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APPLE ORCHARDISTS 
Grievance 

MR M.P. WHITELY (Roleystone) [9.49 am]:  My grievance is directed to the Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries.  It relates to a threat to the viability of apple orchardists not only 
in my electorate and throughout the Perth hills but also in the rest of Western Australia, most notably the south 
west corner.  The threat is to the commercial advantage that benefits producers, exporters and consumers of 
apples in Western Australia.  The commercial advantage comes from the fact that WA is free from apple scab 
and coddling moth.  Apple scab, in particular, is a huge threat to the apple industry.  In general, Australia is also 
free from fire blight.  Those diseases and infestations in Western Australia could lead to an enormous cost 
burden on orchardists, who currently do not meet that cost.  Orchardists would have to do a lot more spraying if 
WA suffered a significant outbreak of apple scab, coddling moth or fire blight.  Obviously, they currently enjoy 
an advantage over the rest of Australia as they do not need to spray for apple scab and coddling moth.  Australia, 
in general, has the advantage of not having to spray for the risk of fire blight.  Producers currently have an 
advantage by not spraying, in that it significantly reduces costs and the potential for chemical residue.  
Obviously, consumers benefit because they get a better product at a better price because costs are lower.  In 
addition, many orchards in my electorate and throughout the Perth hills are situated in residential areas, and the 
spray drift problem in neighbouring residential areas is reduced when orchardists use fewer sprays.  It is also less 
of a problem for organic orchardists who do not want spray drift occurring on their properties.  All these 
commercial and product advantages are under threat because the Commonwealth Government is determined to 
give unrestricted access to the importation of apples from New Zealand.  Apple scab, coddling moth and fire 
blight are widespread in New Zealand.  Allowing the import of New Zealand apples will sooner or later lead to 
the importation of apple scab, coddling moth and fire blight.  Eventually our disease-free apple industry will be 
diseased. 

A commonwealth government agency, Biosecurity Australia, has prepared a draft import risk analysis.  
Biosecurity Australia representatives attended a meeting of between 60 and 80 growers, together with the 
Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries and me, at the Lesmurdie Club.  I believe that meeting was in 
late May, although I cannot remember the exact date.  A key deficiency in the import risk analysis by 
Biosecurity Australia was its failure to define “acceptable risk”.  I believe we must continue to apply the 
precautionary principle to the importation of apples.  We apply it both externally at Australia’s borders and 
internally at state borders.  As a result, the Australian apple industry is protected from fire blight from overseas 
and the Western Australian apple industry is protected from apple scab and coddling moth from the eastern 
States.  We apply the precautionary principle by assuming that by allowing the importation of fruit from diseased 
countries we will, in fact, import the disease.  In my opinion, Biosecurity Australia’s analysis abandoned the 
precautionary principle for the concept of acceptable risk.  The risk that Biosecurity Australia appears to regard 
as acceptable concerns not only me but also the President of the Western Australian Fruit Growers Association, 
Steve Dilley.  In the May 2004 edition of WA Fruit Grower, Mr Dilley said - 

The big concern of the apple industry is that instead of being conservative and using the ‘precautionary 
principle’, BA is driven by the ‘least restrictive trade’ ideology, which effectively discounts science 
which does not support its proposed protocols. 

Mr Dilley, therefore, shares my concerns.   

From my memory of the presentation, Biosecurity Australia appeared to regard self-regulation by the New 
Zealand agricultural authorities as acceptable.  In other words, a New Zealand government agency will certify 
that a New Zealand export product is disease free.  That agency is not required to certify that the product comes 
from a disease-free region; it is simply required to certify that it comes from a disease-free orchard.  The 
certification is based on an assessment that no evidence of disease exists in an orchard.  The danger in having a 
New Zealand authority self-regulate is obvious: if it does not look for problems, it is unlikely to see them.  The 
long-term consequence of importing New Zealand apples - if we do get an outbreak of apple scab, coddling moth 
and fire blight in Western Australia - is that New Zealand apple exporters will take away the commercial 
advantage that Western Australian producers currently enjoy.  Therefore, by being lax in its application of 
standards, the New Zealand industry stands to gain in the long term by levelling the playing field and reducing 
WA’s advantage in a disease-free product.  Ultimately, the WA industry will be diseased, it will increasingly 
rely on sprays, its costs will increase and it will have an inferior, diseased or chemically sprayed product.  On my 
reading of the situation, the Commonwealth Government, through Biosecurity Australia, is manipulating the 
science and accepting too much risk.  It is, in effect, sacrificing our clean, green apple industry on the altar of 
free trade.  As I said, the Howard Government has abandoned the apple industry in Western Australia, and, quite 
frankly, until the Gallop Government is prepared to step in and protect it, I will be concerned, as are many 
people in the apple industry, about the future viability of this vital industry.   
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MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn - Parliamentary Secretary) [9.56 am]:  I thank the member for Roleystone for 
bringing this matter to the attention of the Parliament.  He has also raised the matter with the Minister for 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries personally.  I will respond on behalf of the minister and go through the 
background of the matter.   

Biosecurity Australia is the commonwealth body dealing with the quarantine of plant and livestock in Australia.  
It manages and controls a process called the import risk assessment.  This is done through a sanitary and 
phytosanitary agreement, which is an outcome of Australia’s membership of the World Trade Organisation.  
Effectively, it is a quarantine and health-based protocol for the international trade in animals and plants.  The 
minister stresses that he is comfortable with this system.  The IRA system allows the controlled and protected 
free trade of plants and livestock.  It must be remembered that the IRA is the only process Australia has - and in 
particular Western Australia - to protect it from World Trade Organisation rulings that could allow the 
uncontrolled importation of plant and livestock into Australia.  It is the only system we have.  Nothing stands 
behind Biosecurity Australia’s IRA system.  It is critical that we use that system and it is critical that we make 
sure the system is effective.  It is critical to Australia’s interest that we support a rational approach to 
international trade in livestock and plants, given our reliance on our massive agricultural exports.  The minister, 
however, is very concerned about how the system will work with the issue of apple and pear diseases, 
particularly the importation of apples and pears from New Zealand, which has been outlined by the member for 
Roleystone.  The Minister for Agriculture believes that although Biosecurity Australia’s approach to the use of 
the import risk assessment is sound, it must be tightened up and improved for dealing with critical issues such as 
fire blight, apple scab and coddling moth.  Fire blight does not exist in Australia, but I believe it is endemic in 
New Zealand.  Apple scab and coddling moth do not exist in Western Australia but they do in the eastern States.   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  But we do get them from time to time. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  There have been outbreaks and they have been stamped on very quickly and eradicated, as 
the member for Murray-Wellington well knows.   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  Yes. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Hence the reason for the quarantine stations on the highway into Western Australia from the 
east and in Kununurra.  The quarantine officers are very diligent in ensuring that apples, pears and other fruit do 
not get into Western Australia.  It is not a “cute” way of looking after Western Australia’s interests; it is a very 
critical issue of protecting Western Australia’s industries from the importation of these types of diseases.  As 
pointed out by the member for Roleystone, one or all of these diseases imported into Western Australia could 
have a devastating impact on the apple, pear and orchard industries in Western Australia.  As the member 
mentioned, these industries could be wiped out if the diseases reached this State.  Scientifically, the quarantine 
pathway on fire blight, apple scab and codling moth has been well proven and understood.  The quarantine 
pathway is the process that allows infection to travel.  There is no doubt about the pathway that would allow 
those diseases to reach Western Australia and infect orchards.  It is why the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry 
and Fisheries has raised the issue to a very high profile at the last Primary Industries Ministerial Council 
meeting, which was held last month in Adelaide.  The Commonwealth has conceded the issue put forward by the 
minister.  It concedes that Western Australia’s issues have not been taken into account.  It has accepted Western 
Australia’s argument and has asked the State to make a further submission to the import risk assessment of the 
importation of apples from New Zealand.  The detailed submission is being developed and will soon be 
presented to Biosecurity Australia. 

The Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries can and will rely on legal approaches should Biosecurity 
Australia not accept Western Australia’s submission on protecting its industries.  The Commonwealth operates 
under its Quarantine Act, which relates to section 59 of the Constitution.  Western Australia relies on the Plant 
Diseases Act, which also relates to the Constitution, particularly section 107.  The two Acts are designed to work 
concurrently; that is, one does not rely or depend on the other.  The minister believes that, should the position of 
Western Australia not be accepted by Biosecurity Australia and New Zealand apples are imported into Australia 
and then attempted to be brought to Western Australia, he can enforce the Plant Diseases Act to ensure that the 
fruit does not reach Western Australia.  The Commonwealth could override Western Australia’s position under a 
proclamation under section 2A of the Quarantine Act, which could assert its authority over Western Australia.  
However, it would be a very draconian approach and the minister does not believe the Commonwealth would do 
that.  He also believes that such a decision could be disallowable, if it is a disallowable position, in the Senate.  I 
assure the member for Roleystone that this issue has been raised to a high profile with the Commonwealth.  It is 
being taken into account.  Should Western Australia not get its own way, legal processes are available. 
 


