associated with its apples.  They were categorised 
according to their presence or absence in Australia, including their regulatory status, when applicable.  Their 
potential for establishment or spread throughout Australia and the potential consequences of establishment or 
spread were examined.  Of the total number, 21 pests were identified as requiring additional consideration for the 
whole of Australia or Western Australia.  That is a large number of pests.  The pests that spring to mind in 
Western Australia are apple scab and codling moth.  There was an outbreak of apple scab in Manjimup not so 
long ago.   

I was secretary of the Bridgetown Fruit Growers Association when the codling moth outbreak occurred.  The 
outbreak cleaned up some of the old orchards that were just sitting there, and that was a good thing, but it also 
put the commercial growers on notice.  Friends of mine, Anthony and Linda Fullam, have probably the only 
commercial orchard left in the Bridgetown town site.  They must deal with not only pests and diseases but also 
the natural elements such as hail.  One year they lost all their fruit to hail and there was no income for that year.  
They already chemically spray for their own pests, and now they also have the worry that someone will try to 
import apples that contain all these other pests and diseases.  I do not think that is particularly fair for them.  
Gilbert and Marilyn Rowan-Robinson have an organic apple orchard, and people like them do not need the 
added pressure either.  

I am very happy to support this motion.  I will not speak for very long.  Hon Peter Foss and I met David and Rob 
McLerrin, who gave me a copy of a paper released by the Western Australian Fruit Growers Association, which 
reads - 

The WA Fruit Growers Association is not aware of Biosecurity Australia ever consulting with WA over 
regional risk (likelihoods of entry, establishment and spread and consequence) issues for apple scab or 
codling moth or any other regional pest in the preparation of the revised draft IRA.  It was consulted on 
current pest status but not on risk.  This constitutes a breach of the Import Risk Analysis Handbook.  
Step 12 of the “Steps in the Import Risk Analysis” listed on page 15 of the Handbook . . .  

The paper then sets out what is clearly stated on the page in the handbook.  I find it appalling that the association 
was not consulted, because diseases exist in the eastern States that do not exist in Western Australia.  Western 
Australia is at the forefront in having a clean, green apple industry, and that is how it should stay.   

As Hon Barry House said, codling moth is very hard to detect.  The larvae like the cold weather and sit in the 
bark of the tree.  The only way to stop it is by using bags impregnated with the scent of male pheromones, which 
kills the larvae.  If unchecked, the larvae can breed very fast.  The old orchards were cleaned out, but 10 to 12 
orchards remain in Bridgetown, and they really want to protect what they have, as do all Western Australian fruit 
growers.  I am pleased that we all support this motion to protect what they have.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [3.13 pm]:  I will be quite brief in my remarks, because I am aware that 
Hon Murray Criddle and others wish to have a say.  Firstly, I congratulate Hon Christine Sharp on bringing this 
motion to the Chamber.  It is a very important issue, and I apologise to the honourable member for being absent 
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during most of her speech.  I will certainly read it when the Hansard becomes available.  I will speak briefly 
about the case of New Zealand because that is the country to which the issue is most central at the moment.  New 
Zealand is paying a price because it was slack with its quarantine over the years.  That is why we do not have the 
problems New Zealand has.  For all the minister’s eloquence on the scientific this and the scientific that, the 
point is that the practical way of stopping this is to shut the door.  The first thing is to shut the door, and not 
allow it to be opened until it is scientifically proved that the risk has gone.  As with most things, the practical 
way is the cheapest, easiest and best way of resolving problems.   

I have had some interesting communication with some New Zealand apple growers.  I suggested that if they 
were so confident in their processes to prevent their disease-ridden apples reaching our shores, they should put 
up a bond in advance so that if Australia did inherit the problem, our growers could be paid very generously.  It 
was interesting that no grower thought that was reasonable.  They themselves are not confident enough to put 
their money where their mouths are - the practical solution.  If the New Zealanders are not confident that their 
apples can arrive here disease free, why should we be confident?  We can almost guarantee that those diseases 
will come through if the New Zealand growers are so lacking in confidence that they will not put up some 
money.   

I have been interested in what a number of speakers have said.  The minister, for example, talked about his 
experience with the beagle at the airport.  This is another good example, because just recently, at the domestic 
airport, it was brought to my attention that the dogs seemed to be nowhere to be seen.  The reason was that 
somebody had opened a flower shop, and the scent from the flowers prevented the beagles from doing their job.  
It is not quite a clerical error, but it is another example of something going wrong because people who make 
decisions very often do not understand what they are making decisions about.  They do not understand the 
consequences, nor do they pay for the consequences.  If they had to pay for the consequences, they would very 
soon develop a very clear understanding.  I will admit that their intentions are good, but unfortunately their 
pockets are not affected and so things are not as close to the bone as they should be.  The producer pays the price 
of a mistake.  Does it really matter to people here whether they buy apples from New Zealand, Australia or 
Timbuktu?  Not really; if the price is right - that is what they want.  Most of us probably buy on price, if we are 
honest about it, most of the time. 

The decision to allow us to lose our commercial advantage can never be justified on economic grounds.  I will 
give an example of what happens.  The minister with his renowned good memory will no doubt be able to name 
the plant, but some years ago a salt-tolerant plant species was imported from New Zealand and planted on quite a 
large scale just a bit west of the Gardner River.  The New Zealand Department of Agriculture declared that it 
was pure seed - I think that was the terminology - and our Department of Agriculture accepted that.  
Unfortunately, that was not the case.  It took about three years for the seed to germinate and spread before people 
realised there was a problem.  By then there was a huge problem.  I will return to my statement that it is the 
producer who pays, because I and many other people travelled, in our case, nearly 80 kilometres to the site and 
back again each day for three days to help in the weeding program.  There was no recompense from government 
for our time and our fuel, and no recompense from the bureaucrats who made the mistake.  In the end, the price 
is always paid by the producer, and the producer is not the decision maker.  Certainly, some very important 
changes need to be made to the criteria of the World Trade Organisation agreement, otherwise it will be to 
Australia’s disadvantage to meet that criteria.  I repeat: the safest thing to do at this stage is to shut the door.  The 
onus for the WTO needs to be changed so that Australia does not have to prove its case; the exporting country 
that wishes to place its products in our land should have to prove its case.  That is a more reasonable way for any 
court procedure to work.  A person accused of a crime and taken to court does not have to prove his innocence; 
that person must be proved guilty.  We should not have to prove our innocence or be in a position in which our 
innocence is at risk.  I understand the minister’s reasoning for the push for scientific analysis before changes are 
made.  Unfortunately, often we are let down by scientific analysis and human error.  The minister mentioned one 
instance of a clerical error.  Another simple error was made with the West Gate Bridge in Melbourne.  The first 
time a decent truck went over it, the bridge collapsed.  The reason for that was that some expert put his decimal 
point in the wrong place.  It was a very simple mathematical calculation and he mucked up.  It is not good 
enough.  The engineer who made that calculation did not have to pay the price.  Producers in Western Australia 
should not have to pay the price for other people’s mistakes.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [3.21 pm]:  I welcome the opportunity to speak to this motion.  The 
issue was drawn to my attention recently at the airport as the President of the Western Australian Fruit Growers 
Association, Steve Dilley, was about to fly to Melbourne to carry out some negotiations.  Of course, the minister 
attended the meeting in Adelaide, and I will touch on that in a moment.  Subsequently, I went to Solidarity Park 
the other day to talk to those people.  Obviously, they have the best product - apples and pork - that we could 
possibly imagine.  They are promoting the issue of fire blight in rallies in all the capital cities in Australia.  It is a 
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national attempt to highlight their plight.  It is interesting to note that apples and pears are grown in virtually 
every State of Australia, so it is a very important issue.  The meeting in Solidarity Park highlighted the issue 
from Western Australia’s point of view.   

I understand that at the agricultural ministers conference in Adelaide, the minister signed a communiqué that 
emphasised the importance of relying on the professionalism of scientists in the import risk assessment, and that 
is very good.  I also understand that Biosecurity Australia has appointed a panel of leading experts to oversee the 
assessment of the scientific issues associated with importing apples from New Zealand.  That particular 
assessment is under way.  There will be an opportunity for the public to have input into that assessment until 23 
June.  People need to understand that there is an opportunity to put their view on the assessment that is taking 
place.  I hope that people in the industry take advantage of that opportunity.  I am sure that the WA Fruit 
Growers Association will have input into that assessment, and I am sure that other growers would like that 
opportunity as well.   

The World Trade Organisation obligation is interesting.  Australia exports about two-thirds of its product around 
the world, most of which is based on a scientific assessment of biosecurity, and we need to understand that.  I am 
very concerned about these issues.  Steve Dilley, a good National, made the point very clearly to me that the 
industry is concerned about the issue of disease, codling moth, apple scab and fire blight coming into the country 
from New Zealand.  This discussion has been going on for quite some time.  The Australian Government has put 
in about $600 million to upgrade security at airports, ports and the like.  To some extent, that will assist with 
security.  However, these things can slip through.  If people really get serious about it and want to hide things, 
they can bring apples, pears and pork into the country.  The little dogs and the observers at the airport clearly 
will meet the challenge as best they can.  There is always an opportunity that these diseases will come into the 
country, but we do a very good job of keeping them out of Western Australia.   

The minister mentioned the issues of the federal and state legislation.  I think I have spoken before in this House 
about whether that legislation would stand up.  The minister has given me some assurance.  I was a little more 
confident after listening to the minister’s explanation. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am about 95 per cent secure, but I cannot say that I am 100 per cent secure in the knowledge 
that we have security.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I think we all know the legalities and the challenges that go on in this world, but it 
is reassuring to know that that process is in place.  I am happy in the knowledge that the federal Government has 
upgraded security and that the State Government is well and truly keeping an eye on the issue.  I feel a little 
more confident, but until we are assured that we are secure, I would not be in favour of relaxing the current 
measures.  The assurance of those sorts of issues is absolutely paramount to our industry, or any industry for that 
matter.   

HON BILL STRETCH (South West) [3.26 pm]:  I indicate my support for the motion.  Western Australia’s 
leadership in the horticultural industry is fairly well acknowledged.  On the subject of apples, I should point out 
that the Middlesex agricultural research station is now known as the Manjimup Horticultural Research Institute, 
but it does the same work.  In those days there was a very good team at the research station under Kerry Hawley, 
the officer in charge.  Together with Alistair Mackay and another scientist whose name escapes me, they 
developed the Pink Lady apple, and we can see some very fine examples in the Chamber today.  That had the 
potential to make enormous money for Western Australia.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I actually think that is a Fuji.  I am not an expert.  
Hon BILL STRETCH:  I am no expert either, but they all taste rather nice.  Hon Christine Sharp, which is it?  

Hon Christine Sharp:  I don’t know.  I presumed it was a Pink Lady.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  I thought it was a Pink Lady.   
Hon Norman Moore:  I am glad we have all these experts around us!  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  Never argue with an expert!  For the purpose of the debate we will say that it is a Pink 
Lady.  The Pink Lady was developed at the Manjimup research station, and the tragedy of it is that the 
intellectual property rights of that pioneering work were lost to WA.  I think it was our good friends in New 
Zealand who picked it up and did a lot of the promotional work on it, so the rest of the world also has prospered 
from it.  I think that sort of leakage of intellectual property led to the Government taking some steps to protect 
our science.   
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Hon Kim Chance:  They call it a Pink Rose in New Zealand.  It is the same apple, but there is one chip of DNA 
that is different.  Essentially it is the same thing.   
Hon BILL STRETCH:  In the same way, New Zealand sold the Sydney blue gum as Sydney blue oak.  It was a 
great hit in the United States because people in the US would buy only oak.  We could not sell it as that, but New 
Zealand could.  Hence, my earlier interjection that it is an excellent marketer.   
Western Australia’s leadership in plant breeding, propagation and apple care in orchard work is as good as that 
anywhere in Australia.  In that instance, the Pink Lady apple was bred from the Lady William and another apple 
and it was given superior keeping and eating qualities.  Some apples used to go brown at the core, or when they 
were cut open they would go brown very quickly.  That is seen sometimes in some of the hybrids that are 
throwbacks.  However, the Pink Lady has been an enduring brand.  It has been so good that it has taken a while 
to get anything to come near it, although I am told that there are now some that surpass it. 
I believe that the industry is very important to Western Australia.  I think we have more to lose than the other 
States of Australia.  Even though the Nullarbor Plain has been a useful barrier in the past, the speed of modern 
transport and the number of travellers moving interstate now have diminished its effectiveness and made our 
produce more prone to infection.  As did the Leader of the House, I pay tribute to the quarantine people.  My 
colleagues have also mentioned that.  Quarantine restrictions and food confiscation might be a pain in the butt, 
but they are a lot better than eating caterpillars in our fruit. 

Hon Barry House mentioned the precautionary principle.  As legislators, it is very important that we bear that in 
mind, possibly more than we do.  I believe that too much legislation is rushed into and too much is agreed to in 
the excitement of it all, particularly near a change of government.  However, parts of the bureaucracy are also 
very keen to progress certain legislation that has not gone sufficiently through the screening process.  In 
hindsight, my view is that if we had proceeded a little more slowly on the dairy industry, we might not be in the 
mess that we are in now.  I do not blame legislators alone, because I agree that that was an industry decision.  
However, in turn, I do not believe the industry took long enough over its decision.  Subsequently, I do not think 
the Parliament took enough time over that decision either.   

I grew up with a lot of adages that all mean the same thing: precautionary principle; hasten slowly; and the 
famous one, of course, which is marry in haste and repent at leisure.  Probably the most pertinent one at this 
stage is from a former member of this House who always said that if there is no apparent need to change, there is 
a need not to change.  In this instance we need to keep our guard up, watch our barriers, keep in place the 
restrictions that we have and not be in a great hurry to pull them down because there seems to be an apparent 
benefit to some other State of Australia or some other industry.  There is always a payback time.  What some 
people might gain from the importation of cheaper apples or pears, as has been pointed out by others, could well 
cost us much more money in the long term.  The cost of eradication or control is always far in excess of the 
small savings and small benefits that sectional interests might see in the short term. 

With those few remarks I fully support the motion, and look forward to this State maintaining its very high 
standards in its important horticultural industry and, indeed, in its wider agricultural industries. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [3.33 pm]:  I also very much support the motion of my colleague Hon 
Christine Sharp.  I would like to put this debate into general context.  I feel encouraged by the broad-ranging 
debate that has occurred as a result of this motion.  It is a very healthy thing to happen.   

I will put my comments in the context of a publication, if it can be called that, that I received just today.  It is 
Wilson Tuckey’s O’Connor Post. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  What is it? 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Wilson Tuckey’s O’Connor Post. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is a publication. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yes, it is a publication of sorts.  An article in it is headed “Free trade is worth it!”.  
This is particularly relevant to this debate.  First of all, it contains an argument about sugar farmers.  However, I 
believe most people in this Chamber are intelligent enough to know that the implications of a so-called free trade 
agreement are much wider than those for the sugar farmers in Queensland.  As I have indicated in this Chamber, 
the implications for government procurement in Western Australia are enormous, because when we are dealing 
with health, education and welfare services especially, we are talking about a government procurement market in 
Australia of $65 billion.  The economic risk is considerable.  The naivety involved with many of the decisions at 
a federal and, unfortunately, a state level are mind numbing.  

However, I will go to the content of this article.  At the end it has two short chapters on quarantine.  It states -  
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Australia, and for that matter America’s right to maintain their quarantine and public health regimes 
remain unchanged. 

However, existing World Trade (WTO) rules do require both parties to apply scientific principles to this 
process to prove that quarantine is not a non-tariff barrier. 

The problem has not quite been alluded to.  I believe the minister was a lot fairer than I intend to be.  The term 
“scientific methods” is often used to mask a lowest-common-denominator approach, because other countries 
think it is unfair - this is not stretching the point - that Australia has a disease-free or pest-free status.  Therefore, 
they think it is fairer for world trade if we have the same diseases that they have.   

Hon Kim Chance:  That is right.  They think it is unfair for us to not have GM too. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  That is right.  They would much rather our not being able to sell into a growing and 
premium market.  Therefore, the realities are that the relatively unemotional words “scientific assessment” mask, 
in my view, an agenda that is quite different.  I have previously explained to this Chamber the circumstances in 
which there has been debate after debate at a federal level about the importation of pilchards, pork meat and so 
on.  Federal trade or agriculture ministers were simply unable to sustain an argument in the Parliament, because 
they knew there was not one.  They knew that they were between a rock and a hard place having to argue for a 
scientific method but knowing that the level of proof being asked of them was probably totally unreasonable.  
The proof of the potential risk of bringing in diseases from pilchards for tuna feedlotting was such that even 
when the viruses spread from the source of feeding tuna in a feedlot in South Australia - even when those plumes 
came in twice and caused the largest biomass fish kills recorded, as far as I am aware, in the Southern 
Hemisphere - some people within the trade regime still did not consider that to be sufficient proof.  They said 
that it was not enough proof, unless people could prove that the fish had the disease; and once they had the 
disease, the people no longer had an argument that they needed to be protected.  The argument has often been set 
up so that people cannot possibly win.  That is not reasonable and is not something that is in fact biosecurity; it is 
the desire of the more powerful - or the more diseased, if one likes - or the people who must use more pesticides 
and herbicides to bring Australia down to the same level, so that we must spray the same amounts of poisons on 
our food as they must.  Therefore, we would no longer have the advantage of not having to do that.   

In spite of all the mealy-mouthed words that are used, which sound reasonable, I absolutely support this 
Chamber taking a stand on this issue, and I support this Chamber continuing to stand up for reality; that is, what 
we can see with our eyes and understand with our intellect, rather than the assumptions made on rules that are 
unfair. 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [3.38 pm]:  I am delighted to receive support from so many members 
and, indeed, from the House this afternoon to progress this motion, and to realise that we all have a consensus 
position that this is a very important issue for Western Australia.  I am particularly grateful to the Minister for 
Agriculture for his taking such an interest in this matter.  I know that he has attended growers’ meetings and has 
been arguing our case very strongly at meetings with our federal counterparts.  I hope that the Minister for 
Agriculture will take the message from the Legislative Council this afternoon to those forums in which he 
represents us on those matters that, as it currently stands, the import risk analysis is unacceptable in Western 
Australia.   

I acknowledge the contribution of many other people to this issue.  I thank the Opposition for its support, and I 
thank the members who have spoken, such as Hon Paddy Embry.  I thank Hon Murray Criddle and acknowledge 
one of his National Party colleagues, Steve Dilley of Donnybrook, who is from the Western Australian Fruit 
Growers Association, who has done an enormous amount of work on this issue and continues to do so.  I thank 
people like Peter Hearman, an orchardist from Donnybrook, who has worked on this issue for years now and has 
certainly provided support to me and to many other people who consider themselves to be stakeholders in this 
debate on protecting our quarantine standards. 

I will touch on the issues that the minister raised on the science of risk analysis, because I concur entirely with 
his point.  Although at first sight an awful lot of hard science has gone into the IRA and certainly the issues of 
how many hours or weeks of cold storage is necessary to kill the fire blight organism and to what extent trash 
can remain hidden in the calyx of the apple, there are many areas in which precise scientific research has been 
carried out to provide exact answers.  However, when we put all those together and then, as Hon Paddy Embry 
so rightly pointed out, we put them into the practical context of everyday operations across the production stream 
from orchard, transport, packing shed and docks to importation, we find there are so many different levels of 
possible transfers of organisms.  In considering all those practical aspects and adding them together with the bits 
of hard, scientific information, we then implement a methodology called risk analysis.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 3 June 2004] 

 p3442b-3455a 
Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Barry House; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon 

Murray Criddle; Hon Bill Stretch; Deputy President; Hon Dee Margetts 

 [14] 

The methodology for risk analysis is not a scientific process but a process of judgment - difficult judgment.  We 
need to produce as much objective data as possible to make the judgment, but when deciding whether a risk is 
acceptable, and whether the risk is low, moderate or high, we make a subjective judgment.  All the concerns of 
the growers about why they think that the IRA will not work come to rest on the concern that we have 
inadequately assessed the risk.  That is the long and the short of it.  When we put together all the elements that 
members have raised today about how much more is at stake in Western Australia than in other parts of Australia 
and our unparalleled record with the apple industry, I would maintain that the answer at the end of that risk 
analysis process should be that there is a case for a continuation of a complete import ban. 

I will touch on the position of the federal Government on this matter.  My colleague Hon Dee Margetts has just 
referred to some very topical comments by one federal representative of Western Australia.  I quoted earlier 
from the Senate inquiry.  I am quite certain that many members of the federal Parliament share the concerns of 
this place.  However, I am not entirely sure that the concern expressed by members of the House of 
Representatives, the Senate and this place are being given the priority that they deserve by the federal Executive 
Government.  Biosecurity Australia is an arm of the federal Executive Government and is effectively following 
government policy.  I therefore urge the federal Government to reconsider its policy priorities in this matter.  A 
consistent theme has been the criticism of the position that Biosecurity Australia has been taking.  This is 
because of the controversy surrounding the import risk analyses of bananas, pork and now apples.  For example, 
The Australian Financial Review of 14 March this year quoted the Senate Standing Committee on Rural and 
Regional Affairs and Transport.  The committee has said that Biosecurity Australia is giving more importance to 
international trade than to ensuring that Australia remains free of dangerous diseases for fear of facing a 
challenge from the World Trade Organisation.  The Australian Financial Review of 14 May of this year in an 
article on the importation of bananas and its IRA quoted the evidence of Mr Bob Paton, a policy officer with the 
New South Wales Department of Agriculture, and David Peasley, an agricultural scientist.  David Peasley was 
concerned that issues other than science were influencing the proceedings.  The Federation of Australian 
Scientific and Technological Societies wrote in a submission to the Australia-United States Free Trade 
Agreement inquiry that confidence in Biosecurity Australia had diminished among scientific experts.  It also 
wrote that agricultural scientists were concerned that Biosecurity Australia was giving trade considerations a 
higher priority than scientific analyses, and that scientists were worried that Biosecurity Australia representatives 
had tried to direct teams of scientists on import risk assessment panels towards decisions that aided trade.  The 
nub of the issue is whether the federal Government is giving a high enough priority to the protection of 
Australia’s biosecurity.   

It is interesting to note that the New Zealand Government put out a national report about three years ago that 
described New Zealand’s biosecurity as equal in importance to New Zealand’s national military security.  I 
suggest that is something our federal Government needs to take into consideration.  What we are effectively 
saying today, on the collective behalf of all States in Australia and this State in particular, is that we would like 
the federal Government to become global champion of the cause of biosecurity and that in every international 
forum, particularly in our dealings with World Trade Organisation forums, we consistently emphasise the 
phytosanitary arrangements proposed under the WTO agreement.  We need also to emphasise that the SPS 
agreement goes to the nub of a very important insight; that is, that trade in food and biological substances is a 
very different matter from trade in inert manufactured goods.  Therefore, when we are giving free trade such an 
important priority in our considerations, we are undermining some fundamental requirements for strong and 
ongoing regional freedom in Australia and in Western Australia in particular.  I am delighted that all members 
have agreed this afternoon that this is something that we wish to continue to protect, and that we also think it is 
relevant to both the pork and banana IRAs.  Those areas obviously provoke very different issues, but they are 
similar in some ways, as we have discussed today.  I again thank the minister for the support of the Government 
and I thank all members.   
Question put and passed. 
 


